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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
N/A
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
132
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The Virginia Department of Education’s (VDOE's) general supervision system to identify noncompliance in special education programs consists of multi-faceted monitoring processes based on a model released by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). The state’s system includes stakeholder involvement; applications for funding; review of policies and procedures; data collection, reporting, and verification; self-assessments and on-site monitoring with parent involvement; and dispute resolution. On-site monitoring includes visits to school districts; regional special education programs, local and regional jails, and nursing homes; state-operated programs including hospital programs, school for the deaf and blind, rehabilitation centers, state training schools, state mental health centers, and juvenile detention and adult correctional facilities; and VDOE licensed private day and residential schools.

Virginia has policies, procedures, and implementation strategies that align with and support the implementation of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA 2004). Virginia law requires that all educational programs for students with disabilities be operated in accordance with procedures, standards, and guidelines adopted by the Virginia Board of Education (BOE).

Virginia’s comprehensive monitoring system for continuous improvement is designed to ensure continuous examination of performance for compliance and results. All districts participate in some level of Virginia’s comprehensive monitoring system annually. The components of Virginia’s comprehensive monitoring system include compliance indicator reviews; on-site focused reviews; and targeted reviews (i.e., self-assessments, audit findings, complaints, and investigations).

The VDOE analyzes year-end data for all compliance indicators to identify school districts with performance rates indicating non-compliance. Whenever a finding of noncompliance is identified, the district is required to develop corrective action that addresses all identified areas of noncompliance to include improvement strategies and timelines to ensure correction. Timelines for correction are set, ranging from immediately to up to one year. The VDOE may require periodic progress reports as necessary and also follow-up through frequent visits and/or telephone contacts. For final closure, the district must demonstrate correction according to OSEP’s “two-pronged test” for correction. Districts must demonstrate individual and systemic correction as soon as possible, but no later than one year from the notification of noncompliance.

The VDOE's Office of Special Education Program Improvement (SEPI) selects school districts for on-site reviews. The on-site review of special education services includes the following review activities: 1) facilitated meeting with the district instructional staff; 2) review of student records; 3) interviews with school administration, special education and general education staff, parents, and students; 4) classroom walk-throughs; and 5) verification of data reported for the Annual Performance Report (APR). A final report is developed to summarize the findings from each area of the on-site review and sent to the district leadership. The summary report identifies the following: Strengths and Weaknesses of the Special Education Programs; Emerging Improvements; Areas for Program Improvements; Areas of Individual and General Supervision Noncompliance with IDEA regulations. 

The VDOE monitors compliance for children with disabilities who have been publicly placed in regional special education programs, local and regional jails; nursing homes; state-operated programs including hospital programs, schools for the deaf and blind, rehabilitation centers, state training schools, state mental health centers, and juvenile detention and adult correctional facilities; and private day and residential schools. Services provided to youth with disabilities in these school districts and facilities are monitored in three ways: 1) each must review compliance for children and youth as part of its self-assessment; 2) VDOE reviews the files for children and youth when it conducts its on-site visit to the school district; and 3) VDOE monitors to ensure the provision of FAPE to these students by making on-site visits to the school districts and facilities to ensure compliance and to make recommendations for program improvement, as appropriate. 

To ensure that all school districts correct any identified compliance deficiencies within a reasonable period of time, not to exceed one year from identification, VDOE has implemented a tracking system to monitor the correction of the noncompliance findings that were identified through local district self-assessments and the State’s on-site reviews. Tracking of noncompliant findings in the self-assessment begins following receipt of the self-assessment reports and program improvement plans. Tracking of noncompliant findings resulting from VDOE’s on-site reviews begins from the issue date of the report findings. 

The VDOE continually enhances its IDEA fiscal supervision and monitoring procedures to comply with related distribution and use of IDEA Part B funds and ensure school districts are being fiscally prudent and compliant with federal regulations. The supervision of school districts is structured according to tiered levels of risk and need. A risk assessment matrix is used to rate and place a school district in a tiered level of needed supervision according to their score. Virginia’s system of general supervision includes several mechanisms to provide oversight in the distribution and use of IDEA funds at the state level. Some of these mechanisms are reached through the VDOE Single Sign-on Web (SSWS) secure internet portal. The applications are designed and embedded with information and instruction on fiscal regulations to assist school districts in maintaining compliance. 

Supporting improvement and ensuring correction through incentives and sanctions are critical components of Virginia’s general supervision system. The enforcement of regulations, policies and procedures is required by IDEA and state regulations. State guidelines and directives also steer the technical assistance provided to ensure the correction of noncompliance and, ultimately, to meet state and local targets.

Virginia’s Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with Disabilities set forth three special education dispute resolution options to address disagreements regarding the identification, evaluation, educational placement and services of their child, or the provision of a free appropriate public education. These options include 1) parents and school district entering into mediation to resolve the dispute; 2) the filing of a complaint that the school district has erred in meeting its special education obligations; and 3) the parent or local school district filing a request for a due process hearing to have a hearing officer determine the appropriate outcome for the child.

In Virginia, the Office of Dispute Resolution and Administrative Services (ODRAS) within VDOE’s Department of Special Education and Student Services 1) administers the three federally-mandated special education dispute resolution options; 2) provides technical assistance to parents and school districts regarding special education laws and regulations; 3) develops and updates various special education resource materials; 4) provides training to school districts regarding regulatory compliance; 5) assists in the development and revision of Board of Education regulations as may be requested; and 6) works collaboratively with other offices within the Department of Special Education and Student Services as appropriate.
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

The purpose of the VDOE’s special education technical assistance is to provide evidence-based professional development for quality educational opportunities for children and youth with disabilities. The focus of the activities is access to the general education curriculum and effective practices that lead to successful school achievement and post-school outcomes for students with disabilities from ages 2-21, inclusive. There are ongoing regularly scheduled activities as well as new initiatives that are field-tested to determine their effectiveness. Staff members provide leadership for activities and initiatives addressing the educational needs of students identified with specific disabilities in all disability categories and specialized processes or procedures including: accessible instructional materials; assistive technology; behavior management; special education eligibility and individualized education program development; special education administration; and related services.

Activities are driven by demographic and achievement-related data analyses. Initiatives are derived from research findings or have been proven to be effective for students with disabilities through evidence-based practices.

The VDOE also funds regional centers supported by the Department of Special Education and Student Services, known as Training and Technical Assistance Centers (TTACs). The TTACs deliver direct technical assistance and support to local education agencies. Their mission is to improve educational opportunities and contribute to the success of children and youth with disabilities. The services are designed to increase the capacity of school personnel, service providers, and families to meet the needs of children and youth with disabilities. The Centers’ focus is on educators in schools designated by the VDOE as needing improvement on behalf of students with disabilities. Their offices and libraries are located in universities based in the eight Superintendents' regions.

Additional centers and networks include:

Accessible Instructional Materials Center of Virginia (AIM-VA): The AIM-VA produces and delivers accessible instructional materials for local educational agencies in Virginia who have students with an individualized education program indicating a need for alternate formats of printed materials. The Center also provides training and technical assistance on the use of these accessible instructional materials.

Assistive Technology (AT) Network: The AT Network is a group of assistive technology specialists from regional TTACs. This group plans and provides statewide technical assistance and professional development regarding AT consideration, evaluation, and implementation. Additionally, members of the AT Network build capacity within districts by assisting with the creation of AT teams within individual school districts.

Virginia Commonwealth University’s Autism Center for Excellence (VCU-ACE) :The VCU-ACE offers a variety of training opportunities through online and face-to-face training as well as embedded technical assistance in school districts. The VCU-ACE strives to meet the needs of all learners across the state of Virginia by providing training activities and resources for the emergent learner, developing learner, as well as district leaders who provide professional development activities and resources that will assist with systematic change and fidelity of evidence-based practices in Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). The VCU-ACE offers a variety of training opportunities through online coursework and many on-demand options such as videos and presentations.

Community of Leaders in Autism (CoLA): The CoLA is a responsive network of autism leaders from participating districts. The CoLA teams participate in two regional meetings per year and one statewide summer institute. The CoLA represents a partnership between school districts, Virginia Commonwealth University’s Autism Center for Excellence (VCU-ACE), regional Training and Technical Assistance Centers (TTAC), and the Virginia Department of Education. The CoLA members share a common interest in the improvement of service delivery and use of evidence-based practice for students with ASD and create a strong community that fosters trust and encourages collaboration and sharing. 

Technical Assistance Center for Children Who Are Deaf and Hard of Hearing: The Technical Assistance Center for Children Who Are Deaf and Hard of Hearing is funded by the VDOE to provide training and technical assistance in the area of deafness and hearing impairment. Assistance is available to local public school systems as well as state-operated programs including early intervention through the Virginia Network of Consultants for Professionals Working with Children Who are Deaf and Hard of Hearing (VNOC).

Virginia Project for Children and Young Adults with Deaf-Blindness (VDBP): The VDBP is a statewide program designed to provide technical assistance, training, distance education, and networking information to families, teachers, and service providers of individuals, birth through 21, who have both a hearing loss and a vision loss. The Virginia Deaf-Blind Project is committed to supporting families, teachers, and service providers in their endeavors to improve outcomes for children and youth who experience both vision and hearing loss.

Center on Transition Innovations: The Center provides resources for professionals, individuals with disabilities, and their representatives, and is committed to developing and advancing evidence-based practices to increase the hiring and retention of individuals with disabilities. The Center is designed to research and spotlight the strategies and circumstances that produce optimal employment and career achievement for youth with disabilities and provide knowledge transfer with a variety of information (webinars, white papers, fact sheets, and online classes). Staff assist school districts with implementation of a variety of programs such as Project Search, Start on Success, Customized Employment, and Supported Employment.

Center for Family Involvement: The Center works with families to increase their skills as decision makers, mentors, and leaders so that their family members with disabilities can lead the lives they want. Through self-advocacy activities, youth and adults with disabilities have information and support to speak for themselves and be leaders in their home communities and in state-level activities. The Center is committed to helping agencies and organizations deliver person-centered and user-friendly services and supports in neighborhoods and communities. 

Parent Education Advocacy Training Center (PEATC): The PEATC is an independent Center funded by the United States Department of Education and serves at Virginia's Federally Funded Parent Training and Information Center (PTI). The PEATC’s information, resources, and training promote respectful, collaborative partnerships between parents, schools, professionals and the community that increase the possibilities of success for children with disabilities.

Virginia’s Parent Resource Centers (PRCs) are committed to a positive relationship between parents and schools. The PRCs assist parents with questions and planning, as well as provide resources and training sessions.

Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports Research and Implementation Center (VTSS-RIC): The VTSS-RIC mission is to build state and local capacity for a sustained tiered system of academic, behavioral, and social emotional supports that are responsive to the needs of all students. The VTSS-RIC assists VDOE with the evaluation of participating LEAs through their participation in both the Response to Intervention (RtI) and Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) components of VTSS. Staff from the VTSS-RIC also provides targeted training and technical assistance to districts and schools as directed by the VDOE.
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.

Professional development and related resources are developed to provide support and professional development to parents, school personnel, and other consumers. All resources are intended to provide guidance for addressing the regulatory requirements and instructional elements needed for a student’s free appropriate public education (FAPE) that is linked directly to the indicators and improvement activities established in the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR). Through this model, the Department uses a variety of means, at varying levels of intensity, to build capacity throughout the state. Virginia’s Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with Disabilities in Virginia provide state operating standards for districts along with the following accompanying guidance documents: 1) Implementation of the Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with Disabilities in Virginia, 2009; 2) Developing Local Policies and Procedures Required for Implementation of Special Education Regulations in Virginia's Public Schools; and the 3) Parents’ Guide to the Virginia Regulations.

The VDOE's Department of Special Education and Student Services staff members are assigned to regional teams to provide technical assistance and professional development including one representative from each of the following offices on each team: Special Education Instructional Services (SEIS); Dispute Resolution and Administrative Services (ODRAS); Special Education Program Improvement (SEPI); and Facilities and Family Engagement (FFE). The Regional teams provide guidance for addressing the regulatory requirements and instructional elements needed for a student’s free appropriate public education (FAPE).

In addition, the VDOE’s Office of Special Education and Student Services e-learning modules provide an opportunity for individuals to increase knowledge and skills in a variety of areas such as: Special Education Evaluation and Services; Prior Written Notice; Calculating and Reporting Placement and Services; and Back to Basics modules focused on compliance with federal law and state regulations.

The Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports (VTSS) is a data-informed decision making framework for establishing the academic, behavioral and social-emotional supports needed for a school to be an effective learning environment for all students. The VTSS systemic approach allows districts, schools and communities to provide multiple levels of supports to students in a more effective and efficient, clearly defined process. Implementing the VTSS requires the use of evidence-based, system-wide practices with fidelity to provide a quick response to academic, behavioral, social and emotional needs. The practices are progress-monitored frequently to enable educators to make sound, data based instructional decisions for students.

Two leadership academies provide professional development for administrators. The Aspiring Special Education Leaders Academy is a program established to assist school districts and state-operated programs with succession planning and is designed to help prepare potential leaders for future administrative positions in special education. This yearlong program includes workshops, seminars, observations, assignments and field experiences. Participants have opportunities to gain knowledge, skills and experiences that will help them excel in positions of special educational leadership. The New Special Education Directors Academy provides orientation to the various VDOE offices, critical technical assistance resources, regulatory information, dispute resolution, and a mentor for newly appointed administrators.

The VDOE supports eight TTACs, located at universities across the Commonwealth, to improve educational opportunities and contribute to the success of children and youth with disabilities (birth through 22 years). The VDOE determines the scope of work for the TTACs, which is outlined in an annual cooperative agreement holding TTACs responsible for the regional delivery of school improvement, special education, early learning and school readiness services. The cooperative agreement details specific responsibilities in the work of TTACs with local districts and community schools, organized by priority areas. TTACs provide varying levels of technical assistance and professional development in these areas, based on LEA’s SPP/APR performance and compliance indicator data. TTACs use multiple years of SPP/APR data to identify patterns of strengths and weaknesses within each LEA and across LEAs located in their regions. TTACs also provide information and services regarding IDEA to parents and families of children with disabilities and those at risk of being identified as disabled.

The VDOE’s TTAC Online is a resource for professionals and family members of children and youth with disabilities (birth through 22 years). The website offers a wide range of resources, events (trainings, conferences, and webinars/webcasts) and free online training opportunities. Online trainings cover a wide range of topics, such as assistive technology, behavior, curriculum and instruction, and transition.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
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 Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) has developed its State Performance Plan (SPP) with input from stakeholders and with the expectation that the SPP would be disseminated to the public following the submission of the Annual Performance Report (APR) each February. The SPP is available on the VDOE website at http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/index.shtml. The SPP is also available on the GRADS360 website at https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/publicView.

The VDOE reports to the public on the progress or slippage in meeting the measurable and rigorous targets found in the SPP each June of the same year and refers to this as the Special Education Performance Report to the Public. Additionally, VDOE reports to the public on the performance of each local educational agency located in the state on the targets in the SPP. The Special Education Performance Report to the Public is disseminated to all school districts in the state, to members of the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), and to all local advisory committees (LACs) and is also available online at http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/index.shtml.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

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

The State will provide the required information in the Phase III Year Four of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) by April 1, 2020
Intro - OSEP Response

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

OSEP issued a monitoring report to the State on June 23, 2020, and the State’s response is due under separate cover.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.
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
	48.41%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	54.21%
	56.39%
	57.84%
	52.00%
	56.00%

	Data
	51.54%
	53.15%
	52.61%
	53.86%
	59.80%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	56.00%
	61.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.

Virginia has chosen to align the APR graduation targets with those in their Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Consolidated State Plan.  During the development of Virginia’s Consolidated State Plan, multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including: round-table discussions, focus groups, conference calls, webinars, and public comment periods during state Board of Education meetings as well as at public hearings held across the state. Information on stakeholder involvement during the plan development process, including meeting materials, survey results, and a list of stakeholder sessions, is available at the following website: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/federal_programs/esea/index.shtml

In addition, during the FFY2018 APR cycle, secondary transition stakeholder input was received from: youth with disabilities, parents, Parent Education Advocacy and Training Center, DisAbility Resource Center, resources for Independent Living, local education agency staff members, Virginia Commonwealth University - Center on Transition Innovations, Virginia Board for People with Disabilities, Department of Social Services, Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services, Wilson Workforce Rehabilitation Center, and Other state agencies. Stakeholders learned about the State Performance Plan requirements, reviewed data that included student attendance, testing, graduation, dropout, and post school outcomes. In addition, they discussed issues/descriptions of systems or processes related to secondary transition, and made recommendations to the Virginia Department of Education. Numerous resources were shared with and among the 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
	7,218

	 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
	11,787

	 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
	61.24%


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

	7,218
	11,787
	59.80%
	56.00%
	61.24%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
To have graduated in 2017-2018 with a regular diploma (Standard Diploma) in Virginia, a student earned at least 22 standard units of credit by passing required courses and electives. The minimum course requirements included: English (4), Mathematics (3), Laboratory Science (3), History and Social Sciences (3), Health and Physical Education (2), Foreign Language, Fine Arts, or Career and Technical Education (2); Economics and Personal Finance (1); and electives (4). Beginning with students entering ninth grade for the first time in 2013-2014, a student must also have earned a board-approved career and technical education credential; and successfully completed one virtual course, which may have been non-credit bearing. 

In addition, all recipients of the standard diploma earned at least six verified credits by passing end-of-course SOL tests (statewide assessments) or other assessments approved by the State Board of Education. The minimum verified units of credit include: English (2), Mathematics (1), Laboratory Science (1), History and Social Sciences (1), student selected assessment (1). Additional information pertaining to the minimum course and credit requirements for the Standard Diploma can be found at http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/graduation/standard.shtml.

The conditions to graduate with a regular high school diploma in Virginia are the same for all students, including students with IEPs. 
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

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

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

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	1.52%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	1.90%
	1.80%
	1.70%
	1.60%
	1.50%

	Data
	1.36%
	1.51%
	1.30%
	1.65%
	1.70%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	1.40%
	1.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.

In addition, during the FFY2018 APR cycle, secondary transition stakeholder input was received from: youth with disabilities, parents, Parent Education Advocacy and Training Center, DisAbility Resource Center, resources for Independent Living, local education agency staff members, Virginia Commonwealth University - Center on Transition Innovations, Virginia Board for People with Disabilities, Department of Social Services, Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services, Wilson Workforce Rehabilitation Center, and Other state agencies. Stakeholders learned about the State Performance Plan requirements, reviewed data that included student attendance, testing, graduation, dropout, and post school outcomes. In addition, they discussed issues/descriptions of systems or processes related to secondary transition, and made recommendations to the Virginia Department of Education. Numerous resources were shared with and among the 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)
	7,668

	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)
	3,241

	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)
	19

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	1,166

	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)
	37


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
In FFY2018, the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) opted to use the same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY2010 APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012. The VDOE used 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.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs by Cohort
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,166
	77,261
	1.70%
	1.40%
	1.51%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Consistent with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data, the Virginia Department of Education defines a dropout as a student who was enrolled at any time during the previous school year who is not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year and has not graduated from high school or completed an approved educational program and does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: 1) Enrolled in another public school district, private school, or approved education program; 2) Temporarily absent due to suspension or illness; or 3) Deceased.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


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

	A
	Overall
	99.80%
	Actual
	99.53%
	99.55%
	99.55%
	99.35%
	99.41%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	99.70%
	Actual
	99.12%
	99.16%
	99.19%
	99.03%
	98.91%


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 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
Virginia has chosen to align the APR targets for participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments with those in Virginia's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Consolidated State Plan. During the development of the Consolidated State Plan, multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including: round-table discussions, focus groups, conference calls, webinars, and public comment periods during state Board of Education meetings as well as at public hearings held across the state. Information on stakeholder involvement during the plan development process, including meeting materials, survey results, and a list of stakeholder sessions, is available at the following website: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/federal_programs/esea/index.shtml.
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
	91,008
	89,518
	99.41%
	95.00%
	98.36%
	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
	99,400
	98,516
	98.91%
	95.00%
	99.11%
	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. 


