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Introduction

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

Executive Summary
The Secretary of Education and the Deputy Secretary for the Agency of Education provide direction to the Student Support Services Division which is composed of the Special Education, Vermont Multi-Tiered System of Support (VTmtss) and Early Learning teams. These teams work in collaboration to provide leadership, oversight, technical assistance and support for building capacity at the Local Education Agency (LEA) level to meet state and federal requirements for special education, assessment, and other direct support services for students PK-12 in Vermont schools. The Special Education Team, comprised of a State Director, six program staff, a part-time phone support provider, and two compliance monitors, provides the field with technical assistance, professional development, compliance oversight, and continuous improvement support. The Special Education Team recently articulated its vision statement to guide and align practices:

“Our team, together with all stakeholders, ensures access, opportunity, and equity by providing solution-based oversight, leadership and support to build capacity and improve student outcomes.”

In 2019, the Special Education Team went through a redesign to improve the deployment of resources and to work more effectively as a unified organization. Currently, the Special Education Monitoring staff review ongoing regulatory compliance and address noncompliance with the field. Issues, concerns and findings are delivered to the Special Education Programming staff, who identify and design universal and targeted technical assistance in response to LEA needs that are common, statewide. The aim is to provide support in addressing noncompliance, while keeping continuous programmatic improvement at the forefront of Agency Of Education and LEA practice. The Programming staff offer direct support to the field, focusing their work on unmet LEA needs, and sustaining best practices for children and youth with disabilities. Additionally, Monitoring staff may assist in the provision of technical assistance (TA) as appropriate, and Programming staff may serve on on-site monitoring teams or support desk audit reviews.

The Special Education Team meets weekly as a whole to share updates from their areas as well as to engage in problems of practice, in which the Team shares and discusses calls and emails from the field, and documents issues and responses. Additionally, the full team collaborates during Data Quarterly Retreats, looking at patterns and trends across multiple data sources, to drive priority setting, and spotlight current and anticipated concerns within the field. Vermont’s Monitoring and Programming activities are also described in other sections within this report.

Additionally, the Agency Of Education supports a Special Education Extended Team, which includes members from the Agency Of Education’s legal, data management, finance, Early Childhood Education, Alternate Assessment, and residential/independent school placement staff members. This group joins the Special Education Team monthly to share updates, and to identify issues and concerns which span multiple Agency Of Education teams and divisions supporting Special Education. Cross team discussions lead to solutions and action items which are documented, tracked, and evaluated collaboratively. This cross-team approach began in FFY2016 to ensure alignment of initiatives and consistent messaging across Agency Of Education teams supporting Special Education.

The Special Education Team is also an active part of additional programmatic collaborations across the Agency Of Education, engaging in activities such as reviewing data related to Vermont's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan, participating in school and LEA-level continuous improvement conversations, serving on internal teams that coordinate responses to state law and policy (including Act 173: a recent act related to Vermont’s Special Education funding model), advising on independent school rate setting, as well as spearheading technical assistance and supports related to IDEA B requirements. Other interagency work/collaboration where the Special Education Team has an active voice includes the Interagency Core Team (i.e. Agency Of Education, Dept. of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Developmental Services), State Rehabilitation Council, Special Education Advisory Council, and Vermont Interagency Coordinating Council.

Vermont's Act 173 was passed during FFY2017 and requires a major shift in education funding from a reimbursement model to a census based model. Although its impact is not yet known, the influence on IDEA B program work will be substantial, and has led to both a more extensive review of current LEA practice statewide, and an expression of APR data that is different than was shared in previous Vermont APRs. As a result of Act 173, and under the direction of the Agency Of Education Secretary, the Special Education Team serves in a leadership capacity with other Divisions in developing guidance and resources supporting Educational Support Teams (EST), local comprehensive assessment systems (LCAS), coordinated curriculum (CC), needs-based professional learning (NBPL) systems, and an Act 173 Evaluation Plan.

It is important to note that the Agency Of Education actively pursues support and utilizes technical assistance from national OSEP-supported technical assistance providers, including NCSI, CADRE, IDC, and CIFR, on a regular basis. For example, the Agency Of Education is part of CADRE’s intensive workgroup on improving its Administrative Complaints System for the next two years. The Agency Of Education is also receiving intensive technical assistance services from the IDC to improve its data collection and management system. NCSI is providing support to the Agency Of Education in strategic planning, enhancing our SPP/APR writing process, defining appropriate measures for significant disproportionality, and strengthening our SSIP efforts. We view these organizations as valuable partners in our work, and plan to continue to take advantage of their guidance and resources as we continue to improve upon our data collection, monitoring, and programmatic practices and systems in the coming years.

Finally, the Agency Of Education is excited to report that we are taking a new approach to our SPP/APR coordination and reporting. Previously, the SPP/APR report was compiled by a few key people within the agency, and was more siloed in its programmatic application. In 2019, the Agency Of Education determined that this was not in alignment with our collaborative approach to leadership, oversight, and support, and that the SPP/APR could more effectively leveraged as a driver for institutional change. As a result, for the FFY18 APR report, all members of the Special Education Team have been involved in SPP/APR data analysis, and report writing, under the joint leadership of the State Director and the IDEA Part B Manager. This change has been met with excitement and enthusiasm within our program team; staff are embracing their new roles as stewards of specific indicators, and have been fully engaged in a collaborative writing process. Going forward, we believe that this approach will enhance our programmatic support to the field, and further unite us as a community, with the indicators informing priority-setting and conversations across the State.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
54
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

Vermont’s revised general supervision and monitoring system reflects the Agency Of Education’s (AOE) commitment to providing leadership, oversight, to ensure all students’ equitable access to educational opportunities. This system frames compliance and improvement conversations with LEAs, with the goal of ensuring that each and every student is receiving a free and appropriate public education (FAPE). The purpose of our general supervision system is to ensure LEAs appropriately implement the IDEA and Vermont special education rules, and improve outcomes for students with disabilities.

In 2019, changes in state and federal educational practices caused the AOE to reexamine our results-driven accountability monitoring practices. Although the AOE’s former monitoring system was meeting federal requirements, we did not feel it was robust enough to fully identify issues of noncompliance or to facilitate the identification of necessary programmatic supports. This revised system includes a differentiated approach to monitoring and support provision. The AOE’s engagement with an LEA within our revised system is based upon the LEA’s Special Education Determination (LSED) status. Determinations are associated with prescribed levels of monitoring engagement, including reviews of LEA’s improvement activities or corrective action plans, on-site visits, file reviews, and desk audits, as applicable. On-site visits will typically be scheduled either in the late fall or late spring, and will overlap with other AOE site visits, whenever possible. Final monitoring reports will be shared with LEAs during the summer, and will include summarized monitoring outcomes, common themes and trends, findings of noncompliance, and corrective requirements. The Special Education Monitoring Team conducts all monitoring activities, tracks corrective action plans, and ensures that monitoring and improvement activities align with LEA needs. Additional information can be found on the AOE’s special education website: https://education.vermont.gov/student-support/special-education, and our revised monitoring manual has been uploaded as an attachment to this report.

The State Performance Plan (SPP) is designed to evaluate and describe improvements to Vermont’s implementation of Parts B and C. The SPP is a critical component of our general supervision system, and informs the development of Vermont’s special education policies and procedures. The AOE is committed to messaging the SPP to the field, and holds conversations with special education stakeholders, including the Special Education Advisory Council, about its role in general supervision. The AOE has also improved our implementation of SPP activities and initiatives, and recently assigned indicator stewards across our programming staff, making it both a compliance monitoring activity and a program improvement component of our general supervision system.

The AOE’s finance team, which coordinates our IDEA fiscal management, is currently undergoing a reorganization to better ensure effective administration of the IDEA Part B grant. The team currently collaborates with Special Education programming staff to review and approve grant applications, and monitor expenditures; this collaboration will continue, going forward. The finance team also updates and revises policies, procedures, and practices that support monitoring distribution and use of funds. Uniform guidance is disseminated to the field; dedicated staff provide technical assistance to LEAs, and manage grants through the AOE’s Grants Management System (GMS). The Agency of Education uses a risk assessment tool to assess subrecipients, and designates them as low, moderate, or high risk, which may impact conditions associated with their awards. Finance staff utilize monitoring activities, such as desk audits, the collection of assurances, program review, single audit review, desk review, frequent financial reporting, and site visits, to verify appropriate expenditure of funds. Final fiscal reports are shared with the Special Education Team, and the finance team tracks LEA corrective action plans to completion.

The AOE reviews the subrecipients chosen for monitoring in a given year and determines if each should receive an on-site or a desk review. To make this determination, fiscal and programmatic teams consider variables including risk assessments, the complexity of program requirements, the scope of the review. During desk review and site reviews, AOE staff request fiscal or programmatic documentation, as appropriate, to determine that fiscal spending aligns with funding restrictions and the grant agreement. Findings are communicated to subrecipients, which are required to address noncompliance through corrective actions.

Data for a majority of Special Education Team activities, including child count, discipline, educational environments, assessment, dispute resolution, and exits from special education, are collected, verified, and reported out by the AOE’s Data Management and Analysis Division (DMAD). DMAD team members responsible for Special Education data include an IDEA Data Administration Director and a Special Education Data Specialist. Both joined the AOE in late summer, 2019, as a part of building AOE capacity to support SPP/APR-related data collections and technical assistance provision. DMAD is prioritizing making child count data both more complete for the AOE and less burdensome for LEAs, while simultaneously modernizing AOE data collection, governance, and storage systems. Analysis processes are being transitioned into more modern, powerful, and flexible toolsets representative of current best practices in Data Science. DMAD goals and objectives are in alignment with the standards and practices outlined on the Federal Data Strategy website. DMAD staff and Special Education Team members frequently collaborate to improve data collection and reporting practices. Examples include no longer allowing Child Count to be submitted with blanks in the initial evaluation date, which improves the accuracy of our collections; and the addition of a timely and accurate data component to the monitoring system this year, to reinforce the importance of timely and accurate data submissions.

Dispute Resolution is led by the AOE Legal Division, which works in collaboration with Special Education Team staff to offer a mediation and due process hearing system and state complaint process. One of their priorities in this upcoming year is to make improvements to the Administrative State Complaints system, and to more effectively continue engagement with special education stakeholders as partners in our programmatic work. With that in mind, the Legal Team, in conjunction with the Special Education Team, will seek to engage the Special Education Advisory Council, LEAs, parent organizations, and other education stakeholders in improving the Written State Complaint process. Areas of desired improvement include a new approach to building public awareness and stakeholder engagement, timeliness, and eliminating parental fear of retaliation as a result of participating in the written complaint process. The Legal Team, in conjunction with the Special Education Team, examines every hearing decision to identify procedural and/or substantive violations of IDEA by the LEA. The teams collaborate on findings of noncompliance, and review evidence of correction of noncompliance as part of the general supervision system. Additionally, the Special Education Team reviews dispute resolution data to identify issues related to LEA performance, and to inform monitoring and technical assistance activities.
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.

In order to provide a more unified approach to technical assistance, monitoring and professional learning opportunities, Vermont has developed cross-team and cross-division collaboratives.

The cross-team and cross-division internal structure allows for better alignment and greater flexibility of professional learning and braided funding opportunities. Agency Of Education (AOE) teams work together to develop a network of consultants with expertise in providing support to schools in implementing evidence-based practices, school-wide improvement models, and prevention models to improve instruction and learning for every student in Vermont.

The Special Education Team is an active part of the cross-team and cross-division collaboratives in order to ensure that technical assistance and professional learning provided in support of IDEA and state rules and regulations are aligned across state initiatives. These activities are designed to ensure access, opportunity, and equity with the goal of improving student outcomes.

The Special Education Team provides a range of professional development and technical assistance activities to LEAs, professionals, and families with the intention improving student outcomes and compliance with IDEA. Technical assistance and professional learning is provided by the special education program team staff at three levels of engagement:

Universal: Available to all LEAs and professional staff, and families. Includes; technical assistance phone line and email address which provides regular and open communication between the special education program and monitoring staff with LEA administrators, teachers and parents 24 hours a day, seven days a week, referrals to Vermont’s parent information center, Vermont Family Network (VFN), online resource bank made up of vetted resources based on statewide special education priority topics including; SPP/APR indicators, special education implications for state laws, evidence-based practices in instruction and systemic supports etc., statewide releases of guidelines, guidance documents, memos, FAQs based on statewide special education priorities etc., statewide conferences, webinars, online office hours on statewide special education content priorities, and the provision of professional development in early intervention and educational services through collaboration with the early learning team.

Targeted: Offered individually to LEAs based on the results of a discrete question or a focused monitoring activity, may require short or long-term engagement between LEA and special education team to improve student outcomes. The specific nature of the technical assistance will depend on the urgency or severity of identified need, but could include; remote or in-person coaching, targeted workshops, webinars, office hours etc. Recent topics of targeted support include: IEP development, post-secondary transition planning and support, co-teaching, data literacy implementation, and improvement science strategies.

Intensive: Required for a small number of LEAs based on the results of a discrete issue or focused monitoring activity, may require sustained and in-depth engagement between LEA and special education team to improve student outcomes. These supports will be delivered coordinated and/or delivered to the LEA by special education staff members as part of a LEA improvement plan. The specific nature of the technical assistance will depend on the urgency or severity of identified need, but could include; remote or in-person coaching, targeted workshops, webinars, office hours etc.

The Early Childhood Team, includes special education specialists who provide ongoing technical assistance to public and private early childhood programs throughout the state.

AOE staff who support special education aren’t limited to our Special Education and Data divisions. Additional staff members who collaborate closely with our Special Education team can be found in our Early Childhood and Independent School Teams, Finance Division, Multi-Tiered Systems of Support Team, Federal Student Education Programs division (as represented by our Title funding staff members and Interagency Coordinator, and Education Quality Division (which includes licensing and school improvement specialists).
Professional Development System
The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.

The Special Education Team engages in continual professional development to ensure it provides up to date technical assistance to the field. Minimally the special education program team has availed itself of technical assistance, professional learning and support from the following:

NCSI – Vermont received Intensive support on its SSIP work, including facilitation of SSIP activities and strengthening its scale up plan, Vermont benefited from networking and shared practices through the Results-Based Accountability Collaboratives. Vermont received on-site visits with NCSI TA providers, to work on examining Special Education Team practices, strategic planning, enhancing targeted technical assistance, and building a more robust monitoring system.

IDC – Vermont received general support on its child count data collection, 618 data submission, and SPP/APR, including data processes documentation, guidance for our new data manager beginning in fall 2019, IDC provides feedback, and clarification of rules and policies. IDC has agreed to continue its work with Vermont through the provision of intensive TA aimed to build capacity in data collection and management.

CADRE – The State Director of Special Education and staff attorney from the Agency of Education Legal Team are part of a Written State Complaints Intensive TA Workgroup with seven other states. This work involves frequent virtual meetings, an annual face to face meeting, and TA support on project planning and logic modeling.

Vermont has also received general support over the year from NTACT, CIFR, ECTA, DASY, NCPMI (National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations) at both universal and targeted levels. The State Director participated in new director meetings and received mentoring through the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE).

In addition to a comprehensive on-boarding process, the Special Education Team offers ongoing professional development to all of its staff members, including a combination of universally-offered professional development and professional development that is specific to the needs of each staff member, with the goal of ensuring the development of the knowledge and skills necessary to support LEAs and stakeholders in ensuring FAPE in the LRE.