1. Reporting of the Measures of Academic Success data in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) can be found at:
• Part B Assessment - Table 6 - http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/public_reporting_part-b/2018-19/part_b_assessment_table_6.pdf
• Part B Assessment - State, Division, and School Levels - http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/public_reporting_part-b/2018-19/public_reporting_swd_assessment_2018_2019.xlsx

2. In addition, Virginia’s State Quality Profile provides information about student achievement for all children, including children with disabilities, across all subjects, proficiency levels, and participation rates at Student achievement http://schoolquality.virginia.gov/virginia-state-quality-profile#desktopTabs-2 and ESSA - http://schoolquality.virginia.gov/virginia-state-quality-profile#desktopTabs-8.

3. Further disaggregation of the assessment data can be obtained by using the Build-A-Table to create reports on student performance by student subgroup (including students with disabilities) taking regular assessments, and alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards at the State, district and school levels. https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/buildatable/testresults
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2018.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR 
The State provided our OSEP state contact with the Web links that demonstrated that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter.  In addition, the State has included in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the Web links on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f).
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.  

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State within 90 days of the receipt of the State’s 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). The State provided the required information. 
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
	2012
	Target >=
	42.00%
	54.00%
	66.00%
	66.00%
	41.00%

	A
	Overall
	42.80%
	Actual
	44.40%
	44.64%
	48.29%
	49.91%
	49.93%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2011
	Target >=
	49.00%
	57.00%
	65.00%
	65.00%
	43.00%

	A
	Overall
	39.80%
	Actual
	44.46%
	49.28%
	50.85%
	49.88%
	46.75%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	46.00%
	51.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	48.00%
	46.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
Virginia has chosen to align the APR targets for participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments with those in Virginia's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Consolidated State Plan. During the development of the Consolidated State Plan, multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including: round-table discussions, focus groups, conference calls, webinars, and public comment periods during state Board of Education meetings as well as at public hearings held across the state. Information on stakeholder involvement during the plan development process, including meeting materials, survey results, and a list of stakeholder sessions, is available at the following website: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/federal_programs/esea/index.shtml.
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
	89,518
	42,155
	49.93%
	46.00%
	47.09%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	98,516
	55,054
	46.75%
	48.00%
	55.88%
	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. 

1. Reporting of the Measures of Academic Success data in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) can be found at:
• Part B - Assessment - Table 6 - http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/public_reporting_part-b/2018-19/part_b_assessment_table_6.pdf
• Part B - Assessment - State, Division, and School Levels - http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/reports_plans_stats/public_reporting_part-b/2018-19/public_reporting_swd_assessment_2018_2019.xlsx

2. In addition, Virginia’s State Quality Profile provides information about student achievement for all children, including children with disabilities, across all subjects, proficiency levels, and participation rates at Student achievement http://schoolquality.virginia.gov/virginia-state-quality-profile#desktopTabs-2 and ESSA - http://schoolquality.virginia.gov/virginia-state-quality-profile#desktopTabs-8.

3. Further disaggregation of the assessment data can be obtained by using the Build-A-Table to create reports on student performance by student subgroup (including students with disabilities) taking regular assessments, and alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards at the State, district and school levels. https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/buildatable/testresults 
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. 

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to include in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). The State provided the required information. 
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	46.34%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	25.00%
	29.55%
	33.33%
	46.34%
	39.13%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
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.

53

	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

	39
	79
	39.13%
	0.00%
	49.37%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The number of districts that were identified with a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions greater than ten cumulative days in a school year compared to their non-disabled peers stayed relatively stagnant between the FFY2017 (36 districts) and FFY2018 (39 districts). However, during statewide training and when providing guidance to districts regarding discipline, emphasis has been placed on the importance of accurate reporting of out-of-school suspensions (ex. having parents pick up children from school for behavioral infractions and not documenting this removal). Specifically, school districts have been trained to formally document all removals of children from the classrooms and/or schools. This additional training and guidance, prior to the FFY2018 reporting, resulted in more accurate reporting of out-of-school suspensions. The accuracy in reporting resulted in slippage.
Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

To determine significant discrepancy, the VDOE evaluated the degree to which students with disabilities may or may not be at higher risk for being suspended or expelled compared to students without disabilities by computing risk ratios depicting the proportion of students with disabilities in the rate  of suspensions and expulsions greater than ten cumulative days in a school year compared to their non-disabled peers in the same school district. Rates were computed for districts with a minimum cell size (numerator) of ten students with disabilities suspended or expelled more than ten cumulative days in a school year, an n-size (denominator) of at least ten students with disabilities, and a minimum cell size of at least ten students in the comparison group. Districts that met the minimum cell size/n-size with risk ratios 2.0 or greater were deemed to have a significant discrepancy and required to determine if the significant discrepancy was due to policies, procedures, and/or practices related to the development and implementation of individualized education programs (IEPs), the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and/or procedural safeguards by completing a self-assessment. (34 CFR §300.170(a))

Fifty-three districts were excluded from the significant discrepancy calculation because they did not meet the minimum cell size/n-size for students with disabilities suspended or expelled greater than ten days in a school year.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
Using 2017-2018 data, 39 districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year for students with disabilities in FFY2018. The VDOE directed each of the 39 districts to create a district-based team and complete a formalized self-assessment. The components of the Self-Assessment tool required the team to do the following: 1) examine the reasons for high suspensions by analyzing the root cause of suspensions and expulsions; 2) review the school’s use of positive behavior interventions and supports; 3) determine if the school division is developing and implementing appropriate IEPs; 4) assess if policies, procedures, and practices comply with Procedural Safeguards; 5) provide more training for individuals responsible for discipline; and 6) review the disability impact prior to disciplinary action.

The team also had to determine if specific attention was required to improve the implementation of Functional Behavior Assessments and Behavior Intervention Plans as components of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS). Alternatives to suspension, such as restorative justice practices and Virginia’s Tiered Systems of Support, are offered as tools to reduce suspensions and to align with other efforts to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. Culturally responsive practices and school climate are emphasized as a focus when reviewing policies, procedures, and practices.

The VDOE reviewed each self-assessment and concluded that 2 of the 39 districts had noncompliance with one or more of the requirements of 34 CFR
§300.170(b).
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.
The VDOE directed both districts to revise its policy, procedures, and practices, the use of PBIS, and/or procedural safeguards as soon as possible, but no later than within one year of the date of original notification. Both districts submitted acceptable corrective action plans. Monitoring staff members are following up with the districts to ensure 1) they have corrected each individual case of noncompliance; and 2) they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements at 100 percent compliance. The status of compliance will be reported in the next APR report.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	1
	1
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The VDOE directed the district that reported less than 100 percent compliance to revise their policy, procedures, and practices, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, if necessary. Additionally, the VDOE verified correction of individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY2017 through on-site visits and/or internal desk reviews of the school district’s data for Indicator 4A. The district was required to provide verification of corrections for individual cases of noncompliance as well as evidence that updated or new records were currently at 100 percent for Indicator 4A. Monitoring staff from the VDOE determined that the district identified as having noncompliance specific to Indicator 4A, identified in FFY2017, are now correctly implementing the regulatory requirements consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The VDOE has determined that the district with student level noncompliance specific to Indicator 4A, identified in FFY2017 were corrected consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. The district with noncompliance findings: 1) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district; and 2) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. 

Specifically, written notification of noncompliance was mailed to the district superintendent, a VDOE monitor was assigned, and a corrective action plan was written by the district. To satisfy Prong 1, the VDOE monitor reviewed all student files that were out of compliance to make sure the noncompliance has been corrected. To satisfy Prong 2, the monitor reviewed revised policies, procedures, and practices (e.g., documentation of trainings, meetings, handbook update, guidance documents) the district has implemented since noncompliance was identified. The monitor then randomly selected files for review that were completed following changes to policies, procedures, and practices looking for evidence of corrections in the part or parts of the process that caused the noncompliance. Prong 2 Set 1 resulted in 100 percent compliance, additional corrective steps were not required by the district. All steps took place within one calendar year of the date the district was notified of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.76%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.76%
	1.52%
	1.52%
	0.76%
	0.76%


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.

0

	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

	16
	0
	132
	0.76%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

To determine significant discrepancy, the VDOE evaluated the degree to which students with disabilities in specific racial/ethnic groups may or may not be at higher risk for being suspended or expelled compared to their peers with disabilities in all other racial/ethnic groups by computing risk ratios depicting the proportion of students with disabilities in specific racial/ethnic groups in the rate of suspensions and expulsions greater than ten cumulative days in a school year compared to their peers with disabilities in all other racial/ethnic groups in the same school district. Rates were computed for districts with a minimum cell size (numerator) of ten students with disabilities in specific racial/ethnic groups suspended or expelled more than ten cumulative days in a school year, an n-size (denominator) of at least ten students with disabilities in the racial/ethnic groups, and a minimum cell size of at least ten students in the comparison racial/ethnic groups. Districts that met the minimum cell size/n-size with risk ratios greater than 2.0 were deemed to have a significant discrepancy and required to determine if the significant discrepancy was due to policies, procedures, and practices related to the development and implementation of individualized education programs (IEPs), the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and/or procedural safeguards by completing a self-assessment. (34 CFR §300.170(a))

Although 53 districts were excluded from the significant discrepancy calculation because they did not meet the minimum cell size/n-size for students with disabilities, by race/ethnicity, suspended or expelled greater than ten days in a school year in one or more racial area, no districts were totally excluded from all racial calculations.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

Using 2017-2018 data, 16 districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year for students with disabilities in FFY2018. The VDOE directed each of the 16 districts to create a school-based team and complete a formalized self-assessment. The components of the self-assessment tool required the team to do the following: 1) examine the reasons for high suspensions by analyzing the root cause of suspensions and expulsions; 2) review the school’s use of positive behavior interventions and supports; 3) determine if the school district is developing and implementing appropriate IEPs; 4) assess if policies, procedures and practices comply with Procedural Safeguards; 5) provide more training for individuals responsible for discipline; and 6) review the disability impact prior to disciplinary action. The team also had to determine if specific attention was required to improve the implementation of Functional Behavior Assessments and Behavior Intervention Plans as components of PBIS. Alternatives to suspension, such as restorative justice practices and Virginia’s Tiered Systems of Support, are offered as tools to reduce suspensions and to align with other efforts to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. Culturally responsive practices and school climate are emphasized as a focus when reviewing policies, procedures, and practices. The VDOE reviewed each self-assessment and concluded that none of the 16 districts had noncompliance with one or more of the requirements of 34 CFR §300.170(b).
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	1
	1
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The VDOE directed the district that reported less than 100 percent compliance to revise their policy, procedures, and practices, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, if necessary. Additionally, the VDOE verified correction of individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY2017 through on-site visits and/or internal desk reviews of the school district’s data for Indicator 4B. The district was required to provide verification of corrections for individual cases of noncompliance as well as evidence that updated or new records were currently at 100 percent for Indicator 4B. Monitoring staff from the VDOE determined that the district identified as having noncompliance specific to Indicator 4B, identified in FFY2017, are now correctly implementing the regulatory requirements consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The VDOE has determined that the district with student level noncompliance specific to Indicator 4B, identified in FFY2017 were corrected consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. The district with noncompliance findings: 1) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district; and 2) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.
 
Specifically, written notification of noncompliance was mailed to the district superintendent, a VDOE monitor was assigned, and a corrective action plan was written by the district. To satisfy Prong 1, the VDOE monitor reviewed all student files that were out of compliance to make sure the noncompliance has been corrected. To satisfy Prong 2, the monitor reviewed revised policies, procedures, and practices (e.g., documentation of trainings, meetings, handbook update, guidance documents) the district has implemented since noncompliance was identified. The monitor then randomly selected files for review that were completed following changes to policies, procedures, and practices looking for evidence of corrections in the part or parts of the process that caused the noncompliance. Prong 2 Set 1 resulted in 100 percent compliance, additional corrective steps were not required by the district. All steps took place within one calendar year of the date the district was notified of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	68.00%
	68.00%
	69.00%
	69.00%
	70.00%

	A
	56.00%
	Data
	62.69%
	62.79%
	63.36%
	64.01%
	65.07%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	12.00%
	12.00%
	10.00%
	10.00%
	8.00%

	B
	14.00%
	Data
	11.36%
	11.01%
	11.15%
	10.87%
	10.16%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	3.50%
	3.50%
	3.00%
	3.00%
	2.50%

	C
	3.78%
	Data
	3.96%
	4.06%
	4.16%
	4.26%
	4.32%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	70.00%
	70.00%

	Target B <=
	8.00%
	8.00%

	Target C <=
	2.50%
	2.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
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
	156,643

	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
	105,893

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	14,566

	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
	5,255

	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
	526

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	1,099


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
	105,893
	156,643
	65.07%
	70.00%
	67.60%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	14,566
	156,643
	10.16%
	8.00%
	9.30%
	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]
	6,880
	156,643
	4.32%
	2.50%
	4.39%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	30.00%
	31.00%
	32.00%
	33.00%
	34.00%

	A
	33.46%
	Data
	30.10%
	28.29%
	26.79%
	32.14%
	34.48%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	27.00%
	25.00%
	23.00%
	21.00%
	19.00%

	B
	26.83%
	Data
	26.65%
	28.68%
	29.30%
	26.93%
	25.43%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	35.00%
	34.00%

	Target B <=
	17.00%
	26.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
In addition, during the FFY2018 APR cycle, early childhood special education stakeholders: 1) reviewed the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discussed issues/descriptions of systems or processes; 3) analyzed and discussed data; and 4) reviewed targets. Stakeholder input was received from Leadership in Effective and Developmentally Appropriate Services (LEADS), Early Childhood Network, and the Inclusive Practices Work Group. These groups consisted of school-based coordinators of early childhood special education, early childhood specialists from the Training and Technical Assistance Centers (TTACs), parents, and representatives from outside agencies and organizations including childcare and higher education.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	18,807

	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
	5,912

	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
	5,493

	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
	25

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


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

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	5,912

	18,807
	34.48%
	35.00%
	31.44%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	5,518
	18,807
	25.43%
	17.00%
	29.34%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Slippage from FFY2017 can be associated with intensive and ongoing efforts by the Virginia Department of Education to improve the process used to accurately code Indicator 6. Resources have been developed and professional development provided. Efforts have targeted improving the accuracy of data collection and data reporting. The Virginia Department of Education anticipated slippage of data given the efforts to improve accuracy.

	B
	Slippage from FFY2017 can be associated with intensive and ongoing efforts by the Virginia Department of Education to improve the process used to accurately code Indicator 6. Resources have been developed and professional development provided. Efforts have targeted improving the accuracy of data collection and data reporting. The Virginia Department of Education anticipated slippage of data given the efforts to improve accuracy.


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
	2008
	Target >=
	89.60%
	89.70%
	89.80%
	89.90%
	90.00%

	A1
	82.00%
	Data
	89.65%
	91.08%
	91.58%
	92.39%
	92.59%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	57.40%
	57.50%
	57.60%
	57.70%
	57.80%

	A2
	55.00%
	Data
	57.41%
	58.33%
	56.63%
	54.92%
	52.88%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	93.50%
	93.60%
	93.70%
	93.80%
	93.90%

	B1
	83.00%
	Data
	93.87%
	93.56%
	94.24%
	94.65%
	94.74%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	46.50%
	46.60%
	46.70%
	46.80%
	46.90%

	B2
	38.00%
	Data
	49.02%
	50.44%
	46.23%
	46.71%
	44.36%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	90.50%
	90.60%
	90.70%
	90.80%
	90.90%

	C1
	82.00%
	Data
	90.59%
	91.25%
	91.92%
	92.25%
	91.71%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	64.80%
	64.90%
	65.00%
	65.10%
	65.20%

	C2
	61.00%
	Data
	64.93%
	64.92%
	62.53%
	61.26%
	60.04%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	90.10%
	90.10%

	Target A2 >=
	57.90%
	56.00%

	Target B1 >=
	94.00%
	94.00%

	Target B2 >=
	47.00%
	43.06%

	Target C1 >=
	91.00%
	91.00%

	Target C2 >=
	65.30%
	62.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
In addition, during the FFY2018 APR cycle, early childhood special education stakeholders: 1) reviewed the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discussed issues/descriptions of systems or processes; 3) analyzed and discussed data; and 4) reviewed targets. Stakeholder input was received from Leadership in Effective and Developmentally Appropriate Services (LEADS), Early Childhood Network, and the Inclusive Practices Work Group. These groups consisted of school-based coordinators of early childhood special education, early childhood specialists from the Training and Technical Assistance Centers (TTACs), parents, and representatives from outside agencies and organizations including childcare and higher education.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

6,303
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	24
	0.38%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	358
	5.68%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,686
	42.61%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,451
	38.89%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	784
	12.44%


	
	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)
	5,137
	5,519
	92.59%
	90.10%
	93.08%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	3,235
	6,303
	52.88%
	57.90%
	51.32%
	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
	20
	0.32%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	293
	4.65%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	3,276
	51.98%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,475
	39.27%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	239
	3.79%


	
	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)
	5,751
	6,064
	94.74%
	94.00%
	94.84%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	2,714
	6,303
	44.36%
	47.00%
	43.06%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	31
	0.49%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	360
	5.71%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,244
	35.60%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,590
	41.09%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,078
	17.10%


	
	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. 
	4,834
	5,225
	91.71%
	91.00%
	92.52%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	3,668
	6,303
	60.04%
	65.30%
	58.19%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A2
	Slippage from FFY2017 can be associated with intensive and ongoing efforts by the Virginia Department of Education to improve the process used to determine ratings for indicator 7. Resources have been developed and professional development provided. Specifically, a focus has been placed on using the Child Outcomes Summary process to determine the child's abilities at program entry and exit making the process objective and team based. The Virginia Department of Education anticipated slippage of data given the efforts to improve the process and accuracy of ratings.

	B2
	Slippage from FFY2017 can be associated with intensive and ongoing efforts by the Virginia Department of Education to improve the process used to determine ratings for indicator 7. Resources have been developed and professional development provided. Specifically, a focus has been placed on using the Child Outcomes Summary process to determine the child's abilities at program entry and exit making the process objective and team based. The Virginia Department of Education anticipated slippage of data given the efforts to improve the process and accuracy of ratings.

	C2
	Slippage from FFY2017 can be associated with intensive and ongoing efforts by the Virginia Department of Education to improve the process used to determine ratings for indicator 7. Resources have been developed and professional development provided. Specifically, a focus has been placed on using the Child Outcomes Summary process to determine the child's abilities at program entry and exit making the process objective and team based. The Virginia Department of Education anticipated slippage of data given the efforts to improve the process and accuracy of 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.

All school districts submitted placement upon entry data and placement upon exit data gathered through the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process through a secure web-based application developed by VDOE. All components of Indicator 7 are included in the application and data entered reflect children age three through five that received special education and related services for at least six months and exited during the reporting period July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019. The process includes edit checks to ensure consistency and accuracy in reporting. Staff members from VDOE provided information related to data required for Indicator 7 and on procedures for submitting data to the VDOE through statewide training sessions. Data submitted by school districts were reviewed for accuracy, and school districts were notified when there appeared to be inaccurate reporting.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	64.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	79.00%
	79.00%
	70.00%
	72.00%
	74.00%

	Data
	85.11%
	87.99%
	79.22%
	80.28%
	85.52%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	76.00%
	78.00%


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

	15,415
	17,228
	85.52%
	76.00%
	89.48%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
176,584

Percentage of respondent parents

9.76%

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.

For the FFY2018 data collection, the survey was made available to all parents including parents of preschool-age children in both an online format and hard copy format in both English and Spanish versions. Copies of the survey were printed and mailed to local school districts based on the child count (110 percent) by the Virginia Department of Education. Information announcing the distribution of the survey was sent to local special education administrators, members of the State Special Education Advisory Committee, Virginia's Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC), and other community stakeholder groups/associations in positions to identify and encourage parents of students with disabilities to complete and return the survey. The results of the survey were combined to include preschool, elementary, middle, and high school for one analysis.

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	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.
	YES


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

The VDOE analyzed the demographics of the parents responding to the survey by adapting the response calculator for Indicator 14 developed by the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT). The VDOE has determined the demographics of the parents responding to the FFY2018 parent survey are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in Virginia. An appropriate representative sample was returned for all disability groups, all race/ethnic groups, and all grade levels preschool age through high school.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.       
8 - Required Actions
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.

0

	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

	6
	0
	132
	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). 
The VDOE’s definition of “disproportionate representation” for Indicator 9 is as follows: 1) disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services occurs when the percent of a particular racial and ethnic group identified in the school district’s special education population is disproportionate to the percent of that racial and ethnic group in the school district’s general population using a risk ratio; 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified is a risk ratio of 2.0 or greater; 3) a single year of data is used in the calculation; and 4) a minimum cell size of ten (numerator) and minimum n-size of ten (denominator) were utilized.
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.

Method Used to Calculate Disproportionate Representation 

Level One: Data Analysis

The VDOE used a risk ratio model to calculate and determine if districts had disproportionate representation. The VDOE evaluated the degree to which students in specific racial and ethnic groups may or may not be at higher risk for being identified as having a disability compared to students not in that racial and ethnic group. This is accomplished by computing risk ratios depicting the proportion of students with disabilities (SWD) in each specific racial and ethnic group relative to the proportion of SWD in all other racial and ethnic groups. The computation was done at the district level and a minimum cell size of ten (numerator) and minimum n-size of ten (denominator) was applied to control very small populations.

Rates were computed for districts that met the minimum cell size/n-size requirements of ten students with disabilities in the racial and ethnic group and at least ten students in the comparison group. Districts with racial and ethnic group(s) that met the minimum cell size/n-size with risk ratios greater than 2.0 were considered to have disproportionate representation and required to complete the level two analysis to determine if the disproportionate representation found was due to procedural violations during the eligibility and/or evaluation processes found at 8VAC20-81-80 and 8VAC20-81-70 of the Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with Disabilities in Virginia (Regulations) respectively.

In 2018-2019, 37 districts were excluded in one or more racial or ethnic groups from the calculation due to not meeting the minimum cell size requirements; however, no districts were totally excluded from the disproportionate calculation. Six districts were identified in the level one analysis and subjected to level two analysis. The FFY2018 data includes calculations from all 132 school districts and all races/ethnicities creating a response group representative of their populations.

Level Two: Review of Superintendents’ Assurances of Policies, Procedures, and Practices that Prevent Disproportionate Representation and Individual Student Records

Annually, each school district is required to provide VDOE a written assurance, certified by signature of the superintendent/designee of the school district, that policies and procedures are in effect which are designed to prevent disproportionate representation by race and ethnicity in special education and related services. (see FFY 2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report).

Additionally, if a school district was identified in the level one analysis for disproportionate representation, the district was required to review individual student records for the racial and ethnic groups identified in the level one analysis. This record review required the use of a checklist that allowed the school district to identify, by documented evidence only, any violations of procedural or regulatory requirements related to the identification of students as a student with a disability. If there was no documented evidence found in a student’s record to support “appropriate identification” as defined by the VDOE, this counted as a procedural or regulatory violation. School districts submitted a written summary of their student record review to VDOE, and a final determination was made as to which districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification. For 2018-2019, zero of the six districts identified in the level one analysis and subjected to this level two analysis were determined to have violations of regulatory or procedural requirements related to the identification of students as students with disabilities in that racial and ethnic group.
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
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
	1.72%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	1.52%
	0.76%
	1.72%
	1.72%


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.

16

	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

	57
	1
	116
	1.72%
	0%
	0.86%
	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). 
The VDOE definition of “disproportionate representation” for Indicator 10 is as follows: 1) disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories occurs when the percent of a particular racial and ethnic group in the disability categories of intellectual disability, specific learning disability, emotional disability, other health impairment, autism, or speech or language impairment is disproportionate to the percent of that racial and ethnic group relative to the percent of students with disabilities (SWD) in these disability categories in all other racial or ethnic groups using a risk ratio; 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified as a risk ratio of 2.0 or greater; 3) a single year of data is used in the calculation; and 4) a minimum cell size of ten (numerator) and/or minimum n-size of ten (denominator) were utilized.
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.

Level One: Data Analysis

The VDOE used a risk ratio model to calculate and determine if districts had disproportionate representation. The VDOE evaluated the degree to which students in specific racial and ethnic groups may or may not be at higher risk for being identified as having a disability in a specific disability category compared to students not in that racial or ethnic group. This is accomplished by computing risk ratios depicting the proportion of SWD in a specific disability category in each racial and ethnic group relative to the proportion of SWD in the specific disability category in all other racial and ethnic groups. The computation was done at the district level and a minimum cell size of ten (numerator) and minimum n-size of ten (denominator) was applied to control very small populations.

Rates were computed for districts that met the minimum cell size/n-size requirements of ten students with disabilities in the racial and ethnic group and at least ten students in the comparison group. Districts with racial and ethnic group(s) that met the minimum cell size/n-size with risk ratios 2.0 or greater were considered to have disproportionate representation and required to complete the level two analysis to determine if the disproportionate representation found was due to procedural violations during the eligibility and/or evaluation processes found at 8VAC20-81-80 and 8VAC20-81-70 of the Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with Disabilities in Virginia (Regulations) respectively.

In 2018-2019, 16 districts were totally excluded from the calculation due to not meeting the minimum cell size requirements for any racial and ethnic group within specific disability categories. Fifty-seven districts were identified in the level one analysis and subjected to level two analysis. The FFY2018 data includes calculations from 116 school divisions and captures all races/ethnicities as well as, all six specific disability categories, creating a response group representative of the population.

Level Two: Review of Superintendents’ Assurances of Policies, Procedures, and Practices that Prevent Disproportionate Representation and Individual Student Records

Annually, each school district is required to provide VDOE a written assurance, certified by signature of the superintendent/designee of the school district, that policies and procedures are in effect which are designed to prevent disproportionate representation in special education and related services by race and ethnicity within specific disability categories (see FFY 2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report).

Additionally, if a district was identified in the level one analysis for disproportionate representation, the district was required to review individual student records for the racial and ethnic group(s) and special education category(ies) identified in the level one analysis. This record review required the use of a checklist that allowed the district to identify, by documented evidence only, any violations of procedural or regulatory requirements related to the identification of students as a student with a disability. If there was no documented evidence found in a student’s record to support “appropriate identification” as defined by the VDOE, this counted as a procedural or regulatory violation. School districts submitted a written summary of their student record review to VDOE, and a final determination was made as to which districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification. For 2018-2019, one of the fifty-seven districts identified in the level one analysis and subjected to this level two analysis were determined to have violations of regulatory or procedural requirements related to the identification of students as students with disabilities in that racial and ethnic group and specific disability category(ies).
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

	2
	2
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The VDOE contacted both districts that reported less than 100 percent compliance for FFY2017. The districts submitted acceptable corrective action plans, revised their procedures and practices, and provided training to applicable staff members. Additionally, the VDOE verified correction of individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY2017 through on-site visits and internal desk reviews of the school district’s data for Indicator 10. The districts were required to provide verification of corrections for individual cases of noncompliance as well as evidence that updated or new records were currently at 100 percent for Indicator 10. Monitoring staff from the VDOE determined that both districts identified as having noncompliance specific to Indicator 10, identified in FFY2017, are now correctly implementing the regulatory requirements consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The VDOE has determined that all items of student level noncompliance from both school districts specific to Indicator 10, identified in FFY2017, were corrected consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. The districts with noncompliance 1) have corrected each individual case of noncompliance; and 2) are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. Specifically, written notification of the noncompliance was mailed to the district superintendents, VDOE monitors were assigned, and a corrective action plan was written by the districts. To satisfy Prong 1, the VDOE monitors reviewed the process used to identify students under the specific disability categories and race/ethnicities to determine if it was compliant and determine if it is a district wide problem, a school-based problem, or isolated occurrence. In both cases it was determined that the noncompliance was isolated. To satisfy Prong 2, the VDOE monitors reviewed revised policies, procedures, and practices (e.g., documentation of training, meetings, handbook update, guidance documents) both districts have implemented since noncompliance was identified. The monitors then randomly reviewed student files for the identified disabilities looking for evidence of corrections in the part or parts of the process that caused the disproportionality. In both cases, Prong 2 Set 1 resulted in 100 percent compliance and it was determined that no additional corrective steps were required by the districts. All steps took place within one calendar year of the date the districts were notified of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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 district identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification is in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
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
	92.70%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.74%
	98.85%
	98.95%
	99.36%
	99.25%


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

	34,314
	33,920
	99.25%
	100%
	98.85%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

394

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.
Number of students with disabilities / (Range of business days beyond required timeline)
- 163 students (1-5 days)
- 138 students (6-15 days)
- 38 students (16-25 days)
- 22 students (26-35 days)
- 11 students (36-45 days)
- 22 students (46+ days)

Number of students with disabilities / (Reason for the delay)
- 62 (Inclement weather)
- 178 (Paperwork errors)
- 5 (Inconclusive testing results)
- 2 (Late referral due to Part C/B issues)
- 10 (Child not available: not parent failure/child refusal)
- 137 (Other)
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations? If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in (b).
According to Virginia regulation, 8VAC20-81-60 referral for initial evaluation, the district must ensure that all evaluations are completed and that decisions about eligibility are made within 65 business days of the receipt of the referral by the special education administrator or designee, including if the special education administrator or designee routes the referral to the school-based committee for review and action.

The time frame shall not apply to the local school district if:
(1) The parent(s) of the child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or 
(2) If the child enrolls in a school served by the local school district after the required 65 business days has begun and prior to a determination by the child’s previous local school district as to whether the child is a child with a disability. This exception only applies if the local school district is making sufficient progress to ensure a prompt completion of the evaluation and the parent(s) and the local school district where the child is enrolled in school agree to a specific time when the evaluation will be completed. 

In addition, the parent and eligibility group may agree in writing to extend the 65-day timeline to obtain additional data that cannot be obtained within the 65 business days.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

All school districts submitted data for Indicator 11 through a secure web-based application developed by VDOE. All components of Indicator 11 are included in the application and data entered reflect reporting period July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019, including edit checks to ensure consistency and accuracy in reporting. Staff members from VDOE provided information related to data required for Indicator 11 and on procedures for submitting data to the VDOE through statewide training sessions. Data submitted by school districts were reviewed for accuracy, and school districts were notified when there appeared to be inaccurate reporting. In addition, numerous on-site verification visits were made to ensure accurate reporting.
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

	247
	247
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The VDOE contacted each school district that reported less than 100 percent compliance for FFY2017. The VDOE verified correction of individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY2017 through on-site visits and internal desk reviews of school districts’ data for Indicator 11. School districts were required to provide verification of corrections for individual cases of noncompliance and evidence that updated or new records were 100 percent compliant for the indicator. A discussion of activities, strategies, and barriers causing noncompliance was held with directors of special education. Directors of special education followed-up with school administrators to ensure the implementation of activities and strategies discussed with VDOE. The VDOE’s procedure for corrections of noncompliance and verification of implementation of the specific regulatory requirement is consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The VDOE has determined that all of the 247 items of student level noncompliance specific to Indicator 11, identified in FFY2017, were corrected consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. Each district with noncompliance: 1) has completed the evaluation (including eligibility), although late, for any child whose initial evaluation was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district; and 2) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. 

Specifically, written notification of the noncompliance was sent to the district superintendent, a VDOE monitor was assigned, and corrective action plans were written by the district if deemed appropriate by the VDOE monitor. To satisfy Prong 1, the VDOE monitor reviewed the eligibility minutes and prior written notice (PWN). Local directors are reminded of their obligation to consider compensatory time in instances where the timeline was not met. To satisfy Prong 2, the monitor reviewed revised policies, procedures, and practices (e.g., documentation of trainings, meetings, handbook update, guidance documents) the district has implemented since noncompliance was identified. Monitors then randomly selected files for review that were completed following changes to policies, procedures, and practices. If Prong 2 Set 1 did not result in 100 percent compliance, additional corrective steps were implemented by the district, and Prong 2 is repeated as Set 2. This continued as necessary to result in 100 percent compliance. All steps took place within one calendar year of the date the district was notified of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	89.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.72%
	99.54%
	99.46%
	99.53%
	99.56%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	3,666

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	382

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	2,675

	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. 
	360

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	241

	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.
	 2,675
	2,683
	99.56%
	100%
	99.70%
	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

8

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.
Number of students with disabilities / (Range of business days beyond required timeline)
- 5 students (1-5 days)
- 0 students (6-15 days)
- 2 students (16-25 days)
- 1 students (26-35 days)
- 0 students (36-45 days)
- 0 students (46+ days)

Number of students with disabilities / (Reason for the delay)
- 0 (Inclement weather)
- 5 (Paperwork errors)
- 0 (Inconclusive testing results)
- 1 (Late referral due to Part C/B issues)
- 0 (Child not available: not parent failure/child refusal)
- 2 (Other)
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. 

All school districts submitted data for Indicator 12 through a secure web-based application developed by VDOE. All components of Indicator 12 are included in the application and data entered reflect reporting period July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019, and include all children referred by Part C prior to age three, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by the beginning of the school year if they turn age two by September 30 of that school year or by their third birthday. Staff members from VDOE provided information related to data required for Indicator 12 and on procedures for submitting data to VDOE through statewide training sessions. Data submitted by school districts were reviewed for accuracy, and school districts were notified when there appeared to be inaccurate reporting. In addition, numerous on-site verification visits were made to ensure accurate reporting.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

During the FFY2018 APR cycle, early childhood special education stakeholders: 1) reviewed the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discussed issues/descriptions of systems or processes; 3) analyzed and discussed data; and (4) reviewed targets. Stakeholder input was received from Leadership in Effective and Developmentally Appropriate Services (LEADS), Early Childhood Network, and the Inclusive Practices Work Group. These groups consisted of school-based coordinators of early childhood special education, early childhood specialists from the Training and Technical Assistance Centers (TTACs), parents, and representatives from outside agencies and organizations including childcare and higher education.
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

	12
	12
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The VDOE contacted each school district that reported less than 100 percent compliance for FFY2017. The VDOE verified correction of individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY2017 through on-site visits and/or internal desk reviews of school districts’ data for Indicator 12. School districts were required to provide verification of corrections for individual cases of noncompliance and evidence that updated or new records were 100 percent for the indicator. A discussion of activities, strategies, and barriers causing noncompliance was held with directors of special education. Directors of special education followed-up with school administrators to ensure the implementation of activities and strategies discussed with VDOE. The VDOE’s procedure for corrections of noncompliance and verification of implementation of the specific regulatory requirement is consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The VDOE has verified that all twelve incidents of student level noncompliance specific to Indicator 12, identified in FFY2017 were corrected consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. Each district with noncompliance: 1) has completed the eligibility and IEP, although late, for any child whose initial eligibility and subsequent IEP was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district; and 2) the VDOE has verified that the district is now correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements with 100% accuracy/compliance. 

Specifically, written notification of the noncompliance was sent to the district superintendent, a VDOE monitor was assigned, and corrective action plans were written by the district if deemed appropriate by the VDOE monitor. To satisfy Prong 1, the VDOE monitors reviewed all documentation in the twelve student records related to the eligibility process as well as the resulting initial Part B IEPs and verified 100% compliance with regulatory requirements. At the time of this review, monitors reminded local directors of their obligation to consider compensatory time in instances where the timeline was not met. 

To satisfy Prong 2, the monitors reviewed revised policies, procedures, and practices (e.g., documentation of training, meetings, handbook update, guidance documents) the district implemented since being notified of noncompliance. Monitors then randomly selected new records (including eligibilities and IEPs) of students who were referred from Part C to Part B subsequent to changes in the district’s policies, procedures, and/or practices. In reviewing updated records, no noncompliance was found and all previous noncompliance was corrected. Monitors verified 100% compliance with regulatory requirements. All steps took place within one calendar year of the date the district was notified of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
The State reported that it verified correction related to the completion of eligibility, although late, for any child whose initial eligibility and subsequent IEP was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district; rather than verifying that children found eligible for Part B, have an IEP developed and implemented, although late, as required by the measurement table for this indicator. However, the State did not demonstrate that the LEA corrected the findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 because it did not report that it verified correction of those findings, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  Specifically, the State did not report that that it verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 with Indicator 12: (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 under Indicator 12, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	98.09%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.51%
	98.76%
	99.17%
	99.37%
	99.71%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


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

	8,519
	8,583
	99.71%
	100%
	99.25%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

All school districts complete an eight question checklist developed by VDOE that incorporates technical assistance provided by the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT). The data is submitted through a secure web-based application developed by VDOE. All required components of Indicator 13 are included in the application and data entered reflect reporting period July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019, including edit checks to ensure consistency and accuracy in reporting. Staff members from VDOE provided information related to data required for Indicator 13 and on procedures for submitting data to the VDOE through statewide training sessions. Data submitted by school districts were reviewed for accuracy, and school districts were notified when there appeared to be inaccurate reporting. In addition, numerous on-site verification visits were made to ensure accurate reporting.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	24
	24
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The VDOE contacted each school district that reported less than 100 percent compliance for FFY2017. The VDOE verified correction of individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY2017 through on-site visits and/or internal desk reviews of school districts’ data for Indicator 13. School districts were required to provide verification of corrections for individual cases of noncompliance and evidence that updated or new records were 100 percent compliant for the indicator. A discussion of activities, strategies, and barriers causing noncompliance was held with directors of special education. Directors of special education followed-up with school administrators to ensure the implementation of activities and strategies discussed with VDOE. The VDOE’s procedure for corrections of noncompliance and verification of implementation of the specific regulatory requirement is consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The VDOE has determined that all of the 24 items of student level noncompliance specific to Indicator 13, identified in FFY2017 were corrected consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. Each district with noncompliance findings: 1) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district; and 2) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.

Specifically, written notification of the noncompliance was sent to the district superintendent, a VDOE monitor was assigned, and corrective action plans were written by the districts if deemed appropriate by the VDOE monitor. To satisfy Prong 1, the VDOE monitor reviewed the IEP(s) that were out of compliance to make sure the noncompliance has been corrected. To satisfy Prong 2, the monitor reviewed revised policies, procedures, and practices (e.g., documentation of trainings, meetings, handbook update, guidance documents) the district has implemented since noncompliance was identified. Monitors then randomly selected files for review that were completed following changes to policies, procedures, and practices looking for evidence of corrections in the part or parts of the process that caused the noncompliance. If Prong 2 Set 1 did not result in 100 percent compliance, additional corrective steps were implemented by the district, and Prong 2 is repeated as Set 2. This continued as necessary to result in 100 percent compliance. All steps took place within one calendar year of the date the district was notified of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	34.00%
	34.00%
	35.00%
	35.00%
	36.00%

	A
	31.93%
	Data
	35.13%
	34.13%
	34.45%
	32.85%
	32.57%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	62.00%
	62.00%
	62.75%
	62.75%
	63.50%

	B
	54.95%
	Data
	62.09%
	63.24%
	64.81%
	63.10%
	64.08%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	71.00%
	71.00%
	71.50%
	71.50%
	72.00%

	C
	63.32%
	Data
	71.63%
	72.57%
	73.03%
	71.98%
	73.39%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	36.00%
	35.00%

	Target B >=
	63.50%
	65.00%

	Target C >=
	72.00%
	72.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
In addition, during the FFY2018 APR cycle, secondary transition stakeholder input was received from: youth with disabilities, parents, Parent Education Advocacy and Training Center, DisAbility Resource Center, resources for Independent Living, local education agency staff members, Virginia Commonwealth University - Center on Transition Innovations, Virginia Board for People with Disabilities, Department of Social Services, Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services, Wilson Workforce Rehabilitation Center, and Other state agencies. Stakeholders learned about the State Performance Plan requirements, reviewed data that included student attendance, testing, graduation, dropout, and post school outcomes. In addition, they discussed issues/descriptions of systems or processes related to secondary transition, and made recommendations to the Virginia Department of Education. Numerous resources were shared with and among the 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
	6,730

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	2,347

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	2,102

	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)
	291

	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).
	263


	
	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)
	2,347
	6,730
	32.57%
	36.00%
	34.87%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	4,449
	6,730
	64.08%
	63.50%
	66.11%
	Met Target
	No 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)
	5,003
	6,730
	73.39%
	72.00%
	74.34%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	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.
For this reporting period (school year 2018-2019), 10,208 students with disabilities exited Virginia schools meeting the Indicator 14 criteria. The response rate was 65.9 percent (n = 6,730). The sampling error was 0.92 percent at a 95 percent confidence level with a population of 10,208 students with disabilities and completed surveys of 6,730 respondents. The responders appear to be representative in terms of their disability category, gender, and race/ethnicity. The phi coefficient (f) comparing responders to non-responders was found to be small for disability category (f=0.046), gender (f=0.023), and race/ethnicity (f=0.079).
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	YES


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.      
14 - Required Actions
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
	58

	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
	8


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 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
In addition, the VDOE utilizes a consumer survey that is provided to the participants in the hearing. Following a hearing, a survey is provided to each party for return to the VDOE office that reflects their experience in the hearing process, including resolution sessions. When VDOE receives the surveys, they are reviewed and areas of concern are investigated. Changes to targets, policies, and practices are based on input received. In addition, VDOE monitors the hearing process through the use of specially assigned former hearing officers. These hearing reviewers also receive useful input from the parties that is shared with VDOE staff members and the hearing officers. The ongoing review process assists VDOE in continuing to monitor any useful changes or updates.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	27.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	45.00%
	50.00%
	50.00%
	50.00%
	50.00%

	Data
	48.57%
	60.61%
	61.76%
	60.29%
	32.26%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	50.00%
	50.00%


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

	8
	58
	32.26%
	50.00%
	13.79%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The reason for slippage is twofold: 1) the total number of due process hearings was down compared to the previous year due to a smaller number of complaints being filed by the same individual which resulted in each resolution session accounting for a larger percentage of the total; and 2) continued discord and distrust between certain advocates and certain school districts within the state.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	107

	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
	3

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	73


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

During the development of Virginia’s FFY2018 Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), multiple opportunities for stakeholder involvement were provided, including the following: presentations, meetings, focus groups, and conference calls. The focus of stakeholder involvement was to: 1) review the State Performance Plan requirements; 2) discuss issues/descriptions of systems or processes for individual indicators; 3) analyze and discuss data; and 4) review and revise targets, if applicable. Stakeholders included the State Special Education Advisory Committee (SSEAC), parents, school district central office personnel, other state agencies, Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center (PEATC) staff members, TTACs staff members, early childhood specialists, transition specialists, elementary and secondary principals, representatives of higher education, assessment specialists, VDOE staff members, and other persons as needed. 