The Special Education Programming Team considers a variety of data sources when determining the professional development components of a statewide TA/PD plan. In reviewing the data, the team identifies patterns around shared needs from data collected by the Agency Of Education, reviews other Agency Of Education Division findings from field reviews and site visits, reflects on feedback collected across the state informally and through regional events, monitors technical assistance requests that come into the Agency Of Education, and researches national trends in special education. Based on these data, the team outlines a plan for professional development and establishes a calendar of implementation and data-based decision making. Throughout this process, there is an emphasis on utilizing the principles of implementation science with respect to program design and evaluation. Examples of offerings include:

*Autism Spectrum Disorder: Success in the Workforce
*Interagency Core Transition Teams Conference: Making Vermont High School Graduation Requirements Accessible for All Students with The Proficiency-Based Graduation Requirements Access Plan
*Vermont Family Network: Restraints and Seclusion Webinar
*BEST Conference: Rule 4500 Restraint and Seclusion?
*State of the State Webinars
*Implementation Training for Alternate Assessment
*Using Progress Monitoring Data to Make Instructional Decisions
*Math Ed Camps
*Ed Benefit
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
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.

Individual LEAs were not notified within the 120 day timeframe following the State’s submission of its FFY2017 APR due to staff capacity and an inability to access data. The DMAD and Special Education Team are new team members and are working with IDC to build capacity with respect to timely and accurate data collection and reporting. In the future, Vermont anticipates being on time with reporting on individual LEA performance as part of its comprehensive general supervision system. The Vermont Agency of Education anticipates making these individual performance reports available June 2020.

There were no revisions to the SPP after the FY2017 submission. A final copy of the FFY2017 APR was made available to the public via the Vermont Agency of Education website: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/school-reports/special-education-reports under the section titled data and reporting - Annual Performance Reports. The SEA Determination letter from OSEP was uploaded on Vermont’s website and results were shared with the Special Education Advisory Council, Vermont Council of Special Education Administrators, and regional meetings of special education administrators. LEAs will be notified about their individual SPP/APR determinations by the time OSEP seeks Clarification on the FFY2018 SPP/APR and results will be posted on Vermont website.
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

Intro - OSEP Response

The State has not publicly reported on the FFY 2017 (July 1, 2017-June 30, 2018) performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in the State on the targets in the State's performance plan as required by section 616(b)(2)(C)(ii)(I) of IDEA.

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information.  The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
The State has not publicly reported on the FFY 2017 (July 1, 2017-June 30, 2018) performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the State's performance plan as required by section 616(b)(2)(C)(ii)(I) of IDEA.  With its FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported to the public on the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR for FFY 2017.  In addition, the State must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR, how and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2018 performance of LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR.  

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 

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

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

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

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

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

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	79.07%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%

	Data
	79.63%
	70.26%
	79.85%
	80.77%
	82.14%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	86.00%
	86.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.

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
	810

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	1,014

	 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
	79.88%


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

	810
	1,014
	82.14%
	86.00%
	79.88%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

In Vermont it is common practice to extend the services for students with intensive needs on an individualized basis up to the student’s 22nd birthday. Reasons vary, but typically the LEAs offer increased access to transition services with the student continuing their education longer than their same age peers. Recent policy shifts in Vermont toward proficiency-based learning, as well as a “graduation readiness tool,” a way for IEP teams to quantify access to transition services and readiness to graduate, have encouraged many IEP teams to maximize transition services and time frames. This tool helps teams make sure all necessary pieces of transition planning are covered prior to the student officially graduating, This policy shift and use of the new tool likely contributed to the slippage in the data for the reported cohort. 
Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
Extended ACGR
If extended, provide the number of years
6
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
Vermont provides guidance to LEAs in developing local graduation requirements. The information below is extracted from Section 2120.7 of Vermont's Education Quality Standards regarding Graduation Requirements: A student meets the requirements for graduation when the student demonstrates evidence of proficiency in the curriculum outlined in 2120.5, and completion of any other requirements specified by the local board of the school attended by the student. For students eligible for special education services under IDEA or protected by Section 504 of the federal Rehabilitation Act, the student shall meet the same graduation requirements as nondisabled peers in an accommodated and/or modified manner. These modifications will be documented in each student’s IEP.

As of 2019-2020 school year (not a part of this reporting period) Vermont has shifted away from a credit bearing system to a proficiency-based graduation system. As always, Vermont still does one diploma for all students, there is no IEP diploma or alternative diploma. For students with intensive needs Vermont created and led a multi year long (with representative stakeholder input) accessibility project which created a system and a tool (the PBGR Access Plan) for students with intensive needs to access the proficiency based graduation requirements (PBGRs). Vermont is committed to flexible pathways towards graduation for all students.
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)
Six-year ACGR data were prepopulated into the SPP/APR template for Vermont. Vermont used to submit 4, 5, and 6 year ACGRs, but since 2018 has submitted only 4 and 6 year ACGRs. However, Vermont has attached four-year, five-year, and six-year ACGRs for context in understanding progress towards the target. 
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

1 - State Attachments
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Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2013
	4.19%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	3.25%
	3.25%
	3.25%
	3.25%
	3.25%

	Data
	4.19%
	3.36%
	3.45%
	1.81%
	4.17%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	3.20%
	3.20%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.

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)
	0

	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)
	0

	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)
	0

	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)
	0

	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)
	0


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)

NO

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

NO

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of all youth with IEPs who were in high school (Ages 14-21)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	138
	4,518
	4.17%
	3.20%
	3.05%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
A dropout by state and federal definition is an individual student who is not enrolled in an approved educational program and who has not graduated from high school. In Vermont, a student who is absent for more than ten consecutive school days without authorization is classified as withdrawn. If a truant officer is unable to verify that the student has transferred to a different school or approved educational program (e.g. home school) before the end of the year, the student is considered a dropout for the purposes of this report.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult as of 05/30/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, submitted on 8/27/2019.
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.

The State provided alternate data in an attachment for this indicator. These data are not consistent with the IDEA Part B exiting data it submitted in EDFacts on May 30, 2019. The State submitted updated data in EDFacts on August 27, 2019. However, the IDEA Part B exiting data were frozen on May 29, 2019, and OSEP is unable to include data submitted after that date in the public release data files and products.
    
2 - Required Actions
2 - State Attachments


[image: image5.emf]Indicator 2 - Data  Table.pdf


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 >=
	99.25%
	99.25%
	99.25%
	99.25%
	99.25%

	A
	Overall
	98.33%
	Actual
	98.26%
	95.25%
	96.07%
	95.87%
	NVR


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	99.25%
	99.25%
	99.25%
	99.25%
	99.25%

	A
	Overall
	98.42%
	Actual
	97.83%
	94.40%
	96.22%
	95.73%
	NVR


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	99.25%
	99.25%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	99.25%
	99.25%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

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

	a. Children with IEPs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math  (EDFacts file spec FS185; Data Group: 588)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


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
	
	
	NVR
	99.25%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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
	
	
	NVR
	99.25%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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. 

Vermont’s practice is to provide public reports of assessment results for disabled students in the same place as it provides comparable data for nondisabled students. Please see the following areas of our website for 

(1) the number of children with disabilities participating in 

(a) regular assessments with and without accommodations: as there are no comparable data for nondisabled students on assessment accommodations, Vermont will be adding this information at https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/school-reports/special-education-reports, under the “Assessment Report” heading. Online posting will be further delayed due to increased demands on the AOE’s communications team during the COVID-19 pandemic. Anticipated posting date May 30, 2020. 

(b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards: https://schoolsnapshot.vermont.gov/. For each school, select “Academic Proficiency,” “Additional Information,” and View “AA-AAAS Assessed Students.” 

(2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children on those assessments: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/vermont-education-dashboard, Select “Assessment,” select a school, year, and test, then select the school results question “Differences in achievement by disability status?” Online posting will be further delayed due to increased demands on the AOE’s communications team during the COVID-19 pandemic. Anticipated posting date May 15, 2020.

NB: For years prior to FFY17, the number of students participating in alternate assessments based on grade-level academic standards, as well as their performance on regular and alternate assessments, can be found at https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance. Select 'Historical NECAP, DLM and VTAAP Assessment Reports.' 

NB: Vermont anticipates having FFY18 public reports of all of the above assessment results posted in the locations noted above by mid-June 2020.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Please see the attachments to this indicator.

Vermont is currently undergoing implementation of its SLDS. This change has been very challenging for many districts and despite the Agency Of Education’s support efforts, some continue to be late in making their required data submissions to the AOE. As such, the data required for this indicator were not ready for the December EdFacts due date. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR Clarification Period. Vermont’s plans for 2020 include enhancing support for SLDS data submissions via regular recorded webinars and FAQ documents.
3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

The State did not provide data for FFY 2017. The State must provide the required data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.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 
Please see the attachments to this indicator. Vermont continues to make progress with the implementation of its SLDS; however, late and incomplete data submissions continue from some LEAs despite multiple communications from Vermont Agency of Education and its coherent, well-communicated approach to train and support the field this past year. Vermont Agency Of Education was unable to post FFY2017 data within 90 days of receipt of OSEP’s letter of determination due to this data being unavailable to the AOE; however, Vermont submitted EdFacts data for FFY2017 last summer on September 6, 2019. Additionally, FFY2017 information is included in an attachment to this report. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR clarification period.
3B - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

The State did not provide any data for this indicator. Because the State provided no data for this indicator, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target.

The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the participation of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported the number of children with disabilities participating in regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district and school levels. Also, the State has not reported the number of children with disabilities, if any, participating in alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district, and school levels.  The failure to publicly report as required under 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) is noncompliance.

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to provide, within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided none of the required information.
3B - Required Actions
The State did not provide data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide the required data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR. 

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
3B - State Attachments
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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
	2014
	Target >=
	28.00%
	12.13%
	12.13%
	12.15%
	12.20%

	A
	Overall
	12.13%
	Actual
	22.97%
	12.13%
	14.16%
	13.31%
	NVR


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2014
	Target >=
	25.00%
	7.21%
	7.21%
	7.25%
	7.30%

	A
	Overall
	7.21%
	Actual
	17.14%
	7.21%
	9.25%
	8.51%
	NVR


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	12.25%
	12.25%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	7.35%
	7.35%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)

YES
Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


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
	
	
	NVR
	12.25%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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
	
	
	NVR
	7.35%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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. 

Vermont’s practice is to provide public reports of assessment results for disabled students in the same place as it provides comparable data for nondisabled students. Please see the following areas of our website for 

(1) the number of children with disabilities participating in 

(a) regular assessments with and without accommodations: as there are no comparable data for nondisabled students on assessment accommodations, Vermont will be adding this information at https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/school-reports/special-education-reports, under the “Assessment Report” heading. Online posting will be further delayed due to increased demands on the AOE’s communications team during the COVID-19 pandemic. Anticipated posting date May 30, 2020. 

(b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards: https://schoolsnapshot.vermont.gov/. For each school, select “Academic Proficiency,” “Additional Information,” and View “AA-AAAS Assessed Students.” 

(2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children on those assessments: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/vermont-education-dashboard, Select “Assessment,” select a school, year, and test, then select the school results question “Differences in achievement by disability status?” Online posting will be further delayed due to increased demands on the AOE’s communications team during the COVID-19 pandemic. Anticipated posting date May 15, 2020. 

NB: For years prior to FFY17, the number of students participating in alternate assessments based on grade-level academic standards, as well as their performance on regular and alternate assessments, can be found at https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance. Select 'Historical NECAP, DLM and VTAAP Assessment Reports.' 

NB: Vermont anticipates having FFY18 public reports of all of the above assessment results posted in the locations noted above by mid-June 2020. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Please see the attachments to this indicator.

Vermont is currently undergoing implementation of its SLDS. This change has been very challenging for many districts and despite Agency Of Education’s support efforts, some continue to be late in making their required data submissions to the SEA. As such, the data required for this indicator were not ready for the December EdFacts due date. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR Clarification period. Vermont’s plans for 2020 include enhancing support for SLDS data submissions via regular recorded webinars and FAQ documents.
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

The State did not provide data for FFY 2017. The State must provide the required data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Please see the attachments to this indicator. Vermont continues to make progress with the implementation of its SLDS; however, late and incomplete data submissions continue from some LEAs. Vermont AOE was unable to post FFY2017 data within 90 days of receipt of OSEP’s letter of determination due to this data being unavailable to the SEA; however, Vermont submitted EdFacts data for FFY2017 last summer on September 6, 2019. Additionally, FFY2017 information is included in an attachment to this report. Vermont AOE staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year Vermont AOE is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR Opportunity for Clarification.
3C - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

The State did not provide any data for this indicator. Because the State provided no data for this indicator, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target.

The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, the performance results of children with disabilities on regular assessments, alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards, alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards, and alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district and/or school levels. The failure to publicly report as required under 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) is noncompliance.
3C - Required Actions
The State did not provide data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide the required data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR .

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
3C - State Attachments
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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 
	2005
	1.67%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	57
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

A significant discrepancy for any individual LEA is defined as an LEA that has a rate of suspension/expulsions greater than ten days that is more than 3 percent of that LEAs total special education population. The suspension/expulsion rate is derived from the total number of suspension/expulsions >10 days for special education students in an LEA (numerator) divided by the total number of special education students in the LEA (denominator).

The Special Education team used a document the IDEA Data Center published called "Measuring Significant Discrepancy: An Indicator B4 Technical Assistance Guide" to analyze the comparison of this data. The source information for the numerator in the LEA calculations was the same as that used to populate the “Children with Disabilities (IDEA) Suspensions/Expulsions for SY2017-18”, submitted to OSEP in July 2019. The source information for the denominator in the LEA calculations was the same as that used to populate the “Children with Disabilities (IDEA) Suspensions/Expulsions for SY2017-18”, submitted to OSEP in July 2019.
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.
Any findings of significant discrepancy will generate an analysis of policies, procedures, and practices by Vermont’s special education program monitoring team and notification is sent to LEAs consistent with CFR § 300.170(b). If appropriate, Vermont will require LEAs to revise policies, practices, and procedures relating to: development and implementation of IEPs; the use of positive behavioral intervention and supports; and use of procedural safeguards to comply with state and federal regulations. The reporting of any findings of noncompliance and the corrections will be consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02 dated October 17, 2008.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


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

YES

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

55

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

	0
	0
	2
	0.00%
	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

Vermont identifies LEAs with significant discrepancies in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions, by race or ethnicity, through the following steps:

Separately, for each race and ethnicity category, aggregate each LEA's total number of IEP students who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days, and divide by the total number of IEP students of that race or ethnicity in the LEA. This process produces the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions by race and ethnicity for each LEA.

Separately, for each race and ethnicity category, identify LEAs which have a long-term suspension rate of greater than 3%. LEAs which had fewer than 4 long-term suspensions and expulsions in a given race or ethnicity category are excluded. The Special Education team used a document the IDEA Data Center published called "Measuring Significant Discrepancy: An Indicator B4 Technical Assistance Guide" to analyze the comparison of this data.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

52 out of 54 LEAs had fewer than 4 (minimum n-size) long-term suspensions and expulsions in any given race or ethnicity category.
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.