Staff members from the VDOE organized and led stakeholder groups. Staff served as indicator chairs by topical area with a focus on the data, targets and recommendations related to their specific indicator. Additional staff members functioned as internal stakeholders and represented the broad spectrum of work done within the Department of Special Education and Student Services. Additionally, indicator chairs met regularly to gauge progress, share strategies, and suggestions. In some cases, surveys were administered to ensure all stakeholders have equal opportunity to be heard and have led to additional initiatives and resources such as Start on Success, Customized Employment, or other programs.

Indicator-specific stakeholder input is delineated in each indicator explanation, if applicable.
Participants in mediation are always provided with consumer evaluations to complete and forward to the VDOE coordinator of mediation services. The coordinator reviews the evaluations and addresses concerns. The coordinator considers changes in targets, policies, and practices based on the evaluations received. The comments, written and verbal, may be used by the coordinator with the mediators. The coordinator frequently debriefs Mediation Requests by phone with the mediators and also observes and reviews Mediation Requests in person as part of our quality control. Presenting at parent and educator conferences provides another means of stakeholders expressing their experiences with the mediation process.

Website information: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/special_ed/resolving_disputes/mediation/index.shtml.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	75.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	76.00% - 80.00%
	76.00% - 80.00%
	76.00% - 80.00%
	76.00% - 80.00%
	76.00% - 80.00%

	Data
	78.65%
	76.47%
	82.30%
	76.15%
	77.01%


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

	Target
	76.00%
	80.00%
	76.00%
	80.00%


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

	3
	73
	107
	77.01%
	76.00%
	80.00%
	71.03%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The reason for slippage is twofold: 1) The majority of the increases in mediation came from three school divisions, each with local circumstances that made mediation a more preferred option; and 2) few mediation agreements were resolved due to continued discord and distrust between certain advocates and certain school divisions within the state.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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


[image: image2.emf]Virginia Part B State  Systemic Improvement Plan Phase III, Year IV.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: 

Samantha Hollins
Title: 
State Director
Email: 
Samantha.Hollins@doe.virginia.gov
Phone:
804-786-8079
Submitted on:
04/29/20  4:57:21 PM 
ED Attachments
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Virginia Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html

@EMAPS

EDFaci:

Virginia
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/Part B Dispute Resolution/SY 2018-19 Part B Dispute Resolution Da...

(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).

117
42
19
36

18

57

134

107
12

95

73

27

78
58

8

13
6

12
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 6
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 15

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 30

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.

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.

A DO =~ 9

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Virginia. These data were generated on 11/5/2019 11:03 AM EST.
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

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

The RDA Matrix consists of:

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

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

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

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

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

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

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

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

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

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

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

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

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

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

e Two points, if either:

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

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

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

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

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

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

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

2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Two points, if the State has:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

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

Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

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

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

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

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

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

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

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

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

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

Scoring of the Results Matrix

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2

Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on

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

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

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

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





HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

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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Virginia
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

89.17 Meets Requirements

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 20 83.33
Compliance 20 19 95

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 92 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 90 2
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 93 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 31 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

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 91 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 89 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 58 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 92 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 38 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

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

National Assessment of Educational Progress

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 63 0
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 0 Yes 2

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

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

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 0.86 Yes 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 98.85 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 99.7 No 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 99.25 Yes 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions 100 2
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 92.31 1
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 James Lane, Ph.D.
Superintendent of Public Instruction
Virginia Department of Education
P.O. Box 2120

Richmond, Virgina 23218

Dear Superintendent Lane:

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

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

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

(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;
(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and

(5) the State’s Determination.

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

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

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

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

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

(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;

(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs
intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA,

(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and

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

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

(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.
OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities
and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important
work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your

OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request
technical assistance.

Sincerely,

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

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

DATE: February 2020 Submission

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

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

Part B
618 Data

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

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

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

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

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

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

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

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

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

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

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

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





FFY 2018 APR Virginia

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

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






618 Data

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

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

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 23.999999940000002

		State List: [Virginia]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 24

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 48

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 21

		GrandSubtotal1: 1

		IndicatorScore0: 100

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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Introduction

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004 requires states to
develop a State Performance Plan (SPP) describing how the Commonwealth will implement the
requirements and purposes of the Act and improve outcomes for students with disabilities. The
SPP includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) designated as Indicator 17. The SSIP is
a comprehensive, ambitious, yet achievable multi-phase plan for improving results for students
with disabilities. This report will provide the reader with information regarding the status of the
implementation of the Virginia Department of Education’s (VDOE’s) SSIP. The plan has been
submitted in three phases. A brief summary of each submission is described below. Yearly
submissions for Virginia’s Part B SPP/APR are available online at the OSEP Grads360 website.

Phase I (Submitted April 2015)

In Phase I, the VDOE held multiple meetings with numerous stakeholders to review past and
current-year data pertaining to students with disabilities in an effort to identify an area of focus
for improvement through the implementation of the SSIP. Ultimately, stakeholders made the
recommendation to focus on improving the statewide rate of graduation for students with
disabilities identified with an Emotional Disability (ED), Intellectual Disability (ID), Other
Health Impairment (OHI), or a Specific Learning Disability (SLD) projected to receive a regular
high school diploma. A Theory of Action was developed and rigorous targets consistent with the
methodology utilized in the FFY 2013 SPP/APR were established. The FFY 2013 (baseline data)
and targets for FFY 2014 through FFY 2018 were aligned specifically to the sub-populations
listed in the State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) consistent with the measurement
methodology utilized in the SPP/APR Indicator 1 and Virginia Board of Education’s
Consolidated State Application Amended Accountability Workbook.

Phase II (Submitted April 2016)

In the development of Phase II, stakeholders reviewed data from the 2014-2015 school year and
developed an evaluation plan that included annual intermediate short-term targets that align to
Virginia's Theory of Action as shared during Phase I of the SSIP. These targets provided
valuable information about the extent to which the implementation of the coherent improvement
strategies are producing positive outcomes for students with disabilities, increasing the likelihood
of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to improve the graduation rate for students
with disabilities.

Phase III (Submitted April 2017)

In Phase III, the VDOE continued to make improvements and add programs to support local
education agency (district) implementation of evidence-based practices with the goal of
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improving the SIMR for Virginia aimed at increasing graduation for students with disabilities
(SWD) with a standard or advanced studies diploma as illustrated in the Theory of Action
included in Appendix A. The specific evidenced-based practices that have been implemented to
date include improving academics, reducing the number discipline infractions, and addressing
chronic absenteeism for students with disabilities. Stakeholders reviewed the short-term and
long-term SSIP/SIMR objectives that were set in Phase I and II in each area of focus areas and
recommended no changes for Phase III implementation.

Phase II1, Year II (Submitted April 2018)

During the second year of Phase III implementation, based on stakeholder input and the analysis
of the Commonwealth’s current infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity at the
district level, the VDOE focused on the alignment of the SSIP to the VDOE’s Virginia Tiered
Systems of Supports Research and Implementation Center (VTSS-RIC) at the Virginia
Commonwealth University Partnership for People with Disabilities. The VTSS-RIC strives to
build state and local capacity for a sustained tiered system of academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional supports that are responsive to the needs of all students. In addition, stakeholders
continue to provide valuable perspective about the extent to which the implementation of the
coherent improvement strategies and infrastructure are producing positive outcomes for students
with disabilities, increasing the likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to
improve the graduation rate for students with disabilities.

Phase II1, Year III (Submitted April 2019)

During the third year of Phase III implementation, the VDOE continued focused on the
alignment of the SSIP to the VDOE’s Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports Research and
Implementation Center (VTSS-RIC) at the Virginia Commonwealth University Partnership for
People with Disabilities. A significant milestone for this year was the introduction of a cascading
system aligned in process within each layer as well as through the cascade to ensure Virginia is
coordinating efforts under a singular framework of multi-tiered systems of support grounded in
Implementation Science. In addition, the VDOE increased the number of districts beyond the
eight pilot districts to six VTSS cohorts that include 53 districts. For this report, the first two
cohorts of VTSS were used for evaluation purposes (13 districts). Stakeholders continued to
provide valuable perspective about the extent to which the implementation of the coherent
improvement strategies and infrastructure produced positive outcomes for students with
disabilities, increasing the likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to
improve the graduation rate for students with disabilities.





Historical Data and Targets

Description of Measure:

Through the implementation of the SSIP, The VDOE intends to improve the statewide rate of
graduation for students identified with a primary disability of ED, ID, OHI, or SLD projected to
receive a regular high school diploma. The targets are aligned specifically to the sub-populations
listed in the SIMR. The target for FFY 2019 reflects a ten percent reduction in the non-
graduating students from those four disability categories from the previous year (FFY

2018) applied to the adjusted four-year federal graduation rate.

Reported Data:
Baseline Data: 2013

Table 1 FFY 2013 - FFY 2019 Graduation Rate Targets and Results

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Target> | Baseline | >59.4% | >62.1% | >60.4% | >67.3% | >74.4% >75.7%
Result 54.9% 57.9% 56.0% 63.7% 71.6% 73.0% To B‘e

Determined

Figure 1 FFY 2013 — FFY 2019 Graduation Rate Targets and Results Graph
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Summary of Phase I11

Theory of Action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SIMR (A.1):

The VDOE continues to utilize the Theory of Action to the SSIP as a conceptual approach to
realizing Virginia's SIMR of an increased graduation rate for SWD with a standard or advanced
studies diploma (see Appendix A). The Theory of Action guides or frames behaviors within each
layer of a cascading model of prevention and intervention supports (as shown in Figure 2) in
order to ensure long-term positive outcomes for greater numbers of SWD within the
Commonwealth. A cascading model of supports is defined as a statewide system for effectively
and efficiently promoting the application of data collection and analysis strategies, evidence-
based practices (EBPs), and key systems to sustain change based on Implementation Science. In
this model, the Commonwealth provides key resources to districts. The districts utilize these
resources in ways that are contextually appropriate in order for teachers to apply new
instructional habits for improved outcomes for students with disabilities. Across the VDOE, there
has been much agreement or alignment on the outcomes of each layer of this cascade (provide,
utilize, apply, and improve). A significant milestone for this year is the initial implementation of
a cascading system aligned in process within each layer as well as through the cascade. While
outcomes have been aligned, the “how” and “what” of accomplishing each outcome varied
widely resulting in limited or inconsistent results for SWDs. Described below in subsequent
sections, is the structure by which Virginia is coordinating efforts under a singular framework of
multi-tiered systems of support. The Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports (VTSS) is grounded in
Implementation Science.

Figure 2 Cascading System of Support
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In order to implement this model, it became essential that the Commonwealth break down silos
and work collaboratively within the broader efforts of the state agency to explore the systemic
issues at the root of low student performance and success gaps for SWD. Consequently, the
VDOE recognized the value and importance of focusing on alignment within the organizational
context in which improvement innovations were being implemented (i.e., VDOE to district to
classroom level). To change internal structures for more coordinated and integrated improvement
efforts and to foster the necessary leadership for complex and long-term systems change (while
navigating the cultural, emotional, adaptive, and technical changes required by such systems
change), the VDOE embraced the VTSS as the framework with the undertaking would be
coordinated. To maximize efforts to sustain and scale positive behavior and academic outcomes
for SWD, the VDOE increased the number of districts beyond the eight pilot districts to the 53
VTSS districts. For this report, the first two cohorts of VTSS will be used for evaluation
purposes (13 districts).

Figure 3 VTSS Participating District by VA Superintendent Regions






The VTSS framework employs a basic implementation logic model, which promotes a consistent
process in each layer of the cascading model of prevention and intervention supports mentioned
above.
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Guided by priority outcomes (reached by stakeholder consensus using key data points as outlined
in the SIMR), an aligned system (from state-level macro systems to student-level micro systems)
utilizes data to inform the key EBPs necessary to reach those outcomes. Data is used in not only
selection of practices but to measure the effectiveness of each practice in conjunction with the
fidelity with which it was implemented. Key to this logic model is the intersection of systems
components that ensure practices are implemented with fidelity and sustained over time. Systems
components are identified in Implementation Science and measured in tools such as the State
Capacity Assessment (SCA) and District Capacity Assessment (DCA). Examples of systems
components include: development of adaptive and technical leadership skills; a process for
efficient data-informed decision-making; policy revisions; processes for removing both internal
and external barriers; and the selection, training, and coaching of staff. Progress with each aspect
of this logic model will be reviewed in turn starting with the systems components in this section.
The EBPs are reviewed in Section A.3, data in Section A.4, and significant highlights in Section
A.S.

The coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during

the year, including infrastructure improvement strategies (A.2):

To implement and sustain the long-term changes that will create the necessary context for
eliminating achievement gaps in attendance, discipline, and academics for SWDs, as outlined in
the SSIP, both (i) coherent improvement strategies and (ii) subsequent principle activities are
needed to be implemented at the systems level. These strategies and activities are built upon an
Implementation Science approach and carried out through the VTSS framework. Therefore, the
coherent systems improvement strategies are categorized into those made to the three drivers of
change: leadership, organization, and competency, as outlined by the National Implementation
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Research Network (NIRN) at the Frank Porter Graham Institute, the University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill. The principle activities completed to foster that change are listed under

each driver.

Figure 4 Implementation Drivers
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Adaptive challenges involve
legitimate, yet competing,
perspectives — different views
of the problem and different
perspectives on what might
constitute a viable solution.

Coaching

Regular, embedded
professional development
designed to support staff in
implementing the evidenced-
based practice with fidelity.

Systems Intervention

The goal of systems
intervention is to identify and
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barriers, or to enhance and
sustain those policies,
procedures, and regulations
that facilitate the work of the
SSIP.

Performance Assessment
Measuring the degree to
which staff are using the
evidence-based practice as
intended.

The leadership driver refers to the transformational leadership structures and activities that
move an entrenched system through meaningful improvement. The primary leadership
improvement strategy this year included revising the current leadership structure of VTSS at

both the state and local levels.

e The coherent improvement strategy to drive leadership changes during the FFY 2018 school
year was to analyze current leadership structures throughout the cascade to guide
implementation in priority areas.
o Principle activity - leadership structure changes at the state and local level:

The Director of Special Education Program Improvement (SEPI) is included and is an
active participant in the data-informed decision-making of the VTSS Leadership

Team. The VTSS Leadership Team includes staff from the VDOE Office of Student
Services and the Office of Special Education Instructional Services; representatives of
the academic, behavioral, and mental wellness activities; the VTSS implementation
specialist; the Director of the VTSS-RIC; evaluators; a representative from the VDOE
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training and technical assistance centers (TTAC); a partner from Mid-Atlantic
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS); the early childhood special
education specialist; and the director of Formed Families Forward. Using the same
problem-solving approach taught to participating districts, the VTSS Leadership
Team meets monthly to plan and review progress on implementation of professional
learning, review evaluation findings, determine resource allocation, ensure all efforts
are aligned, and discuss and review project activities.

= VTSS Leadership Teams at the district level are charged with guiding implementation
efforts and are now asked to include SEPI monitors in action planning.

The organizational driver of change describes the organization supports developed by
facilitative administrators (e.g., VDOE staff, district superintendents, central office staff,
principals, teacher-leaders) who change practices and support systems interventions (e.g.,
alignment, leadership, policy, funding, removal of barriers, identification of opportunities) to
foster the environment for effective and efficient implementation. Both the VDOE and districts
need strategies for leaders and staff to work with external systems to ensure the availability of
the financial, organizational, and human resources required to support the work of the
practitioners. System interventions take on issues that affect the ability to provide effective
services within organizations by dissolving barriers. System interventions are designed to help
create enabling contexts in which effective services can be provided, maintained, and improved
over the years. The essential coherent improvement strategies made this year to the organization
of SSIP implementation include: (i) the development of aligned model policy documents, (ii)
funding allocations driven by SSIP goals and outcomes, (iii) the identification of opportunities
for an aligned process within the broader improvement structures of the department, and (iv)
improving the use of data and data analysis.
e The first coherent improvement strategy to advance organizational supports is to analyze and
align current policies to the goals outlined in the SSIP.
o Principle activity - the development and approval of a Model Code of Conduct aligned
with VTSS and subsequent training to school districts:
To reach the desired outcome of improving the disproportionate application of
disciplinary actions to various priority groups (e.g., SWDs, African American
students, Hispanic students), the VDOE developed a Model of Code of Conduct.
Employing strategies embedded within the VTSS, the model delineates the process by
which districts respond to behavior that is not conducive to successful engagement in
a school setting, in ways that are strengths-based and instructional and responsive to
the needs of individual students, rather than reactive to the immediate behaviors. The
model code includes sample charts of behaviors that are leveled, based on the
developmental appropriateness of (i) the exhibited behavior and level of impact on
instruction, and (ii) the safety and wellness of all students. Paired with the chart of
leveled behaviors is a chart of effective responses to behaviors in order to diminish
the possibility that students with disabilities and other marginalized populations are
not disproportionately assigned more severe consequences. Also contained with the
recommendations are special considerations and regulatory requirements for SWDs.
e To remove funding resources as a barrier to complex change, the second coherent
improvement strategy is the allocation of funding for the VDOE and districts to support
innovations that improve outcomes for SWDs:
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o

Principle activity - the application of a funding formula for VTSS districts that considers
the need for improvement in the implementation of EBPs for SWDs:

Each year the General Assembly of Virginia allocates money to districts for the
implementation of VTSS. This year, rather than divide that money evenly across the
districts, the allocation was determined by a funding formula to ensure that districts
had access to adequate funding to secure appropriate evidence practices that reduces
success gaps for SWDs.

e Aligning the SSIP to broader improvement structures within the VDOE is the third coherent
improvement strategy this reporting year.
Principle activity - Office of School Quality (OSQ), SEPI, and VTSS collaboratively
offered a menu of professional learning opportunities available to district staff.
Registration for individual sessions was accepted on a first-come, first-serve basis;
however, districts with local determinations of “Needs Assistance” on implementation of
the IDEA were given priority status and had the opportunity to pre-register. The
following options were encouraged for districts:

o

Effective Classroom Systems. The VTSS systems coaches provided a two-day

workshop designed to enhance collective teacher efficacy around ten classroom-based

practices known to improve student behavior and achievement.

Differentiation in Action. This session focused on understanding the basics of

differentiation and explored a range of instructional strategies useful in a mixed-

ability classroom. This session was interactive and addressed curricula K-12.

Designing Instruction with the Applied Studies Curriculum Map. This

professional development activity introduced participants to the Applied Studies

Curriculum Map and provided information on:

1) Using the curriculum map to align the student’s present level of performance with
their postsecondary goals;

2) Writing annual goals and developing transition activities with skills in mind;

3) Writing annual goals and progress monitoring to address skills;

4) Developing rubrics for progress monitoring of skills; and

5) Using task analyses and teaching non-academic skills.

Data-Informed Decision Making. Participants utilized team-meeting foundations for

effective decision making; completed a data audit; and analyzed their data

(attendance, academic, behavioral/discipline, etc.) to (i) identify red flags that

evidence a need; (i1) precisely define the problem(s) to be addressed; (iii) set outcome

goals; (iv) develop action plans around key practices and systems needed to achieve

desired outcomes; and (v) determine means of progress monitoring.

Assistive Technology (AT) and Inclusive Education. This activity included an

introduction to AT including a review of the AT consideration guide and the resource

guide. Information and discussions focused on making decisions regarding AT,

supporting students in inclusive settings, and an overview of current technologies.

Participants had the opportunity to engage hands-on with various AT devices.

Classroom Systems to Respond to Student Behavior and Academic Achievement

Gaps. Participants identified eight evidence-based classroom practices for teachers to

use when supporting and responding to student behavior and academic achievement

gaps.
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o Principle activity - continue to offer the following initiatives in partnership with broader
improvement structures within the department:

Academics: The I'm Determined Project, Youth and Parent Summit Events, MOVE
Summit and Conference, and Cross State Collaborative Work.
Discipline: Reframing Disciplinary Practices through a Tiered System of Supports;
Discipline, Crime, and Violence Data Collection; statewide Equity Initiative (Virginia
is for ALL Learners); Safe and Supportive Institute; and the Vision 21: Linking
Systems of Care for Children.
Attendance: Attendance work group.

e The fourth and final coherent improvement strategy for this reporting year is an analysis of
the consistency with which data are analyzed within each level and utilized to make
decisions.

o Principle activity - use of common data points across the department to prioritize or “tier”

supports for districts based on need:
Use of the SEPI data rubric created through stakeholder input to prioritize invitations
to selected districts to participate in the intensive VTSS Exploration and Installation
(E&I) process. It is expected that this will result in districts that have been identified
as “Needs Assistance” from an RDA standpoint to increase readiness to join VTSS in
the summer 2019. Monitoring staff from VDOE participated in professional learning
events alongside the districts they support. More information about the goals of E&I
series can be found at the VTSS-RIC Exploration and Installation Series webpage.

= The VTSS systems coaches review data monthly to determine level and type of
coaching supports needed and to determine if districts are ready for fading.

To develop competency within a cascading model of supports (competency driver), attention
must be paid to the manner in which new ways of work are taught and learned through the
training and coaching of implementers who have been selected at each level. This is the work of
competency drivers within Implementation Science.

e The first coherent improvement strategy to build competency for the SSIP goals and
outcomes within the Commonwealth is being implemented. This strategy focuses on building
competency in SEA capacity to train and coach districts in the effective implementation of
tiered systems of supports.

o Principle activity - training of state-level systems coaches:

«  State-level systems coaches are those charged with providing training and coaching in
systems change efforts. To continue improving the skills of coaches (e.g., the work of
Knight), professional development is provided twice a month. Once per month
coaches are provided instruction around specific concerns in implementation as they
arise in the data. Topics include: data/data analysis, fidelity, implementation of EBPs,
management of complex change (e.g., the work of Fullan and Knoster), professional
learning strategies (e.g., the work of Trivette and Dunst), data-informed decision-
making (e.g., the work of Katz), and specific interventions. Also, once a month,
systems coaches are provided professional development with leading experts in
trauma, restorative practices, equity, early childhood, authentic family engagement,
and other topics to enhance implementation of tiered systems.

e Moving down the cascade described above, the second coherent improvement strategy to
build competency for improving outcomes for students with disabilities focuses on
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implementing new ways to build district capacity for training and coaching schools in the
effective implementation of tiered systems of supports. The VDOE provides support through
specialized technical assistance centers designed to provide professional development,
training, and technical assistance to local districts in the implementation of EBPs. Virginia's
network of TTACs provide specific, contextualized support for the SSIP and in improving
the SIMR across the Commonwealth. The VDOE collaborates with the VTSS-RIC at the
Virginia Commonwealth University Partnership for People with Disabilities to support
systems coaching and training efforts and collaborates with Center of Implementation and
Evaluation of Education Systems (CIEES) at Old Dominion University to support evaluation

efforts.

o Principle activity - training of district leadership teams and teacher leaders:
= Expansion of professional learning activities as outlined in a newly framed Scope and
Sequence at the district and school level.

District level teams attend one-day professional learning activities, three times per
year, selecting one strand per year to improve efforts. The strands professional
learning and coaching to district level teams around the following topics:

o Data informed decision-making. Collecting and analyzing data are used in
order to precisely define areas for growth and developing action plans that
include practices and systems necessary for implementation with fidelity.
Teams are taught to (i) analyze data for the root causes of success gaps for
SWDs; (ii) define a current problem of practice to begin the process of
improvement; and (iii) network with districts around the Commonwealth to
share ideas and resources.

o Aligning academic data, systems, and practices. Starting with PBIS or
behavior to ensure attendance and maximize in-class time, districts in this
strand can then move to installing and implementing systems for academic
instruction

o Advanced Tiers. Districts in this strand have demonstrated success with
improving core instruction for academics and behavior for all students. They
are taught the systems and processes needed to support the implementation of
interventions at advanced tiers.

o Equity and Family Engagement. To access this strand, districts should have
demonstrated success with Tier 1 instruction overall, but have data to suggest
difficulty in closing achievement gaps for priority reporting categories.

A subset of the district-level team (usually two-three central office staff members)

participate in a professional learning series on systems-level coaching. This series

prepares district-level staff to coach the implementation of a tiered framework
within schools. The Systems Coaching 101 and 102 series consists of seven days
of professional learning spaced over two academic years. Topics include defining

VTSS, core tools and implementation activities, and core knowledge, skills, and

abilities of effective systems coaches.

School leadership teams are offered professional learning multiple times

throughout the academic year, as well as the summer. Trainings are selected in

collaboration with state and local coaches and matched to the needs of the
districts and schools. Trainings include:
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o Tier 1 Forum: Implementing a framework for high quality core
instruction in academics, behavior, and mental wellness. School teams are
asked to begin with Strand 1, which walks school teams through the process
of implementing Tier 1 for behavior or PBIS. In subsequent years, schools
have the option of attending booster sessions that spiral back to core
curriculum for PBIS implementation and examine enhanced implementation
through the lens of academic alignment, trauma sensitive schools, and
equitable practices.

o Data informed decision-making. School teams are taught an efficient and
effective data—informed decision-making process for selecting EBPs to meet
the needs of all learners.

o Effective Classroom Systems. School teams are taught ten essential high
leverage classroom practices.

o Advanced Tiers. School-based Advanced Tiers Teams are taught the data,
systems and interventions necessary to successfully implement Tiers 2 and 3.

o Defusing Disruptive Behavior. School teams are taught how to effectively
address problem behaviors in the classroom. Building upon a continuum of
responses, participants learn multiple evidence-based strategies that can be
used to ameliorate these behaviors.

Professional Development and Technical Assistance Provided by VDOE Staff

Members:

During FFY 2018, VDOE staff members coordinated, facilitated, and attended on-site technical
assistance and professional development in an effort to meet the needs of Virginia's most needy
districts and increase the likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to
improve the graduation rate for students with disabilities. The on-site technical assistance and
professional development activities included:

Addressing Challenging Behaviors Academy for First and Second Year Assistant Principals
Asset Mapping Meetings

Co-Teaching and Collaboration Trainings

Creating a Culture of Attendance Trainings

Diagnostic Visits

Eligibility Determination Discussion Meetings

Functional Behavioral Assessment and Behavioral Intervention Plans Professional
Development

General Support Data Reviews

Graduation Audit Process for Special Education

Implementing Credit Accommodations

Improving Results for Students with Disabilities workshop

Inclusion and Specially Designed Instruction

Institute on Dyslexia

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS)

Lesson Plan Alignment Reviews

Mathematics Instruction Technical Assistance

Meeting with Preschool Specialist: Child Find
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Multi-sensory structured language reading instruction training (Orton-Gillingham approach)
On-site Pre-Visit Activities

On-site RDA Reviews

Pre-visit Document Reviews

Problem-Based and Inquiry Learning in the Secondary Science Classroom
Quarterly Meetings

RDA Action Plan Development Meetings

Indicator file reviews

Report Debriefing with School Districts

Standards-Based IEP Trainings

Tiered Systems of Supports Trainings

Using the Student Data Extract File to Guide Instructional Decision-Making

Professional Development and Technical Assistance Provided by Virginia’s
TTAC Staff Members:

The mission of Virginia's TTACs is to improve educational opportunities and contribute to the
success of SWD, birth through age 21, inclusive. These centers provide quality training and
technical assistance in response to local, regional, and state needs. The TTAC services increase
the capacity of school personnel, service providers, and families to meet the needs of children
and youth with disabilities. These centers meet these needs through activities such as those listed
below:

e Consulting with school-based teams, embedding staff, and coaching sessions

Providing information services

Linking and networking resources

Managing a lending library of multimedia resources and technology

Facilitating long-term technical assistance and systems change

Presenting information about TTAC services

Referring to other services

Developing and conducting professional development events

The TTAC system advances the SIMR by addressing technical assistance and professional
development (TA/PD) to improve the performance of SWD by enhancing the knowledge, skills,
abilities, and performance of school personnel. Specifically, TTACs assist the VDOE in the
delivery of intensive TA/PD to districts designated as “Needs Assistance” through the local
determination rubric developed by the VDOE in collaboration with stakeholders. The TA/PD is
designed to address the three areas identified in the Theory of Action and meet the short-term
and long-term SSIP/SIMR objectives that were established in Phase I and Phase II and included
in the following areas:

e Graduation with Standard and Advanced Studies Diplomas

e Academic supports

e Behavior supports

e Effective inclusive practices
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TTAC staff offer the following service delivery methods and mechanisms:

e On-Site Consultation. Professional development and technical assistance provided by a
TTAC staff member in a district including embedded staff and coaching sessions.

e Off-Site Consultation. This type of technical assistance is the same as that provided during
an on-site consultation, except that it is provided in a location other than the district (such as
at the TTAC or another mutually agreed-upon location).

e Information Services/Library. An information service is the provision of requested
information by mail, telephone, or in person. Information provided via email is coded
separately so that the use of technology can be monitored in the TTAC delivery system.
Information Services require staff time and expertise to gather appropriate information that is
specific to the request. Examples include the provision of information about a particular
syndrome, inclusive practices research, accommodation strategies, or supplying the addresses
of vendors who market particular equipment. Frequently, following on-site, off-site, or
phone-based consultations, information packets may be developed that support
recommendations made by the consultant. Supplying information about TTAC services is an
awareness activity, not an information service.

e Information Services/Email. This service is the same as an “Information Service” except
that it is delivered electronically. Individuals or a team may participate; this is not considered
a professional development event.

e Linkage Services. Linkage is when the TTAC does not provide the service directly via
TTAC staff; rather, a connection is made by TTAC staff with another party for provision of
the service. When a TTAC provides a linkage service it is, in essence, acting as a broker for
service delivery coordinating and following through to link services with a consumer. A
linkage is an intentional technical assistance (TA) delivery strategy that links people together
to meet an identified need. TTAC staff facilitates the linkage and determines that the service
was satisfactory. Examples of linkage services include consultation, information services,
phone, and PD.

e Presentation. A presentation service is when TTAC staff provides presentations on TTAC
services or on disability content information, such as, conferences, meetings, and university
classes.

e Professional Development Event. A PD event provides staff development to a group of
service providers. These events can be initiated by providers, TTAC staff, and state agency
personnel to address identified needs. A PD event tends to be more generalized presentations
of content-specific information (e.g., soliciting appropriate social interaction in a preschool
classroom, using accommodations and modifications when teaching math).

e Facilitate/Attend Team Meeting. The TA provided to facilitate or participate in an
educational team meeting. The TTAC specialist(s) and district or school team members meet
to discuss progress on and implementation of an action plan.

Virginia's network of TTACs provide specific contextualized support for the SSIP and in
improving the SIMR across the Commonwealth. The RDA Cohort districts are given priority
access to the TA/PD in an effort to meet the needs of the cohort districts, thereby increasing their
likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to improve the graduation rate for
students with disabilities. The TA/PD activities provided by TTAC staff members included:

e Effective co-teaching team trainings
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Increasing student engagement trainings

Use of manipulatives in math instruction

Specially designed instruction and writing appropriate [EP goals

District wide PBIS trainings

Language Essentials for Teaching Reading and Spelling (LETRS) training

Strategic Instruction Model (SIM) professional development: Content Enhancement Routines
& Learning Strategies

Inclusive practices/co-teachings

Multi-sensory structured language reading instruction training (Orton-Gillingham approach)
Hands-on activities for Algebra I

FBA and BIP trainings

Assistive Technology team workshops

VTSS Trainings

Curriculum/Instruction Trainings

Preschool inclusive practices trainings

Self-determination trainings

Math and reading instruction trainings

Classroom management trainings

The specific evidence-based practices (EBPs) that have been implemented to
date (A.3):

The VDOE recognizes the need to align and integrate promising EBPs within the improvement
strategies and principal activities, as well as assist districts and their schools to do the same.
Focusing exclusively on behavior will not provide a comprehensive solution for the challenges
facing SWD and their families. Across the state, the majority of office discipline referrals for
SWD are generated from the classroom. Behavior incidents often stem from the frustration that
results when academic instruction is mismatched to students’ needs. Academic achievement and
improved graduation rates will require systematic and rigorous academic instruction, both at core
(Tier 1) and advanced tiers. Further, any improvements in student attendance, inclusive of
considerations for chronic absenteeism, necessitate careful attention to changes in our
approaches to academics and behavior as well as mental wellness.

The EBPs contained within the behavior aspects of the framework or PBIS and being
implemented by districts are:

e Development of a behavior curriculum (schoolwide and classwide expectations and
behaviors)

Explicit instruction of behaviors

Classroom routines and procedures

Systems of positive reinforcement

Corrective feedback and at advanced tiers

Check In-Check Out

Functional behavior assessments and behavior intervention plans

General education curriculum is growing in its emphasis on pedagogies, such as project and/or
problem-based learning, Socratic methods, personalized curriculum, integrated studies, and
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authentic performance assessments. Therefore, it is urgent that general education and special
education teachers have the skills and knowledge to identify and teach the cognitive routines that
will ensure SWD, and/or students who struggle, equal access to learning and success in these
models. The VTSS project recognizes the need for strong Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions that are
systematically connected to core instruction and implemented with fidelity in both academics
and behavior to close the achievement gap for struggling students (Fuchs, Fuchs & Compton,
2012). The evidence-based practices chosen for Tier 2 and Tier 3 instruction in return will allow
students to transfer the skills/concepts they have learned into content classes, and further into
real world experiences. Therefore, VTSS aims to integrate several EBPs to build capacity in
schools needing to improve academic and behavioral performance of SWD through explicit
instruction. The EBPs contained within an aligned VTSS framework and being implemented by
VTSS districts are:

e Explicit instruction routines
Increasing engagement through opportunities to respond
Formative assessment
Scaffolding
Behavior specific praise
Feedback
Strategic Instruction Model
Fusion Reading
CRA math instruction
Orton-Gillingham (OG) trainings
Hands-on activities for Algebra I

Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes
(A4):

As described in the previous section, the VDOE shifted its focus to aligning departments within
the organization through the VTSS framework in order to improve student academic and
behavior outcomes. This shift has facilitated the alignment of VTSS to the State’s SIMR, Theory
of Action, coherent improvement strategies, and other initiatives outlined in all phases of the
SSIP. Consequently, evaluation efforts were shifted from the initial eight selected districts to the
initial two cohorts of VTSS with the intention of expanding our evaluation to additional VTSS
cohorts in the future. VTSS Cohorts 1 and 2 include 38 schools within 13 districts that serve as
VTSS pilot sites. Through the implementation of the SSIP, in alignment with the VTSS, the
VDOE intends to continue to improve the statewide rate of graduation for students with
disabilities receiving a regular high school diploma.

The VTSS collects, analyzes, and reports data back to participants (state, district, and school
leadership teams) in order to monitor, refine, and improve the processes and outcomes necessary
to address emerging needs or challenges associated with project implementation. Districts and
schools participating in VTSS annually report data on fidelity of implementation and capacity to
implement. Student disciplinary action data as well as student enrollment information are
submitted by schools and disaggregated by race/ethnicity and student disability type. Additional
school data are collected using state assessments and the DCV database. Event Log data are used
to monitor ongoing coaching supports provided to VTSS districts and schools.
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Refer to Sections A.5 and B.1.a. for a detailed description of instruments used to measure district
capacity of sustain implementation and school implementation fidelity including baseline data.
See Sections B.1.b. and C.1 for additional details on implementation activities and the evaluation
of VTSS process and outcomes.

Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies (A.S):

The most significant change to the implementation and improvement strategies this year was to
introduce a series of activities planned to begin the alignment of the work of VTSS and the
VDOE’s Office of Special Education Program Improvement. The overarching goals for this
work were: (1) provide each group with an understanding of the other’s work in districts and
schools and (2) identify ways in which the work can be integrated and aligned to improve
outcomes for students. This change allows us to align implementation and assessment throughout
the VDOE and districts. These efforts should allow us to more easily build capacity across the
Commonwealth.

VTSS Way of Work Summary

The Monitoring Specialists from the VDOE Office of Special Education Program Improvement
attended and participated in a three-part series of professional development over the course of
four months. The outcomes of the series were to assist the Monitoring Specialists to develop an
understanding of VTSS framework and to explore the alignment of the work of the Monitoring
Specialists and VTSS within Virginia’s school districts. Learning intentions of the three days
included:
e Exploring how and why existing systems of supports to school districts need to change;
e Examining implementation drivers as foundational mechanisms for developing a system
that achieves sustainable outcomes;
Developing an awareness of the components of the VTSS Implementation Matrix; and
Recognizing the importance and benefits of interdepartmental collaboration.

In addition to the content presented, VTSS tools and documents (e.g., VTSS Implementation
Matrix, Selection of Evidence-based Practices, VTSS Coaching Plan, VTSS Division Action
Plan) were introduced and explained. The Monitoring Specialists explored the alignment of these
resources with current VDOE protocol/procedures and documents used in school districts.

SEPI Overview for VTSS Coaches Summary

The Director of the Office of Special Education Program Improvement (SEPI) provided an
overview of the major functions of SEPI for VTSS Systems Coaches. This overview focused on
SEPT’s role in accountability in Virginia’s public schools, general supervision (past vs. future),
and work accomplished through collaboration with other agencies and organizations to address
secondary transition indicators. In addition to the State Systemic Improvement Plan and Annual
Performance Report, VTSS coaches gained an understanding of the shift in Special Education
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Program Improvement’s focus from compliance to also providing tiered supports. The desired
interaction between VTSS school districts designated for Comprehensive Coordinated Early
Intervening Services, SEPI staff, and VTSS coaches supporting these districts was shared.
Opportunities for alignment between Early Childhood, Office of School Quality, SEPI, and
VTSS were explored also.

VTSS-SEPI-EC Integration and Alignment

The culminating integration and alignment activity between VTSS, SEPI, and Early Childhood
(EC) involved a district case study. Representatives from each of the three groups shared the
district’s current data picture as it pertained to their work in the district. After hearing the
district’s data picture through three different lenses, the following discussion occurred in groups
that included VTSS Systems Coaches and Monitoring Specialists:
e What did we notice? What are the data telling us from past to current?
e What additional data might we need (data sources) to continue to review to see if they are
sustaining their efforts?
What can we do as VTSS to continue the work?
What data do we need to keep the work moving forward?