Consistent with CFR § 300.170(b), any findings of significant discrepancy will generate an analysis of policies, procedures, and practices by Vermont’s special education program monitoring team and notification is sent to LEAs. If appropriate, Vermont will require LEAs to revise policies, practices, and procedures relating to: development and implementation of IEPs; the use of positive behavioral intervention and supports; and use of procedural safeguards to comply with state and federal regulations. The reporting of any findings of noncompliance and the corrections must be consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02 dated October 17, 2008.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that the State reported that 55 districts did not meet the State established n size and were excluded from the calculation and two districts met the State established n size for a total of 57 districts. However, in the "Provide additional information about this indicator" section, the State reported that "52 out of 54 LEAs had fewer than 4 (minimum n-size) long-term suspensions and expulsions in any given race or ethnicity category". 
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 >=
	79.00%
	79.00%
	79.00%
	79.00%
	79.00%

	A
	77.89%
	Data
	74.15%
	74.93%
	75.76%
	76.77%
	77.82%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	7.00%
	7.00%
	7.00%
	7.00%
	7.00%

	B
	8.59%
	Data
	6.61%
	6.29%
	5.72%
	5.15%
	4.61%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	3.75%
	3.75%
	3.75%
	3.75%
	3.75%

	C
	5.81%
	Data
	6.24%
	5.77%
	5.94%
	6.05%
	6.03%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	79.00%
	79.00%

	Target B <=
	7.00%
	7.00%

	Target C <=
	3.75%
	3.75%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
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
	12,861

	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
	10,014

	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
	586

	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
	654

	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
	149

	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
	15


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
	10,014
	12,861
	77.82%
	79.00%
	77.86%
	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
	586
	12,861
	4.61%
	7.00%
	4.56%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	818
	12,861
	6.03%
	3.75%
	6.36%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	C
	The Special Education and Data Teams have disaggregated the data and have seen an increase in the number of students with disabilities placed in separate schools by LEAs. IEP Teams make decisions regarding placement based upon student need. An increase in student need for additional support and treatment prompted LEAS to look to the services and instruction provided within the separate schools as the best placement to meet their needs. In addition, Vermont notes a slight increase (less than 1%) in placements within a separate setting for children and youth with an eligibility determination of Emotional Disturbance. In FFY18 Vermont as a state had 835 students in Separate Schools, Residential Facility, Hospital/Homebound, 506 of those students with emotional disturbance.

An LRE Workgroup will convene this year to review data and challenges with the goal of addressing slippage in this area. One area we are exploring as a Team is if the number of setting types changed. Or if the number of children and youth with complex needs increased while the number of children with IEPs decreased. A recent meeting with stakeholders regarding this increase revealed LEA concern and commitment to partner with the Agency of Education in identifying causes behind this trend. Further, the Agency of Education will turn to resources through the statewide Success Beyond Six initiative, which involves data and feedback collected and reported by DMH, DCF and AOE on the proportion of students qualifying for services with an ED identification.


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Vermont Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 7/11/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, revised on 12/4/2019. There are also initiatives such as the Project AWARE effort (funded by a SAMHSA grant) which will hopefully help schools/districts better support students with complex needs (perhaps even reduce the number of students educated in separate settings) and therefore may ultimately impact this indicator.
5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

The State provided alternate data in an attachment for this indicator. These data are not consistent with the IDEA Part B Child Count and Environment data it submitted in EDFacts on July 10, 2019. The State submitted updated data in EDFacts on December 4, 2019. However, as noted in the EDFacts data instructions, updated data must be submitted prior to the resubmission period ending on July 10, 2019. Therefore, OSEP is unable to include data submitted after that date in the public release data files and products.
5 - Required Actions
5 - State Attachments


[image: image10.emf]Indicator 5 - Data  Table.pdf



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 >=
	71.78%
	71.78%
	71.78%
	71.78%
	71.78%

	A
	71.58%
	Data
	76.17%
	76.58%
	76.44%
	75.81%
	75.61%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	6.19%
	6.19%
	6.19%
	6.19%
	6.19%

	B
	6.39%
	Data
	2.19%
	2.53%
	1.80%
	1.00%
	0.70%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	71.78%
	71.87%

	Target B <=
	6.19%
	6.19%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
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
	2,050

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	1,499

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	7

	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
	6

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


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

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	1,499

	2,050
	75.61%
	71.78%
	73.12%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	13
	2,050
	0.70%
	6.19%
	0.63%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Vermont Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 7/11/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, revised on 12/4/2019
6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.  
 
The State provided alternate data in an attachment for this indicator. These data are not consistent with the IDEA Part B Child Count and Environment data it submitted in EDFacts on July 10, 2019. The State submitted updated data in EDFacts on December 4, 2019. However, as noted in the EDFacts data instructions, updated data must be submitted prior to the resubmission period ending on July 10, 2019. Therefore, OSEP is unable to include data submitted after that date in the public release data files and products.
6 - Required Actions
6 - State Attachments
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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
	2014
	Target >=
	92.88%
	86.63%
	86.63%
	86.63%
	86.63%

	A1
	86.63%
	Data
	89.13%
	86.63%
	85.17%
	76.67%
	81.75%

	A2
	2014
	Target >=
	53.34%
	40.91%
	40.91%
	40.91%
	40.91%

	A2
	40.91%
	Data
	68.00%
	40.91%
	51.06%
	68.75%
	48.64%

	B1
	2014
	Target >=
	91.21%
	87.30%
	87.30%
	87.30%
	87.30%

	B1
	87.30%
	Data
	90.68%
	87.30%
	84.44%
	80.65%
	84.65%

	B2
	2014
	Target >=
	50.03%
	32.49%
	32.49%
	32.49%
	32.49%

	B2
	32.49%
	Data
	56.00%
	32.49%
	39.44%
	58.33%
	36.05%

	C1
	2014
	Target >=
	93.27%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%

	C1
	86.00%
	Data
	91.46%
	86.00%
	79.27%
	75.00%
	85.21%

	C2
	2014
	Target >=
	61.23%
	54.71%
	54.71%
	54.71%
	54.71%

	C2
	54.71%
	Data
	64.00%
	54.71%
	61.27%
	76.04%
	57.28%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	87.13%
	87.13%

	Target A2 >=
	41.41%
	41.41%

	Target B1 >=
	87.80%
	87.80%

	Target B2 >=
	32.99%
	32.99%

	Target C1 >=
	86.50%
	86.50%

	Target C2 >=
	55.21%
	55.21%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

409
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	10
	2.44%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	47
	11.49%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	139
	33.99%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	119
	29.10%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	94
	22.98%


	
	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)
	258
	315
	81.75%
	87.13%
	NVR
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	213
	409
	48.64%
	41.41%
	NVR
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	4
	0.98%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	40
	9.78%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	200
	48.90%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	143
	34.96%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	22
	5.38%


	
	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)
	343
	387
	84.65%
	87.80%
	NVR
	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)
	165
	409
	36.05%
	32.99%
	NVR
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	4
	0.98%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	42
	10.27%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	115
	28.12%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	114
	27.87%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	134
	32.76%


	
	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. 
	229
	275
	85.21%
	86.50%
	NVR
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	248
	409
	57.28%
	55.21%
	NVR
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	C1
	8 Vermont school districts did not report ECO data in Vermont’s end-of-year Child Count collection of exited students, which may have resulted in slippage for this indicator. Vermont AOE has been working with its districts on best practices for collecting and reporting this data.


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.

Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) entry, exit and progress data is determined and collected by school district IEP teams through the IEP process. In 2013, AOE began to implement the use of the integrated ECO IEP. Instruments used to gather ECO entry, exit and progress data is a local IEP decision, however Teaching Strategies Gold is the state approved universal PreK progress monitoring assessment that is required two times per year. Vermont does not use Teaching Strategies Gold conversion tables. IEP teams are instructed to use TSGOLD as one source among multiple sources come to consensus and inform entry, exit and progress data. ECO data is collected via Child Count data collection two times per year. Vermont's ECO Practice and Procedures Manual provides guidance for IEP teams to make determinations and 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. 
 
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for this indicator. These data are not valid and reliable because the State did not provide data for eight LEA's and the State has indicated that it is not using a sampling plan. Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target.
7 - Required Actions
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR.
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 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	28.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	38.12%
	38.12%
	38.12%
	38.12%
	38.12%

	Data
	35.73%
	37.04%
	36.08%
	36.75%
	37.03%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	38.12%
	38.12%


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

	398
	1,160
	37.03%
	38.12%
	34.31%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
13,806

Percentage of respondent parents

8.40%

Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

We have noted in our data that our most challenging areas are the same from FFY2017 to FFY2018. For example, parents rated items around staff proving support, training, and special assistance lower than staff availability and being treated as equal members of IEP teams. These data provide Vermont with a platform with which to work with our Parent Training and Information Center – the Vermont Family Network – in addressing parent concerns.

Although the response rate was higher compared to last year, Vermont will continue to work with our vendor for greater representation, and greater response rates. is continuing to look into a few possible reasons for slippage. There was a quick turnaround for responses as surveys were disseminated at the end of the summer rather than end of the school year; the summer gap as well as change in dissemination window may have impacted response rates. We also note that there is a specific age grouping that reflects poorer response rates, and will explore opportunities for better outreach and incentives to meet the needs of guardians parenting this age group.

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.

Analysis of the survey data utilizing Rasch modeling was completed with Winsteps v.3.91 software. The statistical summary of the 2019 analysis is found below. The two surveys, one for parents of preschool students and one for parents of students in Kindergarten through Grade 12, were combined for the purpose of the Rasch analysis.

Standard: A 95% likelihood of a response of “agree,” “strongly agree” or “very strongly agree” with the item on the NCSEAM survey’s Partnership Efforts scale: “The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the school.”

PART B Preschool Special Education
Percent at or above: 600/550 51%/56% (SE of the mean = 2.7%)
Number of Valid Responses: 143 Measurement reliability: 0.89-0.94
Mean Measure: 613 Measurement SD 153

PART B Grades K - 12
Percent at or above: 600/550 31%/42% (SE of the mean = 1.2%)
Number of Valid Responses: 1017 Measurement reliability: 0.92-0.95
Mean Measure: 547 Measurement SD 148

PART B ALL
Percent at or above: 600/550 34%/44% (SE of the mean = 0.4%)
Number of Valid Responses: 1160 Measurement reliability: 0.92-0.95
Mean Measure: 555 Measurement SD 150

	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.

To determine if the parents who responded to this survey were representative of the parents of all the children receiving special education services, race/ethnicity, disability, gender, and age demographics of the children whose parents responded to the survey were compared with the same demographics of all of the children whose parents were mailed a survey. The chart attached collapses several disability categories to comply with reporting requirements of the Agency of Education’s privacy and data policies which require 11 students in any group where student identifiable information is shared.

The largest difference between population and respondents in a disability category is 2.60%, in the Emotional Disturbance group. In categories of race/ethnicity, disabilities other than Emotional Disturbance, and gender, the respondent group differs from the population proportion by less than 2.00%. By age group, the largest difference between population and respondents is in the 12 to 17 year old category, at 3.41%. All other age categories have differences of less than 2.10% between the population and the respondent group.

Vermont is seeking to strategize with our survey vendor: to analyze incoming responses by region, by district, by language etc.; to update contract of survey vendor with the goal of increasing representation from all groups; to verify documentation of attempts made for no response (wrong address /phone info); and to perhaps incentivize respondent participation. Vermont is enhancing it’s technical assistance / professional development library, where resources will be made available to the field.

We have recently renewed a long-standing relationship with the Vermont Family Network as active collaborators.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at State University of New York – Potsdam administers this survey on the behalf of Vermont Agency of Education. The survey was completed in August and an analysis was completed in September 2019.
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
8 - State Attachments
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	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

	0
	0
	54
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Disproportionate representation seeks to measure whether any racial or ethnic group is identified for special education services at a higher rate than other groups. Vermont uses a combination of accepted risk ratio techniques to provide an analysis that account for our state’s small and largely homogeneous population. Weighted risk ratios are used when populations are large and diverse enough to support their accuracy; in other cases, alternate risk ratios are used. Vermont uses a minimum cell size of 11 for identification. Analysis is still done on every race/ethnicity category in every district. Vermont uses 1 year of data in these calculations, and to determine whether any districts ought to be identified for disproportionate representation.

Vermont has a 3-criterion system that works in combination to identify LEA’s with disproportionate representation in special education. A challenge for Vermont in identifying disproportionate representation is the homogeneity of Vermont’s student population. In both regular education and special education settings, more than 90 percent of the total student population has historically been reported as white. In addition, the counts of children receiving special education in each LEA are relatively small, averaging just over 225 students per LEA. Taken together, the homogeneity of the student population and relatively small child counts result in a situation where the addition of just one child into special education can create a large difference in the race/ethnicity composition of children receiving IDEA-B services in an LEA. To address these challenges, Vermont created three criteria designed to provide a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation:

Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals 10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio calculation is used. These calculations are described in the IDEA Data Center’s Technical Assistance Guide entitled “Methods for Assessing Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education” and found at https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf.

Criterion 2: Greater than 10 students receiving special education services in the race/ethnicity category of analysis in a given LEA. Vermont uses a minimum cell size because risk ratios can be substantively impacted by the addition of just one student in a race/ethnicity category containing fewer than 11 students. Calculations are unreliable in identifying disproportionate representation for such small groups. Furthermore, the Vermont Agency of Education “small ‘n’ rule” prohibits public reporting of student-related information for groups less than or equal to 10 students. For these reasons, any single cell used for either weighted or alternate risk ratio analysis must contain at least eleven students before a district is identified for overrepresentation.

Criterion 3: A difference greater than or equal to 10 between the actual count of special education students in a race/ethnicity category and the expected count of special education students in the race/ethnicity category. The expected count is calculated using the proportion of the LEA student population in a race/ethnicity category and total number of special education students in that LEA. This criterion prevents spurious identification of an LEA when a combination of “small ‘n’” sizes across race/ethnicity categories cause risk ratios to be difficult to interpret meaningfully. This criterion, in combination with the other two, provides a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation.
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.

Vermont used child count data and student census data to complete the calculations and apply the criteria described above. No LEA in the State was identified with disproportionate representation based on these criteria.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As part of Vermont’s commitment to developing methodology that will allow us to examine significant discrepancy and disproportionality within our small state, Vermont is dedicating resources to ensure we are collecting and analyzing data that are reflective of student needs, which will lead to reliable and valid decision-making in the years ahead regarding representation. We are working with our IDC and NCSI partners on our methodology and implementing best practices.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
The State used the total number of districts in the State as the denominator in its FFY 2017 SPP/APR, and used the number of districts that meet the State-established minimum n and/or cell size as the denominator in its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, which is required by the Measurement Table if the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement. However, the State appears to be using the same calculation methodology it used in its FFY 2017 SPP/APR. Therefore, it is unclear whether or not the State has a minimum n size requirement.
9 - Required Actions
In the State's FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include all required components of the definition of disproportionate representation, including the calculation method(s) being used; the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified; and, as appropriate, the number of years of data used in the calculation, and any minimum cell and/or n-sizes.
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
	2005
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	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 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

	0
	0
	54
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Disproportionate representation seeks to measure whether any racial or ethnic group is identified for special education services in certain disability categories at a higher rate than other groups. Six disability categories are examined: autism, specific learning disabilities, other health impairments, emotional disturbance, speech and language impairments, and intellectual disability. Vermont uses a combination of accepted risk ratio techniques to provide an analysis that account for our state’s small and largely homogeneous population. Weighted risk ratios are used when populations are large and diverse enough to support their accuracy; in other cases, alternate risk ratios are used. Vermont uses a minimum cell size of 11 for identification. Analysis is still done on every race/ethnicity category in every district. Vermont uses 1 year of data in these calculations, and to determine whether any districts ought to be identified for disproportionate representation.

Vermont has a 3-criterion system that works in combination to identify LEA’s with disproportionate representation in particular special education disability categories. A challenge for Vermont in identifying disproportionate representation is the homogeneity of Vermont’s student population. In both regular education and special education settings, more than 90 percent of the total student population has historically been reported as white. In addition, the counts of children receiving special education in each LEA are relatively small, averaging just over 225 students per LEA. Taken together, the homogeneity of the student population and relatively small child counts result in a situation where the addition of just one child into a disability category can create a large difference in the race/ethnicity composition of children receiving IDEA-B services for that disability in an LEA. To address these challenges, Vermont created three criteria designed to provide a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation:

Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio calculation is used. These calculations are described in the IDEA Data Center’s Technical Assistance Guide entitled “Methods for Assessing Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education” and found at https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf.