Each group shared the technical assistance efforts provided to the district (e.g., entry process into
the district, technical assistance/coaching efforts provided as a result of the entry process, and
current technical assistance/coaching efforts). With this new information, the groups discussed
points of intersection in our work. Specifically, the following were identified:

e What do we (EC, SEPI, and VTSS) do or have we done that is the same?

e Where do our processes diverge (i.e., different)?

e Where are the opportunities for integration?

o Where are the opportunities for alignment and collaboration?

Additionally, as we continue to investigate the necessary components, potential barriers, and
feasibility of implementing VTSS, we are piloting tiered supports in Early Childhood settings.
Initially, early childhood membership was added to existing teaming structures within VTSS
(i.e., Evaluation Team, Implementation Team, and Project Leadership) and technical assistance
was provided to VDOE in order to facilitate alignment of Early Childhood statewide supports.
District teams receive onsite training and technical assistance from the VDOE to support
adoption of early childhood evidence-based practices through the implementation of the VTSS
framework at selected demonstration schools and/or early childhood centers. Three districts were
selected to pilot the tiered systems framework in early childhood settings. Participating districts
were selected based on an expressed interest, reported DCA scores, and access to VTSS
technical assistance. These sites are helping VDOE learn how the VTSS framework, when
applied across early childhood programs in the specific context of the districts.

Emphasis on evaluating the consistency and fidelity of the implementation of the coherent
improvement strategies identified in Virginia’s Part B SSIP continued during the third year of
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Phase I1I. A key component of VTSS is implementation fidelity. This focus on fidelity is applied
at both the state and local levels. The VTSS is a framework that relies on a data-informed
decision-making to support students in a more effective, efficient, and clearly defined process.
Within this process, the following instruments are incorporated into the evaluation process.

Description of the District Capacity Assessment (DCA):

An Effective Innovation is any set of operationally defined practices used within a specific
context (e.g., schools) to achieve distinct outcomes. The VDOE has implemented VTSS as our
Effective Innovation. As part of VTSS, districts are assessed on their readiness to implement
systemic change. This is known as District Capacity Assessment (DCA) (refer to FFY2017
submission Appendix C in Virginia’s Phase three, Year III (FFY2017) SSIP for DCA Scoring
Guide). The primary purpose of DCA is to assess the capacity of districts to assist schools in
implementing effective innovations that benefit students. The capacity of a district to facilitate
building-level implementation refers to the systems, activities, and resources that are necessary
for schools to successfully adopt and to sustain effective innovations.

The specific purposes of the DCA are to (i) provide a District Implementation Team (DIT) with a
structured process for the development of a District Capacity Action Plan; (ii) provide a DIT
with information to monitor progress towards district, regional, and state capacity building goals;
(iii) support a common infrastructure for the implementation of Effective Innovation to achieve
desired outcomes for students; and (iv) provide district, regional, and state leadership with a
regular measure of capacity for implementation and sustainment for Effective Innovations in
districts.

The DCA is administered to address a specific innovation (e.g., Early Literacy, PBIS, and
MTSS).

The DIT formally completes the DCA with the assistance of a trained administrator and
facilitator. The administrator is a trained individual responsible for leading the discussion and
adhering to the DCA Administration Protocol. The administrator preferably is external to the
district team and does not vote. The facilitator is an individual who has a relationship with the
respondents, has experience in the district, and supports the administrator by helping to
contextualize items for respondents or provide examples of work in which the district has
engaged.

A DCA score of 80 percent or above is identified as implementing with capacity.

(Citation: Ward, C., St. Martin, K., Horner, R., Duda, M., Ingram-West, K., Tedesco, M.,
Putnam, D., Buenrostro, M., & Chaparro, E. (2015). District Capacity Assessment. University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill.)

All reported scores are the result of a vote by the DIT and are reported in Section B.1.a as
outputs that have been accomplished as a result of implementation activities. A copy of the DCA
and supplemental documents can be viewed at the VTSS-RIC website.
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Description of Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI):

The purpose of the Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS)
Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) is to provide a valid, reliable, and efficient measure of the extent
to which school personnel are applying the core features of SWPBIS. The TFI is divided into
three sections (Tier 1: Universal SWPBIS Features; Tier 2: Targeted SWPBIS Features; and Tier
3: Intensive SWPBIS Features) that can be used separately or in combination to assess the extent
that core features of SWPBIS are in place (see Appendix D in Virginia’s Phase three, Year I1I
(FFY2017) SSIP for TFI Scoring Guide).

The TFI is based on the features and items of existing SWPBIS fidelity measures. The purpose
of the TFI is to provide one efficient, yet valid and reliable instrument that can be used over time
to guide both implementation and sustained use of SWPBIS. The TFI may be used (a) for initial
assessment to determine if a school is using (or needs) SWPBIS; (b) as a guide for
implementation for Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 practices; (¢) as an index of sustained SWPBIS
implementation; or (d) as a metric for identifying schools for recognition within their state
implementation efforts.

The TFI is completed by a school Systems Planning Team (SPT). This Team consists of three to
eight individuals including a building administrator and external coach or district coordinator.
The SPT oftentimes completes the TFI with input from Tier 1, 2, and/or 3 teams if these are
independent groups. It is strongly recommended that the TFI be completed with an external
SWPBIS coach as facilitator. Validity research on the TFI shows that school teams are more
accurate when an external coach facilitates TFI completion.

(Citation: Algozzine, B., Barrett, S., Eber, L., George, H., Horner, R., Lewis, T., Putnam, B.,
Swain-Bradway, J., MclIntosh, K., & Sugai, G (2014). Schoolwide PBIS Tiered Fidelity
Inventory. OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and

Supports.)

As mentioned previously, the purpose of the TFI is to provide valid, reliable, and efficient
measures of the extent to which school personnel are applying the core features of universal
SWPBIS Features. A TFI score of 70 percent or above is identified as implementing SWPBIS
with fidelity. All schools are at or above the 70 percent threshold. These data are reported in
Section B.1.a as outputs that have been accomplished as a result of implementation activities. A
copy of the TFI and supplemental documents can be viewed at the VISS-RIC website.

Event Log Data:

In order to maximize coach effectiveness, VTSS created the Event Log with the purpose of
assessing the relationship between the types of events and time spent coaching with
district/school outcomes. Additionally, a feedback loop has been implemented to assure that the
scope and sequence of professional learning events addresses VTSS goals to meet the needs of
districts and schools.
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The VTSS Systems Coaches enter professional learning, team meeting, and consultation events
that they have provided VTSS districts and schools through the Event Log. Data collected in the
Event Log include the number of training (state and regional levels) and technical assistance
events (district and school levels) along with specific event targets. Event targets tracked include
phase of implementation (exploration, installation, initial implementation, and full
implementation), essential component (data-informed decision-making; evidence-based
practices; family, school, and community partnerships; monitoring student progress including
universal screening; aligned organizational structure; and evaluation, including outcomes and
fidelity), improving behavior outcomes (Tier 1 behavior fidelity, Tier 2 behavior fidelity, Tier 3
behavior fidelity, school climate, attendance, and alignment), and improving academic outcomes
(literacy/reading, math, and alignment by Tiers 1, 2, and 3).

These data are used in conjunction with coaching plans to improve district capacity and
implementation fidelity. Furthermore, the log associates specific district/school events with main
events in the VTSS scope and sequence (Tier 1 Forum, Data-Driven Decision Making, Statewide
District Institutes, State-Sponsored Virtual Networking Opportunities, FBA/BIP Training,
Effective Classroom Systems, Advanced Tiers Forum, Defusing Disruptive Behavior, State
Sponsored Webinars, and Explicit Instruction Community of Practice).

These data are reported in Section B.1.b as evidence of the work done within the state to support
districts and schools.

Progress in Implementing the SSIP

Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress:
To the extent to which the State has carried out its planned activities with fidelity—what has

been accomplished, what milestones have been met, and whether the intended timeline has been
followed (B.1.a):

Milestones accomplished in the past year include:

Alignment with VTSS:

The most significant milestone achieved in FFY 2018 was the continued alignment of VTSS to
the State’s SIMR, Theory of Action, coherent improvement strategies, and initiatives outlined in
all phases of the SSIP. Based on input from the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
and stakeholders, deliberate effort was placed on evaluating the fidelity of the implementation of
the coherent improvement strategies identified in Virginia’s Part B SSIP during the fourth year
of Phase III. The focus was specifically with the projects and initiatives aligned with the
implementation of VTSS. The VTSS is an academic approach that relies on a data-driven,
decision-making framework to support students in a more effective, efficient, and clearly defined
process. Implementing VTSS requires systemic change at the district, school, and classroom
level. These evidence-based, systemwide practices give educators the tools they need to address
the academic, behavioral, social-emotional needs of all students. These practices include frequent
progress monitoring that enables educators to make sound, data-based instructional decisions. As
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previously mentioned, data suggests that it takes three years of implementation to achieve
fidelity as measured by the TFI.

Virginia's Regulatory Efforts:

The Virginia Board of Education (BOE) approved Regulations Governing the Collection and
Reporting of Truancy Related Data and Student Attendance Policies (8 VAC 20-730-20) to
address school attendance and reduce dropout rates. These regulations were implemented as part
of the larger effort to increase achievement and close performance gaps among student
subgroups. The newly approved regulations define truancy, chronic absenteeism, and
excused/unexcused absences. In addition, the regulations require local school boards to develop
procedures to ensure that appropriate interventions will be implemented when a student engages
in truant behavior, including modifying/condensing the required steps pertaining to parent
notification timelines, developing individual attendance plans, and conferencing with parents
regarding attendance. The regulations are intended to focus on the academic consequences of lost
instructional time and on preventing absences, before students miss so much school that they fall
behind. In light of these new regulations, the Virginia Department of Education will continue to
provide professional development and training resources such as the Attendance and Truancy
among Virginia Students 12 Module Training Series. These training modules, which also include
a Participant/Facilitator Guide, can be viewed individually or in larger group trainings and assist
schools and districts in reviewing current practice and in looking at ways to improve future
practice with the goal of addressing and eliminating truancy and chronic absenteeism, and
ultimately boosting student outcomes and success.

Scope and Sequence:

Building the VTSS framework is a complex and iterative process: stakeholders are identified and
consistently included in planning as partners; existing practices and instructional resources are
studied, aligned, and organized for efficient delivery; gaps are identified and matched to
evidence-based solutions; student progress is frequently and consistently monitored; relevant and
actionable data are collected in ways that are readily accessible for decision-making; teams are
established to analyze data and make decisions; and, ultimately, all students and adults are
integral and valued contributors in a system that is responsive to their needs and seeks to ensure
their success. This process will require extensive collaborative dialogue, ongoing and embedded
professional-learning, effective problem solving, and compromise. It is a whole system change
initiative that is unique in education. Drawing on research on effective implementation, VTSS is
a five-year phased plan that includes professional learning and coaching at each level from the
classroom to the VDOE. The TA/PD is designed to address the three areas identified in the
Theory of Action and meet the short-term and long-term SSIP/SIMR objectives that were set in
Phase I and Phase II and included in the following areas:

e Graduation with standard and advanced studies diplomas;

e Academic supports;

e Behavior supports; and

e Effective inclusive practices.
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The specific activities and services embedded within the scope and sequence are described in the following table.

Table 2 Number of District Staff in Each VTSS Cohort School District Participating in TTAC TA/PD Activities by Service

Delivery Method
VTSS FACILITATE/
(SOLE101:0T OINFRIUND | (OIETAT U INggllfxég?N IN:SI?%&AIT:;?N LINKAGE | (b SENTATION Eﬁgﬁ'ﬁiﬁfﬁﬁﬁ'{ ATTEND TOTAL
SCHOOL CONSULT | CONSULT LIBRARY EMAIL SERVICES (PD) TEAM
DISTRICT MEETING
C!larlottesvﬂle 18 9 15 26 17 3 0 42 130
City
Essex County 38 7 1 8 0 2 0 10 66
Fauquier
County 12 16 17 28 25 4 3 18 123
Frederick 10 30 20 14 19 3 5 20 121
County
Greensville
County 61 35 11 2 2 1 3 49 164
Northampton
County 11 0 13 1 2 0 0 8 35
Orange
County 6 11 41 50 60 21 5 18 212
Page County 30 11 2 28 30 1 0 18 120
Pittsylvania
County 3 4 6 11 5 0 6 7 42
Powhatan
County 9 9 3 1 2 0 2 5 31
Prince
William 8 6 18 29 31 2 24 52 170
County
Surry County 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 8
Westmoreland 41 17 17 3 0 1 2 18 128
County
TOTAL 249 156 166 231 193 38 50 267 1350






The VTSS Systems Coaches track events using the VTSS Event Log. This log captures event
information such as targeted Phase of Implementation, Essential Components, Specific
Outcomes, Behavior Outcomes, and Academic Outcomes. Between July 2018 and June 2019, the
following types of events were held for VTSS districts. Note that a single event can cover more
than one Phase of Implementation, Essential Component, Specific Outcomes, Behavior Outcome,
and Academic Qutcome.

VTSS Phase of Implementation

o

Exploration. Event focused on districts or schools that are in the exploration phase of
implementation. This includes awareness level information, evaluation of research about
specific practices, evaluating the fit of practices to need, etc.

Installation. Event focused on the data and systems necessary to begin the
implementation of a practice. This includes data audits, developing data dashboards,
examining teaming structures, providing initial professional learning and coaching
around a practice, etc.

Initial Implementation. Event focused on supporting districts or schools to begin the
implementation of a new practice or set of practices. Examples include creating a
training, coaching, and monitoring plan with a target school or participants, such as
school behavior support specialists or psychologists, or events during the first few
months of practices with ongoing coaching, such as initial use of School-Wide
Information System Suite.

Full Implementation. Event focused on supporting districts or schools with ongoing
action planning, progress monitoring, and evaluation of implementation efforts. An
example event is the progress monitoring of a team’s use of all features of School-Wide
Information System Suite.

VTSS Essential Component(s)

Data Informed Decision-Making. Event content focused on data informed decision-
making. Examples include creating data dashboards, installing data meeting structures,
School-Wide Information System Suite data analysis tools, Aimsweb Sessions, teaching a
specific problem-solving process, etc.

Evidence-Based Practices. Event content focused on evidence-based practices.
Examples include Explicit Instruction, behavior specific praise, NumberTalk Matter,
mathematics process goals, Strategic Instruction Model, etc.

Family, School, and Community Partnerships. Event content focused on family,
school and community partnerships. Examples include home/school communication
protocols, creating family and community teaching matrices, developing protocols for
community partnerships for mental health services, etc.

Monitoring Student Progress (including universal screening). Event content focused
on monitoring student progress including universal screening. Examples include
Aimsweb, Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders, discussion of benchmark results
or SOL trends, etc.

Aligned Organizational Structure. Event content focused on aligning organizational
structures, data systems, and practices. Examples include data team meeting structures,





helping districts and schools to analyze common features of practices/initiatives,
development of comprehensive data dashboards with decision rules, etc.

o Evaluation (outcomes and fidelity). Event content focused on evaluation of district,
school, and student outcomes including fidelity. Examples include the TFI.

Refer to Appendix E in Virginia’s Phase three, Year III (FFY2017) SSIP submission for a copy
of the VTSS Implementation Matrix detailing these essential components.

VTSS Improving Behavior Outcomes

o Tier 1 Behavior Fidelity Improvement. Event targeted Tier 1 fidelity outcomes.
Examples include core instructional practices, such as developing a behavior curriculum
(the matrix), teaching behavioral expectations, opportunities to respond using both low
tech and high tech features, behavior-specific praise, active supervision and proximity,
progress monitoring reduction in Office Discipline Referrals (ODRs), planning for
building walkthroughs as evidence of implementation, etc.

o Tier 2 Behavior Fidelity Improvement. Event targeted Tier 2 fidelity outcomes.
Examples include Check-in/Check-out (and modifications) fidelity, Social Academic
Instructional Group, planning for observations of “check-in” time, using data to monitor
movement in and out of interventions, etc.

o Tier 3 Behavior Fidelity Improvement. Event targeted Tier 3 fidelity outcomes.
Examples include FBAs and BIPs, progress monitoring BIP data, etc.

o Improving School Climate. Event targeted improving school climate outcomes.
Examples include improving family and community involvement, equitable and
restorative practices, culturally responsive engagement, etc.

o Improving Attendance. Event targeted improving attendance. Examples include using
data to drive improvements in attendance, developing strategies for messaging attendance
or recognizing good or improved attendance, working with school teams on the PEOPLE
strategy (Priority Early Outreach for Positive Linkages and Engagement), etc.

o Alignment. Event targeted improving alignment. Alignment includes aligning the
systems (i.e., coaching, professional learning, teaming structures, problem solving
structures) and data (i.e., comprehensive data dashboards) across domains and the
practices within domains (i.e., restorative justice with PBIS, trauma-informed care with
PBIS, Social and Emotional Learning programs with PBIS).

VTSS Improving Academic Outcomes

o Tier 1 Academic Fidelity Improvement. Event focused on data, systems and practices
implemented in core academic instruction.
- Literacy/Reading — Event targeted improving Tier 1 literacy/reading outcomes.
Math — Event targeted improving Tier 1 math outcomes.
= Alignment — Event targeted improving the alignment of Tier 1 instruction. Alignment
here is defined as ensuring that the written, taught, and assessed curriculum are
aligned.
o Tier 2 Academic Fidelity Improvement. Event focused on data, systems, and specific
interventions for targeted or small groups of students.

29



https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2017B/Indicator17/HistoricalData?state=VA&ispublic=true



Literacy/Reading — Event targeted improving Tier 2 literacy/reading outcomes.

Math — Event targeted improving Tier 2 math outcomes.

Alignment — Event targeted the alignment of targeted interventions to Tier 1 or core

Instruction.

o Tier 3 Academic Fidelity Improvement. Event focus was on data, systems, and the
practices for individual student academic plans.
Literacy/Reading — Event targeted improving Tier 3 literacy/reading outcomes.

Math — Event targeted improving Tier 3 math outcomes.

Alignment — Event targeted the alignment of skills

Table 3 Number of VTSS Events Targeting by Phase of Implementation

VTSS 1-2 Districts

Phase of Implementation (Evaluation Districts) All VTSS Districts
Exploration 21 120
Installation 82 367
Initial Implementation 173 683
Full Implementation 189 435

Table 4 Number of VTSS Events Targeting by Essential Component

VTSS 1-2 Districts
Phase of Implementation (Evaluation Districts) | All VTSS Districts
Data Informed Decision Making 223 902
Evidence Based Practices 323 875
Family, School, and Community Partnerships 44 267
Monitoring Student Progress 115 406
Aligned Organizational Structure 75 494
Evaluation 102 397
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Table 5 Number of VTSS Events by Improved Behavior Outcomes

Improved Behavior Outcomes VTSS 1-2 Districts All VTSS Districts
(Evaluation Districts)
Tier 1 Behavior Fidelity Improvement 151 848
Tier 2 Behavior Fidelity Improvement 30 190
Tier 3 Behavior Fidelity Improvement 19 72
Improving School Climate 40 233
Improving Attendance 34 217
Mental Health 32 119
Alignment 41 224
Table 6 Number of VT'SS Events by Improved Academic Outcomes
Academic
Fidelity VTSS 1-2 Districts
Improvement Content (Evaluation Districts) | All VTSS Districts
Tier 1 Literacy/Reading 96 183
Tier 1 Math 23 98
Tier 1 Alignment 36 196
Tier 2 Literacy/Reading 168 239
Tier 2 Math 14 65
Tier 2 Alignment 19 89
Tier 3 Literacy/Reading 58 100
Tier 3 Math 8 47
Tier 3 Alignment 14 69
VTSS Events

For VTSS events, statewide events are defined as events hosting district and school personnel
across multiple regions. Regional events are events where attendees come from multiple districts
within one region. Likewise, district events are events with multiple schools in attendance within
one district. Between June 1, 2018, and June 30, 2019, there were a total of 39 statewide events,
22 regional events, 652 district events, and 840 school level events across all VTSS cohorts. For
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VTSS 1-2 cohorts, there were 22 state events and 18 regional events they attended, and 118 and
325 events were for their districts and schools, respectively.