Criterion 2: Greater than 10 students receiving special education services for the specified disability in the race/ethnicity category of analysis in a given LEA. Vermont uses a minimum cell size because risk ratios can be substantively impacted by the addition of just one student in a race/ethnicity and disability category containing fewer than 11 students. Calculations are unreliable in identifying disproportionate representation for such small groups. Furthermore, the Vermont Agency of Education (VERMONT AOE) “small ‘n’ rule” prohibits public reporting of student-related information for groups less than or equal to 10 students. For these reasons, any single cell used for either weighted or alternate risk ratio analysis must contain at least eleven students before a district is identified for overrepresentation.

Criterion 3: A difference greater than or equal to 10 between the actual count of special education students with a specific disability in a race/ethnicity category and the expected count of special education students with that disability in the race/ethnicity category. The expected count is calculated using the proportion of the LEA student population in a race/ethnicity category and total number of students with the disability being examined in that LEA. This criterion prevents spurious identification of an LEA when a combination of “small ‘n’” sizes across race/ethnicity and disability categories cause risk ratios to be difficult to interpret meaningfully. This criterion, in combination with the other two, provides a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation.
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.

The AOE used child count data and student census data to complete the calculations and apply the criteria described above. No LEA in the State was identified with disproportionate representation in any disability category based on these criteria.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As part of Vermont’s commitment to developing methodology that will allow us to examine significant discrepancy and disproportionality within our small state, Vermont is dedicating resources to ensure we are collecting and analyzing data that are reflective of student needs, which will lead to reliable and valid decision-making in the years ahead regarding representation. We are working with our IDC and NCSI partners on our methodology and implementing best practices.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
The State used the total number of districts in the State as the denominator in its FFY 2017 SPP/APR, and used the number of districts that meet the State-established minimum n and/or cell size as the denominator in its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, which is required by the Measurement Table if the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement.  However, the State appears to be using the same calculation methodology it used in its FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Therefore, it is unclear whether or not the State has a minimum n size requirement.
10 - Required Actions

In the State's FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include all required components of the definition of disproportionate representation, including the calculation method(s) being used; the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified; and, as appropriate, the number of years of data used in the calculation, and any minimum cell and/or n-sizes.
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
	69.74%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.71%
	98.48%
	97.89%
	97.74%
	97.58%


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

	349
	339
	97.58%
	100%
	97.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

10

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.
There were ten (10) students from three (3) LEAs who received evaluations beyond the 60-day timeline. The range of dates beyond the 60-day timeline were 61 – 84 days. Reasons for the delays included miscalculation of due dates, parent scheduling conflicts, delay in cognitive evaluation results from psychologist, and difficulty with obtaining translation or interpreter services.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

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

Monitoring was completed on a 6-year cycle through the end of SY2018-2019. Using a state developed spreadsheet, LEAs submit self-reported data related to initial evaluations on NOV 1, FEB 1 APR 1 and JUN 1. After Vermont reviews each quarterly submission for compliance, each LEA receives written feedback identifying student-level issues of noncompliance and offers differentiated technical assistance to enable the LEA to meet 100% compliance for each subsequent submission. At the end of the monitoring cycle, Vermont notifies each LEA of final compliance standings in a summary or close-out letter. Districts who do not meet 100% compliance are included in the following year’s monitoring cycle. Beginning in SY2019-2020, this cycle has been compressed to 3-years for all Vermont school districts.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	5
	5
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Based on a review of updated data from the four (4) LEAs who had late initial evaluations in FFY2017, Vermont has determined that each LEA is now meeting 100% compliance with federal regulations related to indicator 11. Vermont also verified that the LEA area of non-compliance was corrected within one year from identification and that this is not a systemic issue.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Based on an updated review of data, Vermont has determined that although late, each of the five (5) students reported in FFY2017 received an initial evaluation and the LEA is now compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 11.
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
	86.44%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


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. 
	88

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	5

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	79

	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. 
	4

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	0

	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.
	 79
	79
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met 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

0

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

Notification letters were sent to the eight (8) LEAs slated for FFY2018 Compliance Monitoring which for this indicator involves the LEA completion of an state-developed spreadsheet. Vermont requested from each LEA the child's name, date birth, the date of referral to Part B, date of the transition meeting, as well as the date an IEP was developed and the date of parental consent for the provision of the IEP services. This spreadsheet was submitted at four time periods over the course of the school year and were specifically due on NOV 1, FEB 1, APR 1 and JUN 1. For LEAs in the FFY2018 monitoring cycle, 100% of children referred to Part B from Part C had an IEP in place by the child's third birthday and therefore are considered compliant by Vermont.
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

	
	
	
	


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
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
	22.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	74.04%
	74.34%
	91.49%
	88.03%
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


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

	57
	80
	100.00%
	100%
	71.25%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Vermont is aligning reporting practices with OSEP expectations according to the December 16, 2019 webinar that requires all incidences of non-compliance to be reported.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Monitoring was completed on a 6-year cycle through the end of SY2018-2019. LEAs self-select and submit a minimum of (10) students with post-secondary transition plans and complete a self-review using a the NTACT Indicator 13 checklist. Submissions are required quarterly on NOV 1, FEB 1 APR 1 and JUN 1. After Vermont reviews quarterly submissions for compliance, each LEA receives written feedback identifying student-level issues of non-compliance and offers differentiated technical assistance to enable the LEA to meet 100% compliance for subsequent submissions. FFY2018 data were from the November 1st submission as Vermont did not collect a new data pull prior to the end of the school year. At the end of the school year, Vermont notifies each LEA of final compliance standings in a summary or close-out letter. Districts who do not meet 100% compliance are included in the following year’s monitoring cycle. Beginning in SY2019-2020, this cycle has been compressed to 3-years for all Vermont LEAs to allow for a bigger n-size. As Vermont is using data from a sampling of LEAs, there is always the potential that LEA capacity issues could impact Vermont’s results. In order to ensure that all LEAs in a monitoring cycle are able to submit valid and reliable data, Vermont will begin using early data sampling(s) to provide differentiated technical assistance. The final sampling will be an additional data set collected late in the monitoring cycle and will be used as the official monitoring results in future submissions to OSEP.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The FFY2018 monitoring cycle consisted of eight (8) LEAs, with only three (3) meeting 100% compliance at the initial data submission. After the initial submission, and with immediate differentiated technical assistance, four (4) of the remaining LEAs were able to correct issues of non-compliance to meet 100% compliance for federal regulations related to this indicator. One (1) LEA was provided with intensive technical assistance and despite this was not able to exceed 80% compliance by the end of the school year. This LEA was sanctioned with a 15% set aside of their IDEA B grant funds to address non-compliance for this indicator and was scheduled for an on-site visit in SY2019-2020.
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


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	24.25%
	24.25%
	24.25%
	24.25%
	24.25%

	A
	24.22%
	Data
	50.38%
	48.89%
	38.79%
	22.22%
	21.94%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	56.50%
	56.50%
	56.50%
	56.50%
	56.50%

	B
	56.40%
	Data
	70.61%
	62.22%
	69.63%
	64.81%
	62.58%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	72.00%
	72.00%
	72.00%
	72.00%
	72.00%

	C
	71.97%
	Data
	77.48%
	73.33%
	80.84%
	74.07%
	78.71%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	24.25%
	24.25%

	Target B >=
	56.50%
	56.50%

	Target C >=
	72.00%
	72.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
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
	144

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	33

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	72

	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)
	12

	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).
	11


	
	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)
	33
	144
	21.94%
	24.25%
	22.92%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	105
	144
	62.58%
	56.50%
	72.92%
	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)
	128
	144
	78.71%
	72.00%
	88.89%
	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.
The individuals and parents who responded to Vermont's Post-Secondary Outcomes Survey were mostly representative of the children with IEPs who exited high school during the 2017-2018 school year by race/ethnicity, disability, and gender demographics. Those who responded to the survey (or whose parents responded on their behalf) were compared by demographic category to all who were mailed a survey notice and phoned for a survey. The chart below, in the additional information section, suppresses race and ethnicity information and collapses several disability categories to comply with reporting requirements of the Vermont Agency of Education’s small “n” rule (11). Although Vermont’s data suppression rule, designed to protect student-identifiable information, prohibits publishing the number of non-white survey respondents, the percent of non-white respondents was within 3.00% of the percent of non-white survey recipients. The corresponding difference in the gender category is approximately 3.00%.

With the exception of Emotional Disturbance, the largest difference between the survey recipient population and respondents in a disability category is 2.83%(Specific Learning Disability). However, children with Emotional Disturbance and their parents represented at an 8.89% smaller subset of the respondent population than the survey recipient population.

Those who exited high school special education at younger ages or by dropping out were also less likely to respond to the survey. High schoolers with IEPs who exited at ages 14-18 (or the parents of those who were still under age 18 at the time of the survey notice) represented a 13.25% smaller portion of the respondent group than of all survey recipients. Those who dropped out (or their parents) represented 12.22% less of the respondent group than of the group who received surveys. The 14 to 18 age group contained 85.61% of all dropouts.
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
Vermont analyzed the representativeness of it’s survey respondents in both FFY2017 and FFY 2018. Efforts are underway to work with the vendor to improve our response rates and representativeness overall for future data collections, analyses, and submissions.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at State University of New York – Potsdam administers this survey on the the behalf of Vermont Agency of Education. The survey was completed in October and data were received in November 2019.
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Vermont analyzed the representativeness of it’s survey respondents in both FFY2017 and FFY2018. Efforts are underway to work with the vendor to improve our response rates and representativeness overall for future data collections, analyses, and submissions.
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 
14 - State Attachments
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	6

	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
	1


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 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	55.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	60.00%
	60.00%
	60.00%
	60.00%
	60.00%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%
	11.11%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	60.00%
	60.00%


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

	1
	6
	11.11%
	60.00%
	16.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Due to small numbers, Vermont does not meet target. Of the 5 resolutions not resolved through settlement: 3 were dismissed and 2 were withdrawn.

The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2017. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held. Vermont is not required to meet this target because there were a total of 6 resolution sessions held.
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.
 
The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.
  
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	28

	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
	2

	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
	16


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 

Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education.

Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.

Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	63.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	82.00%
	82.00%
	82.00%
	82.00%
	82.00%

	Data
	76.00%
	83.33%
	70.00%
	91.67%
	70.83%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	82.00%
	82.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	2.1.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints
	2.1 Number of mediations held
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	2
	16
	28
	70.83%
	82.00%
	64.29%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Our panel of experienced mediators has not changed, neither has our process of assigning mediators We looked at the 10 cases that did not reach an agreement during mediation. Considering this analysis, we do not think this is a systemic issue. The 2 cases related to due process were dismissed; of the 8 others, 3 reached agreement after mediation session ended, 1 was dismissed, 2 went to administrative complaint, and 2 reached no agreement.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

 
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan Phase III, Year 4

[image: image15.emf]VT SSIP P3Y4 Report  4.1.20.pdf


Overall APR Attachments


[image: image16.emf]Part B SPP-APR FFY18  VT.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: 

Jacqueline Kelleher
Title: 
State Director of Special Education
Email: 
jacqui.kelleher@vermont.gov
Phone:
802-828-5382
Submitted on:
04/30/20  3:45:53 PM 
ED Attachments
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Indicator 3C FFY18 Data 


Reading Proficiency Data by Grade  
Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a 
proficiency was assigned 927 1,066 1,095 1,069 1,125 982 922 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored 
at or above proficient against grade level 87 85 86 74 79 65 75 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at 
or above proficient against grade level 31 42 51 30 39 23 22 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 
scored at or above proficient against grade level 26 33 34 32 36 36 21 


Math Proficiency Data by Grade  
Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a 
proficiency was assigned 923 1,068 1,098 1,070 1,127 985 926 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored 
at or above proficient against grade level 118 96 54 40 53 40 25 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at 
or above proficient against grade level 21 26 31 22 25 14 2 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 
scored at or above proficient against grade level 25 27 32 24 31 25 19 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,186 1,007 14.79% 12.25% 14.01% Y N 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,197 750 9.65% 7.35% 10.42% Y N 
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EMAPS Template did not accept this information; however, OSEP advised to include it and Partner Support recommending 
creating an attachment.  


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected  
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements  


OSEP acknowledged that the state had 100% compliance in FFY2017 and is not required to report on findings of non-compliance.  


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


OSEP acknowledged that the state had 100% compliance in FFY2017 and is not required to report on findings of non-compliance.  


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected  
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected  


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17  
Year Findings of 


Noncompliance Were 
Identified  


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as 


of FFY17 APR  
Findings of Noncompliance 


Verified as Corrected  
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected  
FFY2014 39 39 0 


FFY2015 8 8 0 


FFY2016 14 14 0 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance]  


FFY 2014, 15, 16 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected  
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements  


Based on a review of updated data for each LEA identified with non-compliance in FFY2014, Vermont has verified that each LEA 
was meeting 100% compliance with federal regulations related to post-secondary transition plans. Vermont notes that all findings of 
non-compliance were corrected within one year; however, OSEP previously did not accept Vermont’s narrative as evidence of timely 
corrections of non-compliance. 


Based on a review of updated data for each LEA identified with non-compliance in FFY2015, Vermont has verified that each LEA 
was meeting 100% compliance with federal regulations related to post-secondary transition plans. Vermont notes that all findings of 
non-compliance were corrected within one year; however, OSEP previously did not accept Vermont’s narrative as evidence of timely 
corrections of non-compliance. 


Based on a review of updated data for each LEA identified with non-compliance in FFY 2016, Vermont has verified that each LEA 
was meeting 100% compliance with federal regulations related to post-secondary transition plans. Vermont notes that all findings of 
non-compliance were corrected within one year; however, OSEP previously did not accept Vermont’s narrative as evidence of timely 
corrections of non-compliance. 


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


Based on a review of updated data, Vermont verified that the LEAs reported in FFY2014 had corrected issues of non-compliance 
within one year of identification for each of (39) students. Although late, individual students received all necessary post-secondary 
transition services and in a subsequent review, Vermont verified that all (39) IEPs were 100% compliant for federal regulations 
related to indicator 13. Vermont notes that findings of non-compliance for each student had been corrected within one year; 
however, OSEP previously did not accept Vermont’s narrative as evidence of timely corrections of non-compliance. 


Based on a review of updated data, Vermont verified that the LEAs reported in FFY2015 had corrected issues of non-compliance 
within one year of identification for each of (8) students. Although late, individual students received all necessary post-secondary 
transition services and in a subsequent review, Vermont verified that all (8) IEPs were 100% compliant for federal regulations 
related to indicator 13. Vermont notes that findings of non-compliance for each student had been corrected within one year; 
however, OSEP previously did not accept Vermont’s narrative as evidence of timely corrections of non-compliance. 


Based on a review of updated data, Vermont verified that the LEAs reported in FFY2016 had corrected issues of non-compliance 
within one year of identification for each of (14) students. Although late, individual students received all necessary post-secondary 
transition services and in a subsequent review, Vermont verified that all (14) IEPs were 100% compliant for federal regulations 
related to indicator 13. Vermont notes that findings of non-compliance for each student had been corrected within one year; 
however, OSEP previously did not accept Vermont’s narrative as evidence of timely corrections of non-compliance. 
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Vermont
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 14
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 10
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 8
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 2
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 4
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 4


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 33


(2.1) Mediations held. 28
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 4
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 2


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 24


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 16


(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 5


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 9
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 6
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 1


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 9


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 0


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 0
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 0


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Vermont. These data were generated on 11/4/2019 11:32 AM EST.
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, 
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year 
(SY) 2018–2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped 
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma1; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and 
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award 
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description 
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


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


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


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


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


5. the State’s Determination.  


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


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


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


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


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


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


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


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


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


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


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


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


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


• Two points, if either: 


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


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


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


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


• Two points, if the State has: 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


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


Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP  


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


Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing  


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


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


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


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


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


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


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on  
Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13 


Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing  
(reading or math):  


1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different 
from the NAGB goal of 85%. 


0 points if less than 85%. 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and 
Determination.  
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the 
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


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


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


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


 


 
11 In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Daniel French, Ed.D. 


Secretary 


Vermont Agency of Education 


1 National Life Drive, Davis 5 


Montpelier, Vermont 05620 


Dear Secretary French: 


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 Vermont needs intervention in implementing the requirements 


of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and 


information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual 


Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available 


information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


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


compliance factors;  


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


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: 


Part B” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014, 


2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria 


are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:  


(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  
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(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school 


year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);  


(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and  


(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section 


of the indicator.  


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and  


(4) 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, and as further explained in the enclosures to this letter, the Department has 


determined that Vermont needs intervention in implementing the requirements of Part B of 


IDEA. The Department identifies a State as needing intervention under IDEA Part B if its RDA 


Percentage is less than 60%. Vermont’s RDA Percentage is 54.86% due to its low scores on 


certain results elements and its low performance on Compliance Indicator 13 (Secondary 


transition) (71.25%) and on Timely State Complaint Decisions (60%). Specifically, Vermont 


received a score of ‘0’ on the following results elements: the participation rates of fourth and 


eighth grade children with disabilities on regular Statewide assessments, the percentage of fourth 


grade children with disabilities scoring at basic or above on the NAEP in reading, the percentage 


of children with disabilities exiting school by dropping out, and the percentage of children with 


disabilities exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma. 


Pursuant to section 616(d)(2)(B) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.603(b)(2), a State that is 


determined to be “needs intervention” or “needs substantial intervention” and does not agree 


with this determination, may request an opportunity to meet with the Assistant Secretary to 


demonstrate why the Department should change the State’s determination. To request a hearing, 


submit a letter to Mark Schultz, Delegated the authority to perform the functions and duties of 


the Assistant Secretary for Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of 


Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20202 within 15 days of the date of 
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this letter. The letter must include the basis for your request for a change in your State’s 


determination. 


States were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the State Systemic Improvement Plan 


(SSIP) by April 1, 2020. OSEP appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to 


improve results for students with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your 


submission and will provide additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP 


will continue to work with your State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, 


which is due on April 1, 2021.   


As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational 


agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


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


(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs 


intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each LEA of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s 


website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:  


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


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


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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Vermont  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination1 
Percentage (%) Determination 


54.86 Needs Intervention 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 9 37.5 


Compliance 18 13 72.22 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


Data Not Reported 0 


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


Data Not Reported 0 


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


17 0 


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


92 1 


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


32 2 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


93 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


Data Not Reported 0 


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


Data Not Reported 0 


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


40 1 


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


95 1 


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


28 2 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


92 1 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and 


Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B." 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out Data Not Reported 0 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a  
Regular High School Diploma1 


Data Not Reported 0 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 97.13 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


100 N/A 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 71.25 N/A 0 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 82.57  1 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 60  0 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A  N/A 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


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


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


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


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


Part  B  
618 Data  


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


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


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


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 


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







       


      


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  


 


   
 


  
 


    
 


FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


A. 618 Grand Total 
B. APR Grand Total 
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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A. Summary of Phase III – Year 4 


The Vermont Agency of Education shares this progress report addressing the ongoing work of 
the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). This report provides data for the 2018-2019 school 
year and the first half of the 2019-2020 school year. This work would not be possible without 
continued efforts from Local Education Agency (LEA) Leadership Teams, inclusive of teachers, 
specialists, administrators and support staff, as well as and the support from families and 
stakeholders throughout the state.  


In previous Phase III reports, Vermont’s Agency of Education (AOE) described the Statewide 
Identified Measurable Result (SiMR), as: To improve proficiency of math performance for students 
identified as having an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4 and 5; described revisions to previous 
submissions in Phases I (2015) and II (2016) as well as the collaborative efforts required to 
further the SSIP work. In the 2018 report, the AOE discussed infrastructure changes that would 
move the SSIP work from exploration to full implementation and would sustain staff turnover 
at both the state and local levels. Despite the LEA mergers for two SSIP sites (as part of 
Vermont’s Act 46 which became effective on July 1, 2018), as well as state-level staffing 
changes within the SSIP work, the VT SSIP Transformation Team was able to continue 
implementation efforts.   


As mentioned in previous VT SSIP reports, the VT SSIP Transformation Team continued to 
assist in SSIP implementation. The VT SSIP Transformation Team members represent general 
education, special education, data, and multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) teams within 
the AOE, members of the state Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) team, the 
external evaluator, SSIP systems coaches, and the national Technical Assistance (TA) facilitator 
(the full list of members is in Appendix I). Due to staff turnover at the AOE, the Transformation 
Team often did not have complete representation from general education, special education, or 
the Vermont Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports (VTmtss) Team, but still met monthly.  


In Year 4, the VT SSIP Transformation Team has focused on re-evaluating its membership, 
building capacity to create an infrastructure aligned to the needs of the VT SSIP Theory of 
Action [Appendix B], VT SSIP logic model [Appendix C], and VT SSIP evaluation plan 
[Appendix D]. The focus again for this year’s SSIP work was on intentional alignment with local 
and state initiatives and offering mini-scale-up opportunities to interested LEAs when 
possible, in order to efficiently prepare for and support full scale-up.  


Coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during the year (including 
infrastructure improvement strategies)  


Activities since January 2019 continued to focus on infrastructure and systems-development, at 
the state and local levels, professional learning opportunities, and use of the VTmtss and PBIS 
frameworks. The AOE also focused on providing technical assistance (TA) in addition to SSIP 
focused activities to support capacity-building and scale-up within and across the SSIP sites. 
Early in the implementation of Phase III, Vermont’s SSIP sites included three individual schools 
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within three LEAs. In 2019, one school chose to no longer participate, leaving 12 SSIP schools 
within five Supervisory Unions. Examples of technical assistance provided include:   


• Completion of professional learning on the Educational Benefit Review (EBR) process.   
The purpose of the EBR was to determine whether a student’s current IEP was 
reasonably calculated for the student to receive educational benefit. It is critical for these 
students’ IEPs to support maximum educational benefit during universal instruction 
with their peers as promoted in the Theory of Action. While training for SSIP sites was 
completed during the 2017-2018 school year, the AOE has continued efforts to replicate 
and sustain the EBR training across the state. More details are provided in Section C.4 on 
pages 17-18.  


• The Vermont Family Engagement Toolkit and Self-Assessment (created by AnLar) was 
completed in December 2019 and offered as part of the scale-up plan.  The Vermont 
Family Engagement Toolkit and Self-Assessment was designed to be an easy-to-use, 
practical guide for educators seeking to develop and maintain growth of school, district, 
or LEA family engagement work. This Toolkit is only one of many resources available to 
teachers, administrators, families, and communities to continue to support the academic 
achievement and success of all children and families they serve.   


• During the 2018-2019 school year, the VT SSIP Transformation Team developed a multi-
year plan for scale-up of the SSIP work that includes timing and readiness factors at both 
the local and state level. The VT SSIP Transformation Team continues to 
analyze implementation data from all Phase III submissions as well as feedback from 
SSIP sites to determine strengths and weaknesses to inform the VT SSIP implementation 
scale-up plan. The AOE’s current version of the four-year SSIP scale-up plan can be 
found in Appendix E.  


During this reporting period, the VT SSIP Transformation Team with input from stakeholder 
groups, planned and facilitated both its third and fourth virtual meeting and the annual 
meeting (May and November 2019) for all SSIP Supervisory Unions and schools. 


• The all-day May 2019 annual meeting included a review of data from the 2019 Phase III 
report, informal opportunities for participants to share successes and challenges, formal 
presentations from three SSIP sites, and a discussion of next steps. This meeting was 
planned as a result of high satisfaction from previous annual meetings, a request from 
SSIP sites to provide additional opportunities for cross-school connections, and as a 
means to gather stakeholder feedback.  


• The November 2019 virtual meeting discussed the current status of the VT SSIP, 
examined both Vermont and National mathematics assessment data, shared beginning 



https://education.vermont.gov/sites/aoe/files/documents/edu-vermont-family-engagement-toolkit-and-self-assessment.pdf
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of year results of the Mathematics Beliefs Survey, and reviewed the role of the VT SSIP 
systems coaches. Four of the five SSIP sites were represented by the 10 participants.  


In the past, SSIP sites stated these activities were an impactful way for sharing progress, 
challenges, and strategies regarding SSIP implementation. Engaging SSIP participants in the 
planning of the annual meeting should increase attendance and the relevance of the session’s 
content. The VT SSIP Transformation Team will reach out to teachers and leaders from the SSIP 
sites to determine the agenda for the upcoming May 2020 annual meeting.  


Specific evidence-based practices (EBPs) implemented to date  


The AOE continues to focus on developing a continuum of supports for all students in Vermont 
schools that utilize nationally recognized frameworks for academic and behavioral supports 
such as: VTmtss and PBIS. These frameworks ensure there is a well-defined universal core 
program, tailored intensive instruction, and for interventions to be responsive to students. PBIS 
is a framework of data, systems, and evidence-based practices designed to improve student 
behavior which in turn allows greater access to academic instruction. The VTmtss framework 
serves as the basis for EBPs work done by Vermont schools. These five areas include:  


• A Systemic and Comprehensive Approach  
• Effective Collaboration  
• High-Quality Instruction and Intervention  
• Comprehensive and Balanced Assessment  
• Well-designed Professional Learning/Expertise  


The AOE offered SSIP sites professional learning opportunities and resources that are aligned 
with the long-term outcomes in the VT SSIP logic model. Evidence-based practices and 
trainings offered to SSIP sites (and other interested parties) include the National Council of 
Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) eight effective mathematics teaching practices. Professional 
learning and resources were provided to SSIP sites and 10 additional LEAs regarding the EBR 
process during the 2018-2019 school year. The AOE continues to make available any 
professional learning or technical assistance to all Vermont schools that it offers to SSIP sites as 
long as there is capacity to do so. This “menu” of offerings helped the AOE to scale-up with the 
limited resources available.  


Highlights of changes to the implementation and improvement strategies 


During this reporting period, the SSIP implementation focused on improving proficiency of 
math performance for students identified as having an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4, and 
5. The primary activities implemented in the 2018-2019 school year and first half of the 2019-
2020 school year resulted in the outputs and outcomes listed below and align with the Theory of 
Action and Logic Model.  
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• Agreements of Responsibility were signed by the five participating SSIP sites in fall 2018 
for school years 2018-2019 and 2019-2020;  


• A total of five contracts were executed for math professional learning providers, two 
systems coaches, one PBIS coordinator, and one contract for an external evaluator;  


• VT SSIP systems coaches held 31 separate meetings, with 39 distinct coaching 
activities with the participating sites to continue working on local capacity building; 


• SSIP sites received technical assistance and networking opportunities provided virtually 
and in person;  


• PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) self-assessments were completed at nine schools 
within the five SSIP sites;  


• Since the 2019 Phase III report, professional learning in the NCTM eight mathematics 
teaching practices was provided to all five SSIP sites in an EdCamp format. To support 
scale-up activities, beginning in 2018-2019, non-SSIP sites were invited to 
participate in EdCamp sessions. Participants from 25 non-
SSIP sites in 13 LEAs participated during this reporting period. Inherent in the EdCamp 
format, the focus of each EdCamp were determined by the needs of each audience;  


• In December 2019, the Vermont Family Engagement Toolkit and Self-Assessment was 
finalized as a resource for cultivating relationships between school communities and 
families and is now available statewide via the AOE website;  


• Education Benefit training support continued in the 2019-2020 school year, with 
expansion to additional non-SSIP sites;  


• Vermont has also assisted other states with SSIP integration and implementation 
through the following national presentation:  


o VT SSIP participating in a panel at the 2019 OSEP Leadership Conference on 
Scaling Up with MTSS/Implementation Science/PBIS to Improve Outcomes; and 


• Four AOE members of the VT SSIP Transformation Team attended the National Center 
for Systemic Improvement’s (NCSI) Convening: Transforming State Systems to Improve 
Outcomes for Students with Disabilities in December 2019. 


The SSIP work continues to utilize technical assistance provided by national organizations 
including representatives from NCSI, and IDEA Data Center (IDC). Members of the 
Transformation Team will be in attendance at IDC in Nashville in April 2020. Our NCSI 
representative is a member of the VT SSIP Transformation Team and helped to facilitate the 
virtual SSIP networking days. Vermont also participated in both the mathematics and results-
based accountability cross-state learning collaboratives from NCSI.   







Vermont’s State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR): To improve proficiency of math performance for students 
identified as having an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4, and 5. 


VT SSIP Year 4 Phase III Report  
(Revised: March 29, 2020) 


Page 5 
 


 


B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP 


Narrative Description of Vermont’s SSIP Implementation Progress   


All five of the SSIP sites have signed and committed to the responsibilities outlined 
in an agreement with the AOE Agreements of Responsibility. These agreements serve as the 
set of expectations for the SSIP sites regarding their engagement in the SSIP. This agreement 
is under continuous review for pertinence, relevance, and sustainability. 


 Across the educational cascade in Vermont, the SSIP work has identified interconnecting 
leadership team structures and actions including:  


• All five SSIP sites identified members for their leadership teams, including principals, 
special education directors, and curriculum directors who serve as the coordinating unit 
for SSIP implementation activities.  


• Systems coaches reviewed various LEA documents to gain an understanding of the 
needs and infrastructures already in place at the SSIP sites, additionally readiness 
assessments were utilized to triangulate the documents reviewed. To plan supports for 
them, systems coaches continue to work with local leadership teams to recognize 
challenges, apply professional learning, and identify areas of need for SSIP 
implementation and sustainability.  


• There are currently six math and coaching contracts in place to support SSIP sites in 
professional learning.  


• Three mathematics professional learning opportunities were developed, and each was 
repeated regionally to allow more participants to attend. (March 19 and 21, October 15 
and 17, 2019, and January 22 and 24, 2020). As part of the post-training evaluation, data 
were collected regarding the quality and relevance of each of the events. The survey 
items solicited responses about the extent to which the sessions “meet the stated 
objectives”, included “effective adult learning principles”, and “provided relevant 
strategies and information.” There was agreement across all trainings sessions that they 
were of high quality, relevant, and useful.  


Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation   


The State Director of Special Education has made numerous visits to various stakeholder 
groups to increase awareness of Vermont’s SSIP and SiMR; information and data are currently 
disseminated through “State of the State Office Hours” with LEA special education 
administrators. Other SSIP specific information is transmitted through the VT SSIP 
Transformation Team, specifically through the systems coaches. Updates and data are shared 
and analyzed with sites at regular virtual networking days. Each site then sets a course of action 
aligned with their continuous improvement plan.  
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Stakeholder engagement is imperative to the success of the SSIP work in Vermont, therefore 
the VT SSIP Transformation Team has intentionally engaged a variety of stakeholder 
groups. Table 9 of the SSIP Implementation Plan [Appendix F] for  the VT SSIP Transformation 
Team describes specific stakeholder engagement activities to-date that include stakeholder 
involvement with internal AOE teams, statewide PBIS staff, LEA leadership teams, 
consultations with national TA providers, and updates/communication to groups or individuals 
who have expressed interest in this work.  