Table 7 Total Number of VTSS Events by Level

VTSS 1-2 Districts . .
VTSS Event (Evaluation Districts) All VTSS Districts
Statewide Events 22 39
Regional Events 18 25
District Events 118 652
School Events 325 840
TOTAL 483 1,556

In Table 8, the number of attendees for VTSS Scope and Sequence activities (Tier 1 Forum,
Effective Classroom Practices, Data Driven Decision Making, Advanced Tiers Forum, and
Defusing Disruptive Behavior) are provided. Following statewide professional learning events,
attendees are given the opportunity to evaluate the event.

Table 8 Number of Participants by VTSS Scope and Sequence Events

Scope and Sequence Event Number of Participants
Tier 1 Forum 486
Effective Classroom Practices 445
Data-Driven Decision-Making 61
Advanced Tiers Forum 99
Defusing Disruptive Behaviors 198

Advanced Tiers Forum was held in Charlottesville (July 10 - 12, 2018). Of the attendees who
completed the post-session evaluations, 100 percent agreed or strongly agreed in their and/or
their teams ability to reconnect with an infrastructure (the systems) for building and sustaining
Advanced Tiers implementation. 7ier I Forum was held in Williamsburg (July 31 - August 2,
2018) and in Harrisonburg (June 18-20, 2019). From the professional learning evaluations, at
least 97 percent of attendees are convinced of the importance of investing in the work of VTSS.
Additionally, at least 91 percent of attendees understand the key characteristics of evidence-
based curriculum and instruction for behavior and social skills. Effective Classroom Systems was
held in Charlottesville (June 18-19, 2018; January 30-31, 2019) and in Williamsburg (March 13-
14, 2019). From the professional learning evaluations completed at the Charlottesville events, at
least 90 percent of attendees are confident in their ability to manage the classroom learning
environment. Defusing Disruptive Behavior was held in Williamsburg (September 18-19, 2018).
From the professional learning evaluations, at least 97 percent of attendees understand the
importance of function-based interventions as a result of the training. Data-Informed Decision-
Making was held in Charlottesville (October 10-11, 2018). From the professional learning
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evaluations, at least 92 percent of the attendees are confident that their School Leadership Team
can identify elements of an integrated and aligned data system that allows “real time” access to
data.

Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of the
implementation activities (B.1.b):

Building Capacity

As stated previously, the purpose of the DCA is to assist school districts to implement VTSS by
assessing the capacity of a district to facilitate building-level implementation including the
systems, activities, and resources that are necessary for schools to successfully adopt and to
sustain VTSS. As part of the alignment between RDA and VTSS, goals were revised and
baseline data for VTSS 1-2 districts from 2017-2018 was collected. DCA data is reported in
Table 9 and Figure 4.

Table 9 VTSS 1 and 2 DCA Scores

2017-2018 2018-2019
District Overall DCA Score Overall DCA Score

Charlottesville City Public Schools 39% 65%
Essex County Public Schools 75% 94%
Fauquier County Public Schools Did not submit Did not submit
Frederick County Public Schools 29% 39%
Greensville County Public Schools 50% 37%
Northampton County Public Schools 93% 80%
Orange County Public Schools 84% 50%
Page County Public Schools 44% 41%
Pittsylvania County Public Schools 41% 48%
Powhatan County Public Schools 92% 69%
Prince William County Public Schools 79% 77%
Surry County Public Schools 93% 73%
Westmoreland County Public Schools 39% 68%
Average DCA for VTSS 1 and 2 Districts 63.07% 61.73%
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Figure 5 VTSS 1 and 2 (Evaluation Districts) Average DCA by Subscale

Average Percent Implementation by Subscale
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The purpose of the SWPBIS TFI is to provide a valid, reliable, and efficient measure of the
extent to which school personnel are applying the core features of SWPBIS. The TFI is divided
into three sections (Tier 1: Universal SWPBIS Features; Tier 2: Targeted SWPBIS Features; and
Tier 3: Intensive SWPBIS Features) that can be used separately or in combination to assess the
extent core features of SWPBIS are in place. Baseline TFI data was collected and is reported in

Table 10 and Figures 6 and 7.

Table 10 VTSS 1 and 2 (Evaluation Districts) TFI Scores

District School Year Overall | Tier 1 | Tier 2 | Tier 3
harl ille City Publi Buford Middl
Charlottesville City Public uford Middle 2018-2019 53% 53% 549 53%
Schools
Charlottesville City Public Buford Middle 2017-2018 389 50% 389 26%
Schools
Essex County Public Schools Essex High 2018-2019 84% 90% 85% 79%
Essex County Public Schools Essex High 2017-2018 87% 83% 81% 94%
Essex County Public Schools Essex Intermediate 2018-2019 80% 87% 88% 68%
Essex County Public Schools Essex Intermediate 2017-2018 73% 90% 81% 53%
Tappahannock
. 2018-2019 929 1009 969 829
Essex County Public Schools Elementary & & & &
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District School Year Overall | Tier 1 | Tier 2 | Tier 3
Tappahannock
2017-201 1009 1009 1009 1009
Essex County Public Schools Elementary 017-2018 00% 00% 00% 00%
C.M. Bradley o 0 o 0
Fauquier County Public Schools | Elementary 2018-2019 80% 87% 69% 82%
C.M. Bradley
. . 2017-2018 829 879 739 859
Fauquier County Public Schools | Elementary o & & &
Fauquier County Public Schools | Cedar Lee Middle 2018-2019 98% 93% 100% 100%
Fauquier County Public Schools | Cedar Lee Middle 2017-2018 94% 93% 96% 94%
James G. Brumfield
. . 2018-2019 979 979 1009 949
Fauquier County Public Schools | Elementary & & o &
James G. Brumfield
2017-201 9 ° 1009 °
Fauquier County Public Schools | Elementary 017-2018 93% 93% 00% 88%
Fauquier County Public Schools | Liberty High 2018-2019 89% 70% 96% 100%
Fauquier County Public Schools | Liberty High 2017-2018 82% 67% 92% 88%
Fauquier County Public Schools | Marshall Middle 2018-2019 78% 73% 85% 76%
Fauquier County Public Schools | Marshall Middle 2017-2018 80% 90% 88% 65%
Frederick County Public Schools | James Wood Middle 2018-2019 20% 53% 0% 6%
Frederick County Public Schools | James Wood Middle 2017-2018 46% 63% 38% 35%
Frederick County Public Schools | Millbrook High 2018-2019 70% 63% 65% 79%
Frederick County Public Schools | Millbrook High 2017-2018 51% 60% 50% 44%
Redbud Run 0 0 o 0
Frederick County Public Schools | Elementary 2018-2019 4% 7% 88% 7%
Redbud Run
2017-201 09 ° 9 49
Frederick County Public Schools | Elementary 017-2018 0% 7% 7% 4%
Robert E. Aylor 0 0 o 0
Frederick County Public Schools | Middle 2018-2019 76% 73% 69% 82%
Robert E. Aylor
. . . 2017-2018 849 909 819 829
Frederick County Public Schools | Middle & & & &
Greensville County Public Belfield Elementary 20182019 30% 90% 0% 0%
Schools
Greensville County Public Belfield Elementary 2017-2018 279, 0% 0% 0%
Schools
Greensville County Public Ed‘ward W. Wyatt 20182019 279% 60% 23% 0%
Schools Middle
Greensville County Public Ed.ward W. Wyatt 2017-2018 20% 60% 0% 0%
Schools Middle
Greensville County Public G?eensvﬂle County 20182019 1% 33% 0% 0%
Schools High
Greensville County Public Gteensvﬂle County 2017-2018 40% 63% 62% 30,
Schools High
Greensville County Public Greensville 2018-2019 570, 90% 50% 3904
Schools Elementary
Greensville County Public Greensville 2017-2018 64% 93% 77% 29%
Schools Elementary
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District School Year Overall | Tier 1 | Tier 2 | Tier 3
Northampton County Public Kiptopeke 2018-2019 76% 97% 929 449,
Schools Elementary
Northampton County Public Kiptopeke 20172018 74% 97% 28% 449%
Schools Elementary
h Publi h High

I;:}ioa};npton County Public Northampton Hig 201822019 20% 60% 0% 0%
I;:;Zl:;znpton County Public Northampton High 2017-2018 21% 63% 0% 0%
North: t ty Publi North: ton Middl
seboots County Public orthampton Middle 110 5019 | s79% | s0% | 42% | 47%
Northampton County Public Northampton Middle 2017-2018 60% 23% 42% 53%
Schools
Northampton County Public Occohannock 2018-2019 7204 90% 929 41%
Schools Elementary
Northampton County Public Occohannock 2017-2018 68% 100% 9% 21%
Schools Elementary
Orange County Public Schools Orange County High | 2018-2019 48% 87% 58% 6%
Orange County Public Schools Orange County High [ 2017-2018 40% 77% 42% 6%
Orange County Public Schools Orange Elementary 2018-2019 81% 77% 73% 91%
Orange County Public Schools Orange Elementary 2017-2018 92% 87% 96% 94%

Prospect Heights

2018-201 09 0 9 o

Orange County Public Schools Middle 018-2019 80% 90% 3% 76%

Prospect Heights o 0 0 0
Orange County Public Schools Middle 2017-2018 0% 7% 7% 5%
Page County Public Schools Luray Elementary 2018-2019 71% 63% 69% 79%
Page County Public Schools Luray Elementary 2017-2018 24% 57% 19% 0%
Page County Public Schools Page County Middle 2018-2019 98% 97% 100% 97%
Page County Public Schools Page County Middle 2017-2018 100% 100% | 100% | 100%
Page County Public Schools Stanley Elementary 2018-2019 79% 87% 77% 74%
Page County Public Schools Stanley Elementary 2017-2018 78% 77% 77% 79%
Is’i:t}t;};lrsama County Public Chatham Middle 2018-2019 43% 60% 1% 0%
Pittsylvani Publi hatham Middl
Slct}tlso};lvsanla County Public Chatham Middle 2017-2018 56% 100% 77% 0%
Pittsylvania County Public Dan River Middle 20182019 58% 90% 96% 0%
Schools
Pittsylvania County Public Dan River Middle 20172018 50% 93% 96% 0%
Schools
Pittsylvania County Public D?m River Senior 20182019 579 23% 100% 0%
Schools High
Pittsylvania County Public D?n River Senior 2017-2018 46% 93% 50% 0%
Schools High
Pittsylvania County Public Gretna Senior High 2018-2019 399% 67% 58% 0%

Schools
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District School Year Overall | Tier 1 | Tier 2 | Tier 3
Is’ict}tlso};llvsania County Public Gretna Senior High 2017-2018 229 67% 0% 0%
Pittsylvania County Publi John L. Hurt
o hiyolvsama ounty FUble E(ieﬁlemar‘;r 20182019 | 50% | 83% | 77% | 0%
Pittsylvani Publi hn L. H
Slct}tlsoyolvsama County Public geﬁlemar‘;“ 20172018 | 38% | 90% | 27% | 0%
Is’i‘[}tlso};l;fsania County Public Kentucky Elementary 2018-2019 13% 60% 46% 0%
lgg;i}z)llvsania County Public Kentucky Elementary 20172018 48% 73% R1% 0%
Pittsylvani Publi Mill
S:;;yolvsama County Public :;anyem;ry 20182019 | 50% | 87% | 73% | 0%
Pittsylvania County Public Stony Mill 2017-2018 26% 779% 0% 0%
Schools Elementary
Powhat ty Publi Pocahont:
S‘C)}Vlvooal:“ County Public E‘l):;eir:a?; 2018-2019 | 83% | 83% | 88% | 79%
g;vli) lztsan County Public E?;f;?;i; 20172018 | 37% | 80% | 31% | 3%
Is’f:f:;:mlham County Public Ef:;g;‘;;a 20182019 | 91% | 87% | 96% | 91%
ls) gf;:wnam County Public Ef:;f;;‘:ya 20172018 | 80% | 73% | 88% | 79%
Luther P. Jackson
2018-201 219 9 9 0
Surry County Public Schools Middle 018-2019 & 63% 0% 0%
Luther P. Jackson o 0 0 o
Surry County Public Schools Middle 2017-2018 26% 7% 0% 0%
;’\é;sot;l;:)reland County Public gi;lhington & Lee 20182019 17% 50% 0% 0%
;K(/:;sot;rll;)reland County Public gizlhington & Lee 2017-2018 3% 70% 0% 0%
Average TFI Scores VTSS 1 and 2
(Evaluation 2018-2019 62% 78% 65% 46%
Districts) Schools
Average TFI Scores VTSS 1 and 2
(Evaluation 2017-2018 59% 81% 58% 40%

Districts) Schools
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Figure 6 VTSS 1 and 2 (Evaluation Districts) Average TFI Scores

Average Fidelity of Implementation
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Figure 7 VTSS 1 and 2 (Evaluation Districts) Average TFI Scores by Subscale
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Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation

How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the
SSIP (B.2.a):

The VDOE continues to engage in face-to-face meetings, webinars, and online surveys with
stakeholders specifically recruited by our extensive network of interagency contacts throughout
each phase of the SSIP and ongoing implementation. The stakeholders who participated in the
development of Phase I and continued into the subsequent phases are listed by affiliation in
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earlier sections of the SSIP reported in FFY 2013 and thereafter. The details about stakeholder
involvement in the SSIP ongoing implementation are available in “Stakeholder Involvement”
section in the SPP/APR Introduction and the “Support for EIS programs and providers
Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices” section of the VDOE’s Phase II SSIP.

In FFY 2018, stakeholders were informed, including the SSEAC of the series of activities
planned to begin the alignment of the work of VTSS and the SEPI Office, including:

e VTSS Way of Work Summary: The Monitoring Specialists from the VDOE Office of
Special Education Program Improvement attended and participated in a three-part series
of professional development over the course of four months.

e SEPI Overview for VTSS Coaches Summary: The Director of the Office of Special
Education Program Improvement provided an overview of the major functions of SEPI
for VTSS Systems Coaches.

o VTSS-SEPI-EC Integration and Alignment: The culminating integration and
alignment activity between VTSS, SEPI, and Early Childhood involved a division case
study.

How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making
regarding the ongoing implementation of the SSIP (B.2.b):

Specifically, stakeholders annually review and/or revise the short-term targets originally set
during the 2014-2015 school year to ensure that they continue to be aligned with the Theory of
Action. Subsequently, in FFY 2018, targets were extended to include FFY 2019 that aligns to the
revised evaluation plan that with VTSS Cohorts 1 and 2. These targets have provided valuable
information about the extent the implementation of the coherent improvement strategies are
increasing the likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to improve the
graduation rate for students with disabilities.

Virginia continues to engage in work, with the support of OSEP-funded technical assistance
providers to increase stakeholder involvement across all phases of the SSIP. The National
Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) collaborated with VDOE staff members to
assist with building skills to facilitate data discussions among stakeholders in regions across the
state. Virginia actively participated in the Graduation and Post School Outcomes (PSO) Cross
State Learning Collaborative (CSLC) Writing Group hosted by the National Center for Systemic
Improvement (NCSI). Moving forward Virginia has joined the Results-Based Accountability
and Supports (RBAS) CSLC Writing Group hosted by the NCSI. The group plans to offer a series
of face-to-face and web-based CSLCs. The CSLCs provide an opportunity for state teams to
come together to learn about evidence-based practices, stakeholder engagement, systems change,
and evaluation. Teams are provided with opportunities to work together on their SSIP, learn from
experts, and share experiences through cross state conversations.

The VDOE has also implemented strategies and tools provided by the IDEA Partnership, in

collaboration with the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE)
as part of their work around Leading by Convening: A Blueprint for Authentic Engagement.
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Stakeholders have input into how VTSS is implemented. Each VTSS activity is evaluated for
components of high quality professional learning, session content and opportunities to apply
learning in their districts and schools. Data are collected, analyzed, and reported back to
participants (state, district, and school leadership teams) in order to monitor, refine, and improve
the processes and outcomes necessary to address emerging needs or challenges associated with
project implementation. Additionally, stakeholder input at the district and school levels regarding
the effectiveness of VTSS are evaluated using multiple surveys (Family Engagement Survey,
Level of Satisfaction, and Value of Resources by districts) and professional development
evaluations. Event Log data are used to monitor ongoing coaching supports provided to VTSS
districts and schools.

Our family partner to the VTSS project, Formed Families Forward (FFF), works to engage local
districts and schools as partners and collaborators. Recognizing the importance of building
family engagement within a collaborative environment, FFF embraces an interactive approach
that positions families, VTSS systems coaches, and district staff to work as partners, learning
from each other as they consider the needs and experiences of families and communities. This
collaboration is reflected in a series of training videos “Family Engagement in Virginia Tiered
Systems of Supports,” produced by FFF. This series of videos features six key elements to
engage families in VTSS. Designed for use by educators and families, the three videos highlight
specific strategies for school teams to consider as they build momentum around family-school
partnerships and strengthen skills to meaningfully engage families in multi-tiered systems.

Data on Implementation and Outcomes

How the State monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of

the implementation plan (C.1.a-g):

Congruent with the SSIP, VTSS builds the capacity of the VDOE to implement systems change
at the SEA, district, and school levels. The VTSS project promotes a positive and restorative
approach to student behavior and school climate and increased academic performance. The
VTSS provides an aligned, contextualized support for the SSIP and sustainable improvements in
outcomes for students with disabilities in Virginia by increasing the capacity of districts to
employ effective and efficient strategies for academic achievement, reducing the number of
discipline infractions and addressing chronic absenteeism in order to improve graduation rates
for students with disabilities as measured by the SIMR.

To assess the effectiveness of the implementation plan, data are collected, analyzed, and reported
back to participants (state, district, and school leadership teams) in order to monitor, refine, and
improve the processes and outcomes necessary to address emerging needs or challenges
associated with project implementation. Districts and schools participating in VTSS annually
report data on fidelity of implementation (e.g., TFI for PBIS fidelity, DCA for capacity of district
to support VTSS). Performance data on student academic and behavioral outcomes, including
attendance and graduation rates, are collected using state assessment data, end of year discipline
data reported via VTSS, discipline crime and violence data, etc. Additionally, stakeholder input
at the district and school levels regarding the effectiveness of VTSS is evaluated using multiple
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surveys (Family Engagement, Level of Satisfaction, and Value of Resources by districts) and
professional development evaluations. Event Log data are used to monitor ongoing coaching
supports provided to VTSS districts and schools.

All districts and schools in VTSS submit data twice a year directly to VTSS, at the Midyear and
End-of-Year data collection periods. At Midyear, districts submit the DCA and schools submit
the TFI. At End-of-Year, districts submit the Family Engagement Survey, Level of Satisfaction,
and Value of Resources, and schools submit discipline data (office discipline referrals, in-school
suspensions, and out-of-school suspensions) as well as student enrollment information, which are
disaggregated by race/ethnicity and student disability type. Student outcome data are submitted
to the state (student assessments, graduation numbers, attendance, etc.) at the end of each
academic year. Data from these measures are collected annually when made available by the
state.

Level Midyear End-of-Year
Tiered Fidelity Inventory School Profile - School and Student Enrollment
School .
(TFI) Information
School Tiered Fidelity Inventory Outcome Summary Data Form - Disciplinary
(TFI) Action Data (ODRs, ISSs, and OSSs)
District District Capacity Assessment Family Engagement Survey
(DCA)
o District Capacity Assessment . .
District (DCA) Level of Satisfaction
o District Capacity Assessment
District (DCA) Value of Resources

Using a “discrepancy evaluation model” to assess the gap between “ideal” and “real” as the
foundation for the evaluation procedures, both formative and summative data are collected and
analyzed. The data, once collected, are analyzed at the state, district, and school-levels and are
shared with state, district, and school leadership teams as well as VTSS coaches to assure that
districts and schools receive efficient and effective supports. Student academic and behavioral
outcomes are disaggregated by race/ethnicity and disability (SWD) to assess outcomes for high-
need students. Data collected correlating fidelity with behavior and academic outcomes provide
insight into the relationship between intervention fidelity and outcomes. Longitudinal data are
used to document trends in improvement of student outcomes and provides evidence as to the
impact of the VTSS elements. Descriptive statistics are used in the analysis of survey data,
including session evaluation data as well as surveys that seek to inform how elements of VTSS
are being received and implemented in schools and districts. Qualitative data from professional
development evaluations and event logs are examined to provide guidance in the refinement of
the VTSS framework and implementation plan.
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How the State has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP

as necessary (C.2.a-e):

As stated previously, there was a shift to VTSS cohorts 1-2 districts as the focus of the SSIP with
the intention of expanding to additional VTSS cohorts in the future. Through the implementation
of the SSIP, the VDOE efforts to improve the statewide rate of graduation for students with
disabilities receiving a regular high school diploma has led to the alignment of VTSS to the
State’s SIMR, Theory of Action, coherent improvement strategies, and initiatives outlined in all
phases of the SSIP. The VTSS will provide aligned, contextualized support for the SSIP and
make sustainable improvements in outcomes for students with disabilities in Virginia by
increasing the capacity of districts to employ effective and efficient strategies for academic
achievement, reducing the number of discipline infractions and addressing chronic absenteeism
in order to improve graduation rates for students with disabilities as measured by the SIMR. Data
fields used to evaluate the SSIP and SIMR are currently collected through existing data
submissions from districts and schools to the SEA and VTSS throughout the school year. The
data are vetted through rigorous checks and balances to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the
collection process and no additional data quality checks specific to the SSIP and SIMR have
been required.