Most recently, AOE staff met with the Vermont Special Education Advisory Council (VSEAC) 
on March 19, 2020 and reviewed the SSIP; solicited feedback and thoughts of ongoing 
implementation; received input regarding SPP/APR target setting and amending of the SiMR. 
VSEAC members were unanimously in favor of expanding the SiMR to all students with 
disabilities, with the suggestion that data be collected for all disability categories for easier 
analysis of which groups may fall under disproportionality. The members supported more 
activities around the coaching model; and recommended more data be collected on equitable 
access, presence in and engagement of students with disabilities in math classes. The VSEAC, in 
a previous consultation, decided to keep SPP/APR targets at their current levels; and to reset 
them next year in view of carefully setting rigorous yet achievable targets. As the SSIP work 
continues to progress, the membership of the stakeholder groups will continue to be reviewed 
and redefined. Input and feedback gathered from these stakeholders through engagement 
activities will be incorporated into the process for scale-up of the SSIP. 


C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes 


The evaluation plan for the Vermont SSIP was developed during Phase II of the SSIP process, 
using a participatory evaluation approach in which the external evaluators worked closely with 
the SSIP Transformation Team to develop an evaluation plan and performance indicators for 
reporting.  


To ensure that the VT SSIP Transformation Team has a means of assessing whether the 
strategies described in the theory of action are leading toward the desired results, the logic 
model and evaluation plan include more specific outcomes and measures. These measures 
include methods to assess changes in infrastructure at both the state and local level, increased 
skills/knowledge at the school and teacher level, and improved proficiency in mathematics at 
the student level. 


The evaluation measures are mapped to the short, intermediate, and long-term outcomes 
included in the logic model, as well as timelines for collecting data to address progress. In the 
short-term, measures are aimed at implementation progress and include increased knowledge 
(e.g., personnel who are responsible for providing math instruction) gain and skills regarding 
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improved mathematics instruction, PBIS, and parents’ awareness of these practices. For the 
intermediate outcomes, the measure will examine the fidelity of implementation of the VT SSIP 
evidence-based practices. These outcomes lead to the long-term outcome of increasing math 
proficiency for students in grades 3, 4, & 5 and identified with an emotional disturbance. 


To ensure the evaluation is on track and provides timely data for decision making, data 
collection timelines are included in the VT SSIP evaluation plan. These timelines are aligned to 
the scheduled professional learning and regular administration of self-assessments (e.g., PBIS 
TFI). In this way, the results can be reported on timelines that are integrated in the regular 
meeting schedule for the SSIP Transformation Team and stakeholders. The methods include a 
mix of quantitative and qualitative approaches depending on the nature of the performance 
measure. Where possible, data collection draws from existing data sources and/or builds on 
those already being collected to minimize the burden on SSIP sites. 


The following charts, tables, and narrative provide and interpret annual performance data for 
the key performance measures contained in the evaluation plan. These specific performance 
measures align with the stages of implementation for this year’s SSIP reporting period.  


Knowledge of NCTM Eight Effective Mathematics Teaching Practices 


Four sets of data were used to assess the quality of implementation and impact of the SSIP 
mathematics professional learning EdCamps. Professional learning included three sets of 
two regional EdCamp sessions and follow-up instructional mathematics coaching for SSIP 
sites. The data sets include the results from the February 2020 SSIP Mathematics Impact 
Survey, EdCamp evaluation data, mathematics coaching log data, and the baseline results of 
the fall 2019 Mathematics Belief Survey. The C.1 performance measure is the average of the 
SSIP administrator (94%) and SSIP teacher data (90%), or 92%. 


Figure C.1 – Knowledge of NCTM Eight Effective Math Teaching Practices 


School Personnel Outcome Performance Measure Annual 
Performance Data 


School personnel who are 
responsible for providing math 
instruction are knowledgeable 
about the NCTM Eight 
Effective Mathematics Teaching 
Practices. 


100% of school personnel 
participating in math professional 
learning report increased 
knowledge in the NCTM Eight 
Effective Mathematics Teaching 
Practices. 


2018 - 95% 


2019 - 90% 


2020 – 92% 
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SSIP Mathematics Impact Survey Results 


In February 2020, 116 participants from the three VT SSIP EdCamp sessions held during this 
reporting period were surveyed to gather their perceptions of the impact of the training and 
coaching provided on (1) their knowledge of the NCTM eight effective mathematics teaching 
practices, (2) their instructional practices, and (3) students’ mathematics performance. Of the 
116 people surveyed, 49 responded for a response rate of 42%. Of the 23 teacher respondents, 16 
were from SSIP sites and seven were from non-SSIP sites. Of the 26 administrators who 
responded, 13 were from SSIP sites and 13 were from non-SSIP sites. Qualitative feedback from 
participants is included in Appendix G.  


Knowledge of the NCTM Eight Effective Mathematics Teaching Practices 


The first set of questions asked about teachers’ perceptions of their level of knowledge of the 
NCTM eight effective mathematics teaching practices. Chart 1 displays the average results for 
administrators, administrators’ perceptions of their teachers, and for teacher respondents. The 
results are disaggregated by SSIP and non-SSIP sites.  


Administrators from SSIP sites (94%) and non-SSIP sites (89%) were most likely to report they 
were knowledgeable or very knowledgeable of the NCTM eight effective mathematics teaching 
practices. Teachers at SSIP sites (90%) and non-SSIP sites (84%) perceived slightly less 
knowledge of the NCTM eight effective mathematics teaching practices. The lowest ratings 
were provided by administrators for their teachers’ knowledge of the eight NCTM eight 
effective mathematics teaching practices.  


Chart 1: Percent of Respondents Reporting They Were Knowledgeable or Very 
Knowledgeable about the NCTM Eight Effective Mathematics Teaching Practices 


94%


56%


90%89%


63%


84%


Adminstrators' Reported
Knowledge


Adminstrators' Perceptions of
Teachers' Knowledge


Teachers' Reported
Knowledge


SSIP Non-SSIP


Next, administrators and teachers were asked to rate their knowledge of using evidence-based 
mathematics teaching practices (Chart 2 on the next page). SSIP administrators rated themselves 
the lower than non-SSIP administrators, with 82% reporting they were knowledgeable or very 
knowledgeable about evidence-based mathematics teaching practices. All non-SSIP 
administrators reported they were knowledgeable or very knowledgeable about evidence-based 







Vermont’s State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR): To improve proficiency of math performance for students 
identified as having an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4, and 5. 


VT SSIP Year 4 Phase III Report 
(Revised: March 29, 2020) 


Page 9 


mathematics practices. The SSIP administrators perceived their teachers to have greater 
knowledge of evidence-based mathematics teaching practices (91%), while 94% of the SSIP 
teachers felt they were knowledgeable or very knowledgeable about evidence-based 
mathematics teaching practices. All non-SSIP administrators and teachers who responded 
perceived they were knowledgeable or very knowledgeable about evidence-based mathematics 
teaching practices. 


Chart 2: Percent of Respondents Reporting They Were Knowledgeable or Very 
Knowledgeable about Evidence Based Practices for Mathematics 


82%
91% 94%100%


91%
100%


Adminstrators' Reporting of
Their Knowledge


Adminstrators' Perceptions of
Teachers' Knowledge


Teachers' Reporting of Their
Knowledge


SSIP Non-SSIP


When asked, all SSIP teachers rated their confidence in establishing a culture of learning and 
high expectations for each and every student, were confident or very confident in their ability to 
do so, compared to 86% of the non-SSIP teachers (Chart 3). A greater percentage of non-SSIP 
administrators (92%) were confident or very confident they have established a culture of 
learning and high expectations for each and every student than SSIP administrators (82%). Both 
groups of administrators perceived the same degree of confidence (82%) in their teachers’ 
ability to establish a culture of learning and high expectations for each and every student. 


Chart 3: Percent of Respondents Reporting They Were Confident or Very Confident 
in Establishing a Culture of Learning and High Expectations for Each and Every Student 


82% 82%
100%


92%
82% 86%


Adminstrators' Confidence Adminstrators' Perceptions of
Teachers' Confidence


Teachers' Confidence


SSIP Non-SSIP


Teacher and Student Outcomes 


The last set of questions addressed the impact the SSIP professional learning (EdCamps and 
follow-up mathematics instructional coaching) had on the teacher and student outcomes 
bulleted below:  
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• Mathematics teachers’ classroom instructional practices for all students, including
those identified with an emotional disturbances,  and/or other disabilities;


• Improved math performance of all students, including those identified with an
emotional disturbances,  and/or other disabilities; and


• Student engagement.


Teachers from SSIP sites (95%) and non-SSIP sites (100%) were in strong agreement that the 
professional learning impacted their instruction, their students’ engagement, and math 
performance, including students with emotional disturbances (Chart 4). Administrators were in 
less agreement, with 79% of SSIP administrators and 73% of non-SSIP administrators perceiving 
an impact on their teachers’ instruction and students’ mathematics performance.  


Chart 4: Percent of Respondents Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing the Professional Learning 
Had an Impact on Teacher and Student Outcomes 


95%
79%


100%


73%


Teachers Administrators
SSIP Non-SSIP


EdCamp Evaluation Results 


Three sets of two regional mathematics EdCamp training opportunities were held on March 19 
and 21, October 15 and 17, 2019, and January 22 and 24, 2020. Participants included special 
education and general education teachers, math coaches/interventionists, and school and 
district administrators from SSIP and non-SSIP schools. The EdCamps provided training on a 
continuum of math instruction and supports within an MTSS framework. The learning 
objectives for the last three sets of regional EdCamps are bulleted below:  


• Facilitate meaningful mathematical discourse;
• Use and connect mathematical representations;
• Pose purposeful questions;
• Further develop a collective understanding of “equity” and “equitable access” to high


levels of learning for all students at the universal level;
• Review specific skills and competences necessary to create learning environments that


are responsive to the needs of all students (integration of social, emotional and academic
development);


• Explore the alignment of a vision for student success and the educational environments
and experiences provided for students and adults; and


• Consider and discuss schools’ vision of student success.
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During the previous two reporting periods, data from the end-of-training surveys were used to 
inform the performance measure regarding increased knowledge as a result of the EdCamp 
professional learning. The survey included an item asking respondents to rate the extent to 
which they agreed that the session helped them "extend knowledge in topics that are relevant 
to my needs and those of my school/district."  


As shown in Chart 5, on average, 92% of the EdCamp participants from SSIP sites agreed or 
strongly agreed that their knowledge of the EdCamp content was increased due to their 
participation. Results across the three EdCamps varied from 87% in January 2020 to 96% at the 
October 2019 EdCamp. The 92% average score was a small increase from the 90% average score 
on the 2019 Phase III report, but a small decrease in the percentage of participants reporting 
increased knowledge from the 95% baseline result reported in the 2018 Phase III report (see 
Chart 6). Due to the changing participation in each EdCamp session, care must be taken in 
making comparisons across years.  


Chart 5: Knowledge of Training Content after 
EdCamp 


87%


96%


93%


92%


January '20
(n=28)


October '19
(n=24)


March '19
(n=23)


Average


Chart 6: Knowledge of Training Content 
Over Time 


95% 90% 92%


2018 Phase III
Report


2019 Phase III
Report


2020 Phase III
Report


In addition to agreeing that their knowledge increased because of the mathematics professional 
learning, EdCamp participants also reported they had increased understanding of equitable 
access to high quality, universal mathematics learning experiences in alignment with schools' 
vision of success for all students. The respondents were asked to rate their understanding prior 
to and after the EdCamp session. As shown in Chart 7 (on the next page), participants’ 
understanding increased from prior to the EdCamp (42%) to after the EdCamp (77%). This 
question was not asked in 2018 and 2019, so no longitudinal data are available. 
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Chart 7: Understanding of equitable access to high quality, universal mathematics learning 
experiences in alignment with schools' vision of success for ALL students 


78%


67%


86%


77%


30%


42%


54%


42%


March '19 (n=23)


October '19 (n=24)


January '20 (n=28)


Average


Prior After


Mathematics Coaching Log Data 


To support the training offered through the EdCamps, on-site instructional-level coaching 
was provided to math educators at participating SSIP sites. Between February 2019 and 
January 2020, mathematics coaches made 59 visits to SSIP sites, with a total of 108 coaching 
activities conducted with mathematics educators in the five participating sites. As shown in 
Chart 8, the most frequent type of coaching was general technical assistance, followed by 
action planning. Less coaching time was spent on self-assessments and modeling. 


Chart 8: Number and Type of Coaching Activities 


10


3


7


8


21


69


Other


Modeling


Self-Assessment


Introductory Meeting


Action Planning


Technical Assistance


The mathematics coaches were asked to identify what outcomes occurred as a result of their 
coaching. All of the outcomes are themed and included in Appendix H. Table 1 (on the next 
page) displays the outcome categories and the number of comments listed for each category. 
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Table 1: Coaching Outcomes as Identified by VT SSIP Mathematics Coaches 
Coaching Outcomes Coaching Outcomes 


Improved Planning (10) Improved Capacity of District Coaches (3) 


Increased Teacher Confidence (6) Improved Unit/Lesson Planning (3) 


Improved Teacher Performance (5) Better Assessments (2) 


Better Use of Curriculum (4) Improved Support to Struggling Students (2) 


Better Access to Teaching Resources (4) Improved Scheduling (2) 


Mathematics Belief Survey Baseline Results 


To assess growth in educators’ self-efficacy, or confidence, in providing mathematics 
instruction and using data, a pilot Mathematics Belief Survey was administered in February 
2019 with eight SSIP teachers in two schools. In October 2019, the Mathematics Belief Survey 
was administered to 187 SSIP personnel across the five SSIP sites. Of the 187 responses, 48 
usable responses were received for a 26% response rate. Summary of the results, 
disaggregated by the respondents’ tenure as teachers is presented below.  


In Chart 9, each of the items were written in a negative manner. A lower rating is more 
desirable. Participants with more educational experience were more likely to disagree that 
some students simply won’t “get” math, no matter what they do (1.53). They also were more 
likely to agree (1) that all of their students would be good at math if they would just work 
harder and were provided more practice (1.88) and (2) that it doesn't matter whether 
students get the right answer as long as they understand the math concepts inherent in a 
problem (2.60). 


Chart 9: Use of Assessment Results to Drive Instruction, by Length of Tenure 
(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 


2.60


1.88


1.53


2.00


1.86


2.00


2.17


1.67


1.83


1 2 3 4


It doesn't matter whether students get the right
answer as long as they understand the math


concepts inherent in a problem.


All of my students would be good at math if they
would just work harder and I provide more


practice.


In math there will always be some students who
simply won't "get it" no matter what I do.


5 or Less Years (n=6) 6 to 10 Years (n=7) More than 10 Years (n=36)


As shown in Chart 10 (on the next page), participants with more educational experience 
were in greater agreement regarding their ability to make changes in their instruction based 
on formative assessment results (3.43) and their confidence and ability to interpret student 
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data (3.29), and to communicate what they learned to teachers, students, and parents (3.23). 
Respondents with the least experience were in less agreement for each item. The largest 
difference between respondents with differing levels of experience was in their confidence 
to interpret student data. 


Chart 10: Use of Assessment Results to Drive Instruction, by Length of Tenure 
(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 


3.29


3.23


3.03


3.43


3.14


3.00


2.86


3.29


2.67


2.67


2.67


3.17


1 2 3 4


Overall, I am confident in my ability to interpret
student data.


I am confident to communicate data related to
student performance to teachers, students, and


parents.


I know what instructional changes to make when
data show that students are not successful in


math.


I make changes to my math instruction based on
formative assessment results.


5 or Less Years (n=6) 6 to 10 Years (n=7) More than 10 Years (n=36)


As the VT SiMR focuses on improving the mathematics proficiency of students with emotional 
disturbances, an understanding of social-emotional learning (SEL) is important. Respondents 
with less teaching experience were slightly more confident in their skills to provide instruction 
on SEL to their students (3.33), while more experienced respondents felt that teachers had 
considerable influence over student behavior (3.37) (Chart 11).  


Chart 11: Social Emotional Learning Outcomes, by Length of Tenure 
(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 


3.37


3.06


3.29


3.29


3.00


3.33


1 2 3 4


Teachers have considerable influence over student
behavior.


I feel confident in my ability to provide instruction
on social, emotional, behavioral learning to my


students.


5 or Less Years (n=6) 6 to 10 Years (n=7) More than 10 Years (n=36)
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Implementing PBIS 


The fidelity of PBIS implementation data below are based on the results from the spring 2017, 
2018, and 2019 PBIS TFI. The TFI includes measures to assess fidelity of core PBIS features at all 
three tiers. The SSIP sites are at varying levels of implementing PBIS. Not all sites are 
implementing all three tiers. These data reflects the percentage of sites implementing each tier 
with fidelity. During this reporting period, nine SSIP schools were implementing PBIS Tiers 1 
and 2, with four schools implementing Tier 3 PBIS practices (Chart 12). 


Figure C.2 – Implementing PBIS 


School Personnel Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance 
Data 


School personnel implement 
effective EBPs for academics and 
social/emotional learning as part of 
MTSS. 


80% of SSIP sites 
implement PBIS with 
fidelity. 


Tier 1 – 63% in 2017 
77% in 2018 


              77% in 2019 
Tier 2 –  60% in 2017 


69% in 2018 
              64% in 2019 
Tier 3 –  75% in 2017 


73% in 2018 
              77% in 2019 


On average, the SSIP schools’ Tier 1 fidelity results remained the same as in 2018, with an 
increase in the degree of Tier 1 fidelity by 14% since spring 2017. The average Tier 2 fidelity 
score of 64% was 5% lower than in 2018, but still higher than the 2017 baseline. The average 
2019 Tier 3 TFI score was 77%, up from 73% in 2018. Using the established criteria of 70% on 
the TFI to indicate fidelity of implementation, SSIP schools were implementing Tiers 1 and 3 
with fidelity but were 6% below Tier 2 fidelity.  


Chart 12: VT SSIP Schools PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory Results 


63% 60%


75%77%
69% 73%77%


64%


77%


Tier I Tier II Tier III


Spring 2017 Spring 2018 Spring 2019
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Parents Report Effective Communication 


This performance measure was based on the results of the APR Indicator 8 Parent Involvement 
Survey. To report these data, results from the SSIP sites where the score on the parent survey 
indicated a positive involvement (met criteria) were analyzed for those parents/families of 
students with emotional disturbance and all students with disabilities in grades 3-5.  


Figure C.3 – Parents Report Effective Communication 


Parent Communication Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance 
Data 


Parents and schools communicate 
effectively regarding their 
students’ math proficiency and 
the IEP process 


80% of parents at the SSIP sites 
report effective communication with 
school staff regarding their students’ 
academic and behavioral supports. 


2016-17 - 67% 


2017-18 - 0% 


2018-19 – 33% 


Only three surveys were returned from parents of a student with an emotional disturbance at 
an SSIP site, with one survey (33%) meeting the criteria for parent involvement (Table 2). While 
this was an increase from 2017-2018, it is still below the 2016-2017 success rate of 67%. The 
extremely small number of students impacted in the three grades limits the interpretation of 
these results. 


Similarly, a small number of 2018-2019 surveys were returned from parents of all students with 
an IEP in SSIP schools. The 2018-2019 success rate of 29% was higher than the previous year, 
but lower than the 2016-17 success rate of 40%. All of these data are lower than desired. The 
AOE is viewing tools, such as IDEA’s Making the Most of Parent Involvement Data: Improving 
Quality and Enhancing Understanding and Enhancing Understanding in Part C Family and Part B 
Parent Surveys Webinar as methods for increasing the parent response rate statewide. The AOE 
is rebuilding relationships with parent groups and reviewing survey contract content for best 
practices that yield greater response rates. 


Table 2: Percent Involved for Indicator 8 Surveys 



https://ideadata.org/resources/resource/1926/making-the-most-of-parent-involvement-data-improving-quality-and-enhancing

https://ideadata.org/resources/resource/1926/making-the-most-of-parent-involvement-data-improving-quality-and-enhancing

https://ideadata.org/resources/resource/128/improving-data-quality-in-part-c-family-and-part-b-parent-surveys-webinar

https://ideadata.org/resources/resource/128/improving-data-quality-in-part-c-family-and-part-b-parent-surveys-webinar
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SSIP Sites Report: Impact of Educational Benefit Review Training 


During the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years, all SSIP sites received professional learning 
on the Educational Benefit Review (EBR) process to improve and reflect on the quality of IEPs. 
To address this performance measure, end of training evaluation data were collected to gauge 
the impact of the training on participants’ knowledge of the EBR process and their likeliness to 
use what they learned to reflect on IEP practices. 


Figure C.4 – Impact of Educational Benefit Review Training 


EBR Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance Data 


School staff have 
greater capacity to 
develop and 
review the IEPs 
they develop. 


80% of SSIP sites report 
improved knowledge of 
the EBR process.  


• 100% of respondents in 2020 (also in 2018
and 2019) gained knowledge on the EBR
process.


• 98% of respondents in 2020, 96% in 2019,
and 98% in 2018) reported they were
likely to use the EBR process to reflect on
IEPs.


Results of end-of-training surveys from the sessions conducted at each SSIP site indicated that 
participants gained knowledge and aspired to apply their learning about the EBR process. 
Chart 13 displays the results of the analysis of participants’’ knowledge of the EBR process 
before and after the sessions. Only 22% of participants perceived knowledge of the EBR 
process prior to the training. After the training, all the respondents (100%) indicated they had 
some level of knowledge of the EBR process. 


Training participants were also asked how likely they were to use the Educational Benefit 
Review Process to reflect on IEP practices in the future. A total of 75% of the respondents 
reported they were very likely to use the EBR process, with 23% stating they were somewhat 
likely to do so. Only 2% replying they were not all likely to use the EBR process (Chart 14). 


Chart 13: Percent of Respondents 
Reporting Knowledge of the EBR Process 


22%


100%


Prior to Training After Training


Chart 14: Percent of Respondents Likely 
to Use the EBR Process to Reflect on IEP 


Practices 
2%


23%


75%


Not at all Likely Somewhat Likely Likely
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Last, training participants were asked to give formative feedback on the training provided. On 
average participants felt that the presenter answered their questions (94%), the time was well 
spent (91%), and the professional learning provided would change the way they write IEPs 
(89%) (Chart 15).  


Chart 15: Percent of Respondents Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing about the 
Quality of Educational Benefit Review Training 


94% 91% 89%


The presenter answered all of my
questions.


I feel the time today was well spent. This professional learning will
change the way I write IEPs.


Equitable Access in Mathematics 


For the equitable access in mathematics measure in Figure C.5 below, we analyzed Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE) settings data. The 2018-2019 school year is the most current year 
we have data for.  


Figure C.5 – Equitable Access in Mathematics 


Student Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance 
Data 


Students with ED in grades 
3-5 have equitable access to
universal instruction in math 
with effective behavior 
supports. 


100% of students with ED at SSIP sites 
have equitable access and participate in 
core mathematics instruction through 
academic accommodations and 
behavioral supports. 


2016-17 - 87% 


2017-18 - 81% 


2018-19 – 90% 


An analysis of the LRE data at the SSIP sites indicates in 2018-2019, 90% of the students with an 
emotional disturbance participated in the general education classroom at least 80% of the day, 
compared to the state average of 84% (Chart 16 on the next page). In 2018-2019, 93% of all 
students with disabilities, were in general education settings at least 80% of the day, versus the 
90% state average (Chart 17 on the next page). For both groups of students, the SSIP sites had 
greater percentages of students in more inclusive settings than the state average for 2018-2019. 
None of the SSIP students with were in general education settings less than 40% of the time. 


Charts 18 and 19 (also on the next page) display the LRE data longitudinally for students with 
emotional disturbances and all students with disabilities. There was a 5% increase in the 
percentage of students with emotional disturbances in SSIP sites in the most inclusive setting 
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in 2018-2019. The state average increased by 2% during this same time period. The percentage 
of students with disabilities spending 80% or more of their time in general education settings 
increased slightly between the 2017-2018 and the 2018-2019 school years, for both the SSIP and 
state average. 


Chart 16: Primary Environments where 
Students with an Emotional Disturbance 


Receive Instruction (2018-19) 


0%
10%


90%


5%
11%


84%


% LRE <40% % LRE 40%-79% % LRE At Least
80%


SSIP  Sites State  Average


Chart 17: Primary Environments where 
all Students with Disabilities Receive 


Instruction (2018-19) 


0%
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93%


2%
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90%


% LRE <40% % LRE 40%-79% % LRE At Least
80%
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Chart 18: Percent of Students with an 
Emotional Disturbance Receiving Instruction 
in General Education Settings 80% or More  


81%
90%86% 84%


2017-2018 2018-2019


SSIP State


Chart 19: Percent of Students with 
Disabilities Receiving Instruction in 


General Education Settings 80% or More 


87% 93%89% 90%


2017-2018 2018-2019
SSIP State


Mathematics Proficiency 


Vermont students in grades 3 through 9 take the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium 
(SBAC) which is a set of computer adaptive tests for English Language Arts and Mathematics 
developed by a national consortium currently made up of 15 states, the U.S. Virgin Islands, 
and the Bureau of Indian Education. This was the fifth year Vermont students participated in 
the SBAC. The Vermont students with significant cognitive disabilities participate in the 
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Vermont Alternate Assessment (VTAA). While the state assessments are taken in the spring, 
the results generally are not available until the SPP/APR filing in February each year. This year, 
students with a primary or secondary label of an emotional disturbance were included in the 
SiMR analysis. 


Figure C.6 Mathematics Proficiency 


Student Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance 
Data 


Students with ED in grades 
3-5 will increase proficiency
in mathematics.


7.7% of students with an emotional 
disturbance at SSIP sites are 
proficient in math on the SBAC or 
the VTAA. 


% proficient 
FFY 2017 – 9.1% 
FFY 2018 – 25.0% 


     FFY 2019 – 20.0% 


The 2017 and 2018 data for this performance indicator are different than reported previously, 
due to the inclusion of students in the VTAA and those identified as having an emotional 
disturbance as their secondary and tertiary diagnosis this year. The 2017 and 2018 SiMRs were 
recalculated using this new definition. As a result, each year the SiMR target was met. 
Expanding the SiMR requires a change to the SPP/APR indicator 17 baseline and target 
numbers. Vermont is extending current targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019. New 
targets will be set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and 
advisement. The aim is to have targets which are rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder 
input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council. On the 2019 state 
assessments, the highest proficiency rates were for students with an emotional disturbance in 
third grade (25%) (Chart 20). Similar results were found for third grade students with 
disabilities (Chart 21). 


Chart 20: Percentage of Students with an 
Emotional Disturbance at SSIP Sites 
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Chart 21: Percentage of all Students with 
Disabilities at SSIP Sites Achieving 


Proficiency on State Assessments 
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Chart 22 displays the average proficiency rates for students with an emotional disturbance 
versus the state average for the same population on the 2017, 2018, and 2019 SBAC and VTAA. 
In each year, the SSIP sites had higher rates of proficiency for students with an emotional 
disturbance than the state average. However, when comparing the average proficiency rates 
for all students with disabilities versus the state average for the same population on the 2017 - 
2019 SBAC and VTAA, students with disabilities at the five SSIP sites had lower proficiency 
rates than the state average (Chart 23). In 2018 and 2019 the results between the SSIP sites and 
the state average were almost identical.  


Chart 22: Percentage of Students with an 
Emotional Disburbance at SSIP Sites 


Achieving Proficiency on State Assessments, 
Compared to the State Average 


9.1% 8.6%
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Chart 23: Percentage of all Students with 
Disabilities at SSIP Sites Achieving 
Proficiency on State Assessments, 


Compared to the State Average 


4.7%


12.6%13.6% 13.8%12.5% 13.9%


SSIP State
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Implementing SSIP Activities 


To assess progress on systems to support SSIP implementation activities, the original SSIP 
external evaluators developed a rubric based on the National Implementation Research 
Network (NIRN) “Stages of Implementation Analyses: Where are we?” resource. Using the 
Evaluation of Implementation Rubric, the Vermont SSIP Implementation Plan (Appendix F) 
proposed activities for each driver. For this performance measure, implementation activities 
for each driver were reviewed and categorized as completed or not.  


AOE staff and the external evaluator reviewed the SSIP Implementation Plan and identified 
activity completion dates that were not met as planned. The review included only those 
activities across all the implementation stages that were intended to be completed by this 
implementation year (n=84). In Appendix F, if an implementation activity has been completed, 
the school year in which that occurred is highlighted in green. 
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Figure C.7– Implementing SSIP Activities 


Implementation Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance 
Data 


AOE SSIP activities are 
completed as outlined in 
the implementation plan. 


100% of AOE SSIP activities are 
achieved as evidenced by the 
implementation plan [Appendix F]. 


2018 - 91% 


2019 – 90% 


2020 – 87% 


An analysis of the completed activities for each of the competency drivers indicates that on 
average, 87% (n=73) of the scheduled 21 activities across four stages of implementation (n=84), 
across the nine drivers have been completed (Table 3 on the next page). All of the proposed 
implementation activities for the drivers related to selection, training, and data-based 
decision-making implementation activities have been completed. The coaching (63%) and 
stakeholder engagement (75%) have the smallest percentage of completed activities.  


Table 3: Percentage of Completed Activities, by Competency Drivers 


Drivers Number of 
Activities 


Number of 
Completed Activities  


Percentage of 
Completed Activities  


1. Selection 8 8 100% 


2. Training 16 16 100% 


3. Coaching 8 5 63% 


4. Facilitative Administration 8 7 88% 


5. Systemic Supports 16 13 81% 


6. Evaluation and Progress Monitoring 8 7 88% 


7. Data-Driven Decision Making 4 4 100% 


8. Development of Leadership Teams 8 7 88% 


9. Stakeholder Engagement 8 6 75% 


Total 84 73 87% 


Systems to Support SSIP through SSIP Transformation Team 


Over the last four years, the Team Functioning Survey1 was administered to the members of the 
SSIP Transformation Team. This instrument provides a means to assess effective teaming across 


                                                      
1 Based on Internal Collaborative Functioning Scales, p. 89, in Evaluating Collaboratives: Reaching the 
Potential (G3658-8). Ellen Taylor- Powell, Boyd Rossing and Jean Geran. 1998. University of Wisconsin-
Extension 
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an array of aspects (e.g., clear vision/mission, effective internal and external communication, 
clear roles/ responsibilities). Figure C.8 displays the implementation outcome, performance 
measure, and annual performance data of the Team Functioning Survey. 


Figure C.8– Systems to Support SSIP through VT SSIP Transformation Team 


Implementation Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance Data 


AOE has a system in place to 
support improved math 
proficiency within MTSS. 


Improved ratings of 
AOE SSIP team(s) 
functioning. 


2017 = 71% positive ratings 


2018 = 10% positive ratings 


2019 = 38% positive ratings 


2020 = 44% positive ratings 


Chart 24 displays the average ratings on the Team Functioning Survey for all respondents, for 
each year, using a four-point scale. The 2020 Team Functioning Survey results (m=2.9) show a 
small increase from 2018 to 2019 (m=2.8), almost reaching the 2017 baseline (m=3.0).  


Chart 24: Results of Vermont SSIP Team Functioning Survey 2017 - 2020 
(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) 
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While on average the 2020 Transformation Team Survey results were the second highest 
across the four years of the VT SSIP, they were still lower than desirable. There were 
variations in perceptions of effective teaming between AOE staff and the external 
Transformation Team members, with external members in greater agreement with each of the 
12 survey items. Across the three themes of Roles and Goals, Organizational Processes, and 
Communication and Trust, the 2020 respondents were in most agreement with the 
Communication and Trust theme, specifically internal communication, trust of fellow 
members, and the ability to manage conflict. 


Systems to Support SSIP through Implementation Activities 


The implementation rubric discussed in section C.7, on pages 21-22, was also used to review 
each driver to determine if the activity was sustained or not. In Appendix F, if an 
implementation activity has been sustained, the school year in which that occurred is 
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highlighted in green. Figure C.9 provides the number and percentage of activities under each 
driver that have been sustained.  


Figure C.9 – Systems to Support SSIP through Implementation Activities 


Implementation Outcome Performance Measure Annual Performance 
Data 


AOE has a system in place 
to support improved math 
proficiency within MTSS. 


80% of AOE SSIP activities move 
toward sustainability stage as 
evidenced by the implementation plan. 


2018 - 27% 


2019 - 59% 


2020 – 52% 


Table 4 lists the implementation science competency drivers, the number of activities, and the 
number and percent of sustained activities. At this stage of SSIP implementation, all of the 
activities related to selection, training, and data-driven decision making are being sustained. 
Conversely, none of the coaching or stakeholder engagement activities are sustained at this 
point. The facilitative administrative supports, systemic supports, evaluation, and 
development of leadership team drivers have some activities sustained and others not.  


Table 4: Percentage of Sustained Activities, by Competency Driver 


Drivers Number of 
Activities 


Number of Activities 
Sustained 


Percentage of 
Activities Sustained 


1. Selection 2 2 100% 


2. Training 4 4 100% 


3. Coaching 2 0 0% 


4. Facilitative Administration 2 1 50% 


5. Systemic Supports 4 1 25% 


6. Evaluation and Progress Monitoring 2 1 50% 


7. Data-Driven Decision Making 1 1 100% 


8. Development of Leadership Teams 2 1 50% 


9. Stakeholder Engagement 2 0 0% 


Total 21 11 52% 


Although not at the fully sustained level, there are many on-going activities related to 
coaching and stakeholder engagement.  







Vermont’s State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR): To improve proficiency of math performance for students 
identified as having an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4, and 5. 


VT SSIP Year 4 Phase III Report 
(Revised: March 29, 2020) 


Page 25 


D. Data Quality Issues


Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and achieving 
the SiMR 


Challenges in data quality, collection have been in the areas of: 


• In need of processes and instruments to assess implementation fidelity for
implementation of the NCTM eight effective mathematic teaching practices; family
engagement, and effectiveness of systems coaching;


• Change in data and team personnel has led to varied interpretations of data reporting
points (i.e. district data vs. only SSIP school data; emotional disturbance as primary
diagnosis vs. primary, secondary, and tertiary diagnoses);


• Information and activities need to be more closely targeting the SiMR in a way to effect
change (i.e. math proficiency for students identified as having an emotional
disturbance in grades 3, 4, & 5); and


• Our Theory of Action implementation plan lacks SEA and LEA level outputs -
outcomes. Clarification is needed as to what is meant by some of our strategies,
activities, outputs, and outcomes.


Vermont is a small state, therefore small “n” size continues to be a limitation within certain 
regions of the state. Data from those regions will need to be reported in aggregate form during 
the scale-up phase of the SSIP work. The VT SiMR was originally established to only 
include students in grades 3-5 identified as having an emotional disturbance as their primary 
disability on their IEP. Beginning with the 2019 SBAC data included in this report, Vermont 
has broadened the reporting of its SiMR data to include all students in grades 3, 4, & 5 
identified as having an emotional disturbance, regardless if the disability was considered 
primary, secondary, or tertiary. Expanding the SiMR requires changing our SPP/APR baseline 
and target numbers.  Vermont is extending current targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2019. New targets will be set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their 
feedback and advisement. The aim is to have targets which are rigorous yet achievable. Key 
stakeholder input on this was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council.   


In an effort to streamline the evaluation processes and data collection, much of the data 
reported in the first Phase III reports relied on data from training evaluation forms. Efforts are 
under way to broaden the data collection to assess the impact of VT SSIP activities. This 
includes the Mathematics EdCamp Impact Survey administered in February 2020 to gather 
feedback from EdCamp participants on the impact of their knowledge of the NCTM eight 
effective mathematics teaching practices, the impact on their mathematics instruction, and on 
students’ mathematics performance.  
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E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements


SSIP strategies are carefully executed to consider all relevant evidence-based practices and 
procedures intended to have the greatest impact on meeting the state’s SiMR. The VT 
SSIP Transformation Team collected and reviewed both qualitative and quantitative data for 
decision-making designed to improve student outcomes. Vermont’s small n-size lends itself to 
potential challenges when reporting only data related to the SiMR. Although the SiMR is 
related to students identified as having an emotional disturbance, again this year the scale-up 
is to include all students with disabilities in the current SSIP sites which could potentially 
increase the n-size to a reportable level.  If the professional learning and technical assistance 
offered to support teachers in changing their practice benefits students with an emotional 
disturbance, then it can also improve outcomes for all students in the classroom (general 
education and all students with disabilities).  


The new AOE members to the VT SSIP Transformation Team have consulted with 
stakeholders on all SPP/APR targets and determined that changing targets for the SiMR might 
make more sense to do when changes are made to all SPP/APR targets in the revised state plan.   
In the meantime, the AOE will continue to report data on both demographic groups to show a 
greater impact of the SiMR for all students in grades 3, 4, and 5.  


Infrastructure changes continue to be made based on data analysis and stakeholder feedback to 
ensure there is a framework in place which supports the development of SSIP practices at the 
local level and is sustainable for statewide scale-up. Progress towards achieving intended 
improvements are summarized below:  


• Aligning SSIP work to support other statewide initiatives;
• Considering data reporting on a larger population of students in grades 3, 4, and 5 (all


students with disabilities versus only students who qualify under the category of
emotional disturbance);


• Revising the VT SSIP Transformation Team structure so that it allows members to
engage in productive reflection with subsequent data-informed decision-making at
regularly scheduled meetings;


• As a relatively new team, the VT SSIP Transformation Team aspires to expand
membership to additional stakeholders (i.e. Vermont Family Network, the Special
Education Advisory Council, regional Special Education Directors’ meetings), Agency
inter-division representation), evaluation and content experts in that data-driven
decision-making; and


Focus on further developing leadership teams at the LEA level with the support of systems 
coaches.
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F. Plans for Next Year (SY2019-2020 Through February 2021)


SiMR Expansion 


After consultation with the Vermont Special Education Advisory Council (VSEAC), the 
Transformation Team decided to expand Vermont’s SiMR to include all students with 
disabilities. State turnover required the VT SSIP Transformation Team to revisit the shift to 
include all students with disabilities during the 2018-2019 reporting period. The team has 
considered Vermont’s small n-size, as well as determining that the professional learning 
offerings focused on all students, not just meeting the needs of students with an emotional 
disturbance, and that data analyses show the VT SSIP Transformation Team is in a position to 
direct activities and professional learning so to have a greater impact on the SiMR, and will 
coordinate with stakeholders for input on expanding to all students with disabilities in grades 3, 
4, & 5. 


Theory of Action: 


The Theory of Action will be re-examined and updated, using implementation science to ensure 
principal activities, measures, and outcomes align with and impact the expanded SiMR. 
Additionally, the scope of implementation and scale-up plans, including instructional practices, 
professional learning opportunities, and fidelity tools to support the regular analysis of 
implementation impact will be re-examined and revised. For all activities, engagement and 
feedback from stakeholders will be vital.  This includes the VT SSIP Transformation Team, SSIP 
participating teachers and leaders, and the Special Education Advisory Council. 


Infrastructure - Rebuilding Capacity 


With the help of the NCSI evaluation of infrastructure improvement tool, a deep analysis of 
current competencies and actions needed to ensure effective implementation of the SSIP will be 
completed. The AOE and the VT SSIP Transformation Team are in agreement that we need to 
rebuild capacity, identify benchmarks, and convene stakeholders in order to increase buy-in 
and scale-up efforts across the state. The VT SSIP Transformation Team anticipates that with the 
launching of a new website with a SSIP-dedicated page, this will re-engage stakeholders and 
raise awareness of Vermont’s SSIP and its SiMR in the field. 
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Vermont SSIP Transformation Team 


Name Role 


Kathleen Phannenstiel 
State Liaison 


National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) 


Brent Garrett 
External Evaluator 


Garrett Consulting, LLC 


Sherry Schoenberg 
Vermont BEST/PBIS Coordinator 


Center on Disability and Community Inclusion 


Amy Wheeler-Sutton Training and Development Coordinator, BEST Project-UVM 
Center on Disability and Community Inclusion 


Jacqui Kelleher 
State Director of Special Education 


Vermont Agency of Education 


Chris Kane 
Special Education Programs Manager 


Vermont Agency of Education 


Tonya Rutkowski 
Special Education Monitoring Program Manager 


Vermont Agency of Education 


Betty Roy 
Inclusive Systems Coordinator 
Vermont Agency of Education 


Jan Willey 
Systems Coach 


First Boomer Consulting, LLC 


Judi Maynard Systems Coach and Mathematics Lead Coach 
JLM Educational Consulting, LLC 
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Appendix B - Vermont Theory of Action 


We believe that if: The Vermont AOE in partnership with SUs/SDs develops highly functioning MTSS Leadership Teams, which in 
turn support the development and implementation of school-based MTSS Leadership Teams… 


Th
e


n
: 


Schools would: 
• Ensure design and use, with fidelity, of a


multi-tiered system of support for
academics and behavior with a focus on
math.


• Ensure that students with an emotional
disturbance would be accessing,
participating, and showing progress in
the universal math program.


• Ensure the universal math program
would be designed and delivered by the
highly skilled mathematics teacher who
uses the 8 Math Teaching Practices and
Universal Design for Learning (UDL).


Schools would: 


• Have a well-functioning MTSS which
includes:


o Leadership commitment to foster
equitable learning environments
which build resiliency,


o A culture of learning and high
expectations for each and every
child,


o High quality math instruction and
intervention across all ties of
instruction.


• Coordinate services with the local


mental health agency.


Teachers would: 


• Support the needs of students with ED by
implementing knowledge and skills
regarding the unique learning
characteristics of these students,
including:


o Highly effective mathematics
instruction and intervention practices,


o Effective classroom management
techniques,


o Strategies to develop resiliency, and


o Implementing trauma-informed
practices.


Teachers would: 


• Have the knowledge, skill, and
confidence to:


o Provide high quality math


instruction,


o Plan and deliver instruction for
students with diverse needs,


o Establish and maintain productive
and safe learning environments,
and


o Address challenging behaviors.


Parents would: 


• Be partners in the education process for
their child.


• Be supported in their understanding of


their child’s needs.


• Work closely with the school in the
development and implementation of their
child’s IEP.


Parents would: 


• Have the knowledge, skill, and
confidence to:


o Engage more fully in the


educational process,


o Support their child’s individual


needs, and


o Participate in the development and


implementation of their child’s IEP.


So that: 
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Students with an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4, and 5 will have a higher probability of being proficient in 
math as measured by a statewide comprehensive assessment. 
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Appendix C: Vermont SSIP Logic Model 


STRATEGIES 


Effective 
Collaboration 


High Quality 
Instruction & 
Intervention 


Balanced and 
Comprehensive 
Assessment 


Well-designed 
Professional 
Learning 


Systemic and 
Comprehensive 
Approach 


ACTIVITIES 


Collaborate 
with and 
engage 
stakeholder 
groups. 


Partner with 
leadership 
teams to 
support 
implementation 
of evidenced- 
based practices 
as part of MTSS. 


Provide 
professional 
learning and 
support for 8 
Math Teaching 
Practices and 
teaching 
approaches that 
allow successful 
participation for 
all students. 


OUTPUTS 


Stakeholder 
communication 
resources 


AOE Agreement 
of Responsibility 
with SU/SD SSIP 


Implementation 


Teams 


SSIP school 
MTSS planning 
documentation 


Contracts for 
professional 
learning 
provider(s) 


Training/Prof 
Learning events 


Master Calendar 
of Events 


Webinar(s) 


OUTCOMES 


Short Term 


● Stakeholders are engaged in SSIP implementation.


● School personnel who are responsible for providing math
instruction are knowledgeable about 8 Math Teaching Practices.


● School personnel are knowledgeable about evidence based
practices (EBP) and a culture of learning and high
expectations for each and every student.


● Parents are aware of the IEP process and their role in their


student’s education.


Intermediate 
● School personnel who are responsible for providing math


instruction implement 8 Math Teaching Practices with fidelity
as part of multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS).


● Students with emotional disturbance (ED) in Grades 3-5 have
increased access to universal instruction in math with effective
behavior supports.


● School personnel implement effective EBPs for academics and
social/emotional learning as part of MTSS.


● Parents and schools communicate effectively regarding their
students’ math proficiency, successful participation in
universal instruction, and the IEP process.


● AOE SSIP activities are completed as outlined in the
implementation plan.


Long Term 
● Students with ED in grades 3-5 will increase proficiency in


mathematics.


● AOE has a system in place to support improved math
proficiency within MTSS.


● Parents will have the knowledge, skills, and confidence to
engage more fully as partners in the educational process for
their child.


SSIP Phase III : B17 (March 2020
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Appendix D: VT SSIP Evaluation Plan 


Q1=Aug/Sept/Oct   Q2=Nov/Dec/Jan  Q3=Feb/Mar/Apr  Q4=May/June/July Y2 = SY 2017/2018 Y3 = SY 2018/2019 Y4 = SY 2019/2020 


Appendix F– Vermont’s Evaluation Plan for SSIP Data Collection 


SCHOOL PERSONNEL OUTCOMES 


Which Logic 


Model 


Outcome? 


Which 


Performance 


Measure? 


What 


Analysis/Method? 
What Data Sources? 


Who Has the 


Data? 


What 


Reporting 


Timeline? 


School 


personnel who 


are responsible 


for providing 


math 


instruction are 


knowledgeabl 


e about 8 Math 


Teaching 


Practices. 


[Short-term] 


(a) 100% of


school


personnel


participating in


math PL report


increased


knowledge in 8


Math Teaching


Practices.


• Qualitative


analysis of


results


• Descriptive & 


quantitative


analysis


• Comparative


analyses of PL


survey and


interview data


• Administrator


Interviews &


Listening


Tour


• PL pre/post


evaluation


survey


• SSIP School


LT Interviews


• AOE


• Evaluator


• Math PL


Consultant


• Y2Q2


• Y3Q1


• Y3Q2


• Y4Q1


School 


personnel who 


are responsible 


for providing 


math 


instruction 


apply the 8 


Math Teaching 


Practices as part 


of MTSS. 
[Intermediate] 


(b) 100% of SSIP


Sites effectively


apply the 8


Math Teaching


Practices.


• Comparison


analysis of


observation and


interview data


• Observation Tools


• SSIP School


LT Interviews


• AOE


• Evaluator


• SSIP School


LT


• Y2Q2


• Y2Q1


• Y2Q2


School 


personnel 


implement 


effective EBPs 


for academics 


and 


social/emotional 


learning as part 


of MTSS. 


[Intermediate] 


(c) 100% of


school


personnel


participating in


PL on Trauma


Sensitive


Environments


report increased


knowledge.


• Qualitative &


quantitative


analysis of


completion data


• PL pre/post


evaluation


survey


• Support


completion survey


• AOE


• Evaluator


• TSE


Consultant


• Y2Q4


• Y3Q4


• Y4Q4


(d) 80% of SSIP


Sites implement


PBIS with


• Descriptive


quantitative


analysis of


• PBIS Tiered


Fidelity Inventory


(TFI)


• AOE


• Evaluator


• PBIS


• Y2Q4


• Y3Q4


• Y4Q