The VTSS provides aligned, contextualized support for the SSIP to make sustainable
improvements in outcomes for students with disabilities in Virginia by increasing the capacity of
districts to employ effective and efficient strategies for academic achievement, reducing the
number of discipline infractions and addressing chronic absenteeism in order to improve
graduation rates for students with disabilities as measured by SIMR. Progress made for FFY
2018 includes:

8th Grade English Reading Pass Rate: Increased, did not meet target

8th Grade Math Pass Rates: Increased, met target

8th Grade English Reading or Math Pass Rates: Increased, met target

8th Grade English Reading and Math Pass Rates: Increased, met target
Incident Rates for ODRs: Decreased, did not meet target

Incident Rates for OSSs: Decreased, met target

Percent of Students who Missed More than ten Days: Decreased, met target

The tables in Section E display the targets for FFY 2019, and evidence of progress will be
updated next year. Outcomes on SOLs and for attendance continue to be reported. New behavior
outcomes include total number of office discipline referrals (ODRs), In-School Suspensions
(ISSs), and Out-of-School suspensions (OSSs) for students with Emotional Disabilities (ED),
Intellectual Disabilities (ID), Other Health Impairments (OHI), or Specific Learning Disabilities
(SLD).

Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation (C.3.a-b):

The requirement to obtain broad stakeholder input was met through meetings, webinars, and
surveys conducted with stakeholders specifically recruited by our extensive network of
interagency contacts throughout each phase of Virginia’s SSIP including the evaluation phase.
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The stakeholders who participated in the development of Phase I and continued into the
subsequent phases are listed by affiliation in earlier iterations/versions of the SSIP. The details
about stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation are available in the “Stakeholder
Involvement” section in the SPP/APR Introduction and in the “Support for EIS Programs and
Providers Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices” section of the VDOE’s Phase 11 SSIP.
Stakeholders chose to set goals that align with the Theory of Action in the areas of academics,
discipline, and attendance. The goals are listed below.

As part of the alignment between RDA and VTSS, goals were revised and data for VTSS cohorts
1-2 districts from 2018-2019 was collected. In FFY 2018, ambitious short-term targets for FFY
2019 were set for each goal listed above that aligns the Theory of Action. This data on these
updated goals will provide valuable information about the extent that the implementation of the
coherent improvement strategies are producing positive outcomes for students with disabilities,
increasing the likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to improve the
graduation rate for students with disabilities.

The VTSS facilitates stakeholder involvement in the evaluation of the project through data
collected from the Family Engagement Survey, Level of Satisfaction survey, Value of Resources
survey, and professional development session evaluations. During the End-of-Year data
collection period, districts complete the Family Engagement, Level of Satisfaction, and Value of
Resources surveys. Results from these instruments provide information to the VDOE addressing
coaching and district supports and inform coaching practices as an integral piece of the VTSS
feedback loop. Following each VTSS professional development event, all participants receive a
survey to provide valuable feedback about the extent to which the learning objectives were met.
These data inform future professional learning planning and development as an integral piece of
the VTSS feedback loop.

Stakeholders have provided feedback through focus groups and district leadership interviews.
The VTSS Cohort districts participate in focus groups with district team members, school
leadership team members, principals, and other school staff. The VTSS Cohort 1 and 2 district
leadership teams have participated in district leadership interviews as well as completed a VTSS
Perceptions survey. Both focus group data and district leadership interview data address the
implementation of VTSS in districts and schools, challenges faced, supports needed reach goals
for working with VTSS, and outcomes.

Academics

The VDOE academic goals include increasing the number of students with disabilities who pass
the eighth-grade math and English reading standards of learning (SOL) assessments. These goals
are based on the data that indicate students with Emotional Disabilities, Intellectual Disabilities,
Other Health Impairments, or Specific Learning Disabilities who pass the eighth-grade
mathematics and/or English reading SOL assessments are more likely than their peers to
graduate with a standard or advanced studies diploma. The academic goals are to:

e increase the percentage of students with disabilities that pass the eighth-grade English

reading SOL assessment;
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e increase the percentage of students with disabilities that pass the eighth-grade math SOL
assessment;

e increase the percentage of students with disabilities that pass either the eighth-grade
English reading SOL or math SOL assessment; and

e increase the percentage of students with disabilities that pass both eighth-grade English
reading SOL and math SOL assessment.

Discipline

The revised discipline goals set by VDOE stakeholders is to reduce the number of disciplinary
actions for students with disabilities. This goal is based on the hypothesis that lower incidents of
disciplinary actions for students with Emotional Disabilities, Intellectual Disabilities, Other
Health Impairments, or Specific Learning Disabilities in a school year are likely to increase the
rates of graduating with a standard or advanced studies diploma. The discipline goals are to:

e reduce the average rate of office discipline referrals (ODRs) per ten students with

disabilities,
e reduce the average rate of in-school suspensions (ISSs) per ten students with disabilities,
and
e reduce the average rate of out-of-school suspensions (OSSs) per ten students with
disabilities.
Attendance

The attendance goal set by VDOE stakeholders is to reduce the number of students with
disabilities who miss more than ten days of instruction in a school year. This goal is based on the
hypothesis that students with Emotional Disabilities, Intellectual Disabilities, Other Health
Impairments, or Specific Learning Disabilities that miss less than ten days of school in a school
year are more likely to graduate with a standard or advanced studies diploma. The attendance
goal is to:

e reduce the percentage of students with disabilities that miss more than ten days of

instruction in a school year.

Data Quality Issues

Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP
and achieving the SIMR due to quality of the evaluation data (D.1.a-c):

Virginia collaborates with OSEP-funded TA Centers to address state level barriers to improving
results for children and youth with disabilities and ensure high quality data. The VDOE
continues to work with the IDEA Data Center (IDC) to contribute to and participate in technical
assistance opportunities aimed at improving the collection, use, and management of SPP/APR
data. Virginia is also a member of the Powerful 619 Data Cohort through the Center for IDEA
Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSY) and the Center for the Integration of IDEA Data (CIID)
to target specific indicators that build state capacity for data sharing across multiple state
agencies and data infrastructure systems. Moving forward Virginia plans to fully participate in
the Results-Based Accountability and Supports (RBAS) CSLC Writing Group hosted by the
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NCSI. The group plans to offer a series of face-to-face and web-based CSLCs. The CSLCs
provide an opportunity for state teams to come together to learn about evidence-based practices,
stakeholder engagement, systems change, and evaluation. Teams are provided with opportunities
to work together on their SSIP, learn from experts, and share experiences through cross state
conversations.

Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements (E.1.a-d):

During the fourth year of Phase III implementation, based on stakeholder input and the analysis
of the state’s current infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity at the district
level, the VDOE focused on the alignment of its SSIP to the work being done by the VTSS-RIC
at the Virginia Commonwealth University Partnership for People with Disabilities. The VTSS-
RIC strives to build state and local capacity for a sustained tiered system of academic,
behavioral, and social-emotional supports that are responsive to the needs of all students.

The VTSS-RIC is funded in part through the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG)
provided by the U.S. Department of Education. This grant helps SEAs reform and improve their
systems for personnel preparation and professional development of individuals providing early
intervention, educational, and transition services to improve results for children with disabilities.
The VTSS-RIC provides contextualized support for the SSIP by increasing the capacity of
districts to improve academic achievement, reducing the number of discipline infractions, and
addressing chronic absenteeism. The VTSS-RIC works diligently to connect with offices across
the VDOE to coordinate and support efforts to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.
While housed in the Office of Student Services, VTSS-RIC supports the instructional work and
goals of other offices. The project intends to allocate a coach specifically for interfacing with the
RDA work of SEPI. With the OSQ and SEPI, VTSS-RIC supports DLTs in instituting
systematic, problem-solving approaches including the adoption and implementation of EBPs that
target academics and behavior in schools involved in the RDA process. The VTSS-RIC works
collaboratively with the TTACs as the primary mechanisms to provide professional learning
services to districts participating directly in RDA. The VTSS-RIC and TTACs give priority to
their work in schools and districts experiencing the most difficulty in achieving success for
students with disabilities. The VTSS-RIC and TTAC faculty are highly skilled master educators
who serve on VDOE projects, such as RDA, aligned under the VTSS.

Although the short-term goals measure data for a subset of a larger student population, the VTSS
cohort 1 and 2 districts represent all districts that have been identified for long-term, intensive
supports and resources through VTSS. It is anticipated that the infrastructure changes and
implementation of EBPs will lead to improved outcomes for the subset of students being
measured in the SIMR and will also have a broader, positive impact on outcomes for all students.
The VDOE has committed the resources necessary to provide long-term, intensive supports and
resources to these districts through the conclusion of this six-year SPP/APR cycle, or until
necessary. In addition, the State’s infrastructure and coherent improvement strategies are
statewide initiatives to which the VTSS cohort districts and all other districts in the state

have equal access.

45





Data targets and results for the four academic goals, discipline goals, and one attendance goal are

displayed in the tables below.

Academics

Hypothesis - Students with Emotional Disabilities, Intellectual Disabilities, Other Health

Impairments, or Specific Learning Disabilities that pass the eighth grade mathematics and/or
English reading Standards of Learning (SOL) assessments are more likely than their peers to
graduate with a standard or advanced studies diploma.

Goal — Increase the number of students with disabilities who pass the eighth grade math and
English reading SOL assessments. Targets are established as outlined below in Tables 12 - 15.

Table 12 Academic Targets and Results - 8th Grade English Reading

disabilties who pass the $th Grade Englisn | FTY 2017 | FEY 2018 FFY2019
, pass the ST Hrade Bhghs 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
Reading SOL assessment
Target Baseline >32.3% >34.4
Results 29.4% 31.3% Reported in Next SSIP
Table 13 Academic Targets and Results - 8th Grade Math
Increase the percentage
gfg;ﬂi?:: vvvvl‘lt;‘pass the FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY2019
8th Grade Math SOL 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
assessment
Target Baseline >30.7% >43.3
Results 27.8% 39.4% Reported in Next SSIP

Table 14 Academic Targets and Results - 8th Grade English Reading or Math

Increase the percentage

of students with

disabilities who pass FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY2019
either the 8th Grade 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
English Reading SOL or

Math SOL assessment

Target Baseline > 45.8% >54.2%
Results 41.6% 49.3% Reported in Next SSIP

46






Table 15 Academic Targets and Results - 8th Grade English Reading and Math

Increase the percentage
of students with
disabilities who pass
both the 8th Grade
English Reading SOL
and Math SOL
assessment

FFY 2017
2017-2018

FFY 2018
2018-2019

FFY2019
2019-2020

Target

Baseline

>15.7%

>22.3%

Results

14.3%

20.3%

Reported in Next SSIP

Note, these four tables above represent the percentage of students in VTSS 1 and 2 districts
(aggregate) with a primary disability of ED, ID, OHI, or SLD that were assessed in either eighth
Grade English Reading, eighth Grade Math, or both SOL assessments in Spring 2019.

Discipline

Hypothesis - Reducing the number of disciplinary actions for students with Emotional
Disabilities, Intellectual Disabilities, Other Health Impairments, or Specific Learning
Disabilities in a school year will increase the number of students graduating with a standard or

advanced studies diploma.

Goal — Reduce the number of ODRs, ISSs, and OSSs. Targets are established as outlined below

in Tables 16 - 18.

Table 16 Discipline Targets and Results - ODRs

Decrease the average

rate of Office Discipline FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY2019

Referrals (ODRs) per 10 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020

students with disabilities

Target Baseline <1228 11.71

Results 12.93 12.33 Reported in Next SSIP
Table 17 Discipline Targets and Results - ISSs

Decrease the average

rate of In-School

Suspensions (ISSs) per FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY2019

10 students with 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020

disabilities per 10

students

Target Baseline <3.65 4.01

Results 3.84 422 Reported in Next SSIP
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Table 18 Discipline Targets and Results - OSSs

Decrease the average FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY2019

rate of Out-of-School 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
Suspensions (OSSs) per

10 students with

disabilities

Target Baseline <297 2.76

Results 3.13 2.90 Reported in Next SSIP

Note, these three tables above reflect the average rate of disciplinary actions for every
ten students with a primary disability of ED, ID, OHI, or SLD in VTSS 1 and 2 district pilot

schools (aggregate) for the 2018-2019 academic year.

Attendance

Hypothesis - Students with Emotional Disabilities, Intellectual Disabilities, Other Health
Impairments, or Specific Learning Disabilities that miss less than ten days of school in a school

year are more likely to graduate with a standard or advanced studies diploma.

Goal — Reduce the number of students with disabilities who miss more than ten days of

instruction in a school year.

Table 19 Attendance Targets and Results

Reduce the percentage of students with disabilities who FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY 2019

miss more than ten days of instruction in a school year 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
Target Baseline <38% <37%

Results 39.2% 37.8% Reported in Next SSIP

Note: Table 19 represents the percentage of students in VTSS 1 and 2 districts (aggregate) with a

primary disability of ED, ID, OHI, or SLD.

Plans for Next Year (F.1-4)

Additional activities to be implemented next year:

During FFY 2019, the VDOE will continue to make improvements by revising and adding
professional development activities and other program enhancements within the current
established set of coherent improvement strategies to better support districts as they continue to
implement and scale up EBPs to improve the SIMR for Virginia aimed at increasing graduation
for SWD with a standard or advanced studies diploma. After careful analysis and consideration,
the VDOE intends to maintain all coherent improvement strategies and initiatives that were
detailed in each phase of Virginia’s SSIP and review the need for additional support and/or
technical assistance. The VDOE will ensure that each of the specific coherent improvement
strategies aligns with the data-driven areas of focus from Virginia's Theory of Action, thereby
linking data and infrastructure analysis and building on the five components completed in earlier
phases of the SSIP to increase graduation outcomes for students with disabilities.
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The VDOE monitoring staff members will continue to coordinate and participate in on-site
technical assistance and professional development in an effort to meet the needs of the cohort
districts, increasing the likelihood of meeting the long-term goal outlined in the SIMR to
improve the graduation rate for students with disabilities.

Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and

expected outcomes:

Evaluation activities for the year include the use of multiple data sources and analyses that will
allow the evaluation on progress made towards meeting project targets and SSIP and SIMR
targets. State, district, and school data will be analyzed over time with comparisons made to their
baseline measures to determine improvements. Using a discrepancy evaluation model will allow
participating districts and schools to develop individualized goals and determine the degree to
which they were accomplished.

Evaluation activities include professional learning event evaluations, implementation measures,
and student outcomes (academic, discipline, attendance, and graduation). Professional learning
evaluation data will be collected from attendees at the end of each training session. The VTSS
collects district and school data twice a year during Midyear and End-of-Year. Midyear data
collection period began February 3, 2020 and will end March 31, 2020. Measures collected
during Midyear are the DCA for districts and TFI for schools. End-of-Year data collection period
occurs from May 4, 2020 to July 17, 2020. Measures collected during End-of-Year are the
Family Engagement Survey, Level of Satisfaction, and Value of Resources for districts and
student enrollment and discipline (office discipline referrals, in-school suspensions, and out-of-
school suspensions) for schools. Additionally, student behavioral and academic outcomes and
school climate data will be collected at the end of each academic year by the state. Student
behavioral and academic outcomes will be disaggregated by race/ethnicity and disability (SWD)
to assess outcomes for high-need students.

Data will be analyzed and reports generated for state, district, and school leadership teams and
VTSS Systems Coaches as part of the feedback loop. Outcomes will be evaluated to see if
improvement/gains were made compared to baseline and longitudinally. Relative risks will be
used to assess disparities for students with disabilities and ethnicity/race subgroups. Correlations
will be used to determine if statistically significant relationships exist between student behavioral
outcomes, student academic outcomes, school implementation fidelity, and school climate.
Qualitative data such as training and technical assistance participant evaluations, coaching logs,
focus group conversations, and social validity survey respondents will be examined to provide
guidance in the refinement of the VTSS framework.

Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers

Virginia plans to continue to utilize assistance from OSEP-funded TA Centers to identify
barriers and develop steps to ensure reporting and use of high quality data to improve results for
children and youth with disabilities. Anticipated barriers continue to be:

e Maintaining fidelity of ongoing scale up efforts to build capacity across the Commonwealth
¢ Filling vacancies at the state level with trained staff due to turnover
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Filling vacancies locally with trained staff due to turnover

Sustaining alignment of VDOE offices across improvement efforts

Effects of COVID-19 Pandemic on ability to host training and coaching activities as well as
fiscal impact

The state describes any needs for additional support and/or technical

assistance

The supports and technical assistance will continue to be provided at the SEA level through
specialized technical assistance centers aimed at providing support, training and technical
assistance to local districts in the implementation of evidence-based practices (additional details
regarding specifics are provided in earlier Phases of Virginia's Part B SSIP).
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Appendix A

Theory of Action

The Virginia Department of Education Division of Special Education and Student Services' Mission: To provide children with disabilities with the
knowledge and skills they need to live, learn, work and participate in communities of their choice with the maximum amount of independence as possible.

The State-identified Measureable Result : Virginia will focus on improving the graduation rate for students with disabilities identified with a Specific
Learning Disability (SLD), Other Health Impairment (OHI), Emotional Disability (ED), and/or Intellectual Disability (ID) by reducing the non-graduating rate
with a regular high school diploma by 10 percent from the previous year.

Focus

Academics

Discipline

Attendance

If the state does the following to
support school divisions

The Virginia Department of
Education will provide local
divisions best practice
instructional strategies and
resources, and fiscal supports
designed to improve
performance on the
mathematics and English

reading SOL assessments;

The Virginia Department of
Education will provide local
divisions best practice

strategies, resources, and fiscal
supports designed to reduce the

number of disciplinary
infractions for students with
disabilities;

The Virginia Department of
Education will provide local
divisions best practice

strategies, resources, and fiscal

supports to address chronic
absenteeism for students with
disabilities;

And if school division do the following  And erachersfpmmam do the

to support teachers/practitioners

Local division staff will utilize
VDOE best practice
instructional strategies,
resources, and fiscal supports
designed to improve
performance on the
mathematics and English

reading SOL assessments,

Local division staff will utilize

VDOE best practice strategies,

resources, and fiscal support

designed to reduce the number

of disciplinary infractions for
students with disabilities;

Local division staff will utilize

VDOE best practice strategies,

resources, and fiscal supports
to address chronic
absenteeism for students with
disabilities;

If teachers implement best
practice instructional
strategies and resources
designed to improve
performance on the
mathematics and English
reading SOL tests and
modify instruction to better
meet the needs of diverse
learners then;

If teachers implement best
practice strategies and
resources designed fo
reduce the number of
disciplinary infractions for
students with disabilities;
then,

If teachers implement best
practice strategies and
resources designed to
address chronic
absenteeism for students
with disabilities; then,

Then the results for Virginia
students will be that

More students with
disabilities will pass
mathematics and English
reading SOL assessments;
as a result, increasing their
chances of graduating with a
standard or advanced
diploma.

Fewer students with
disabilities will be referred for
disciplinary infractions; as a
result improving the
likelihood they will graduate
with an advanced studies or
standard diploma.

Fewer students with
disabilities will be referred for
chronic absenteeism; as a
result improving the
likelihood they will graduate
with an advanced studies or
standard diploma
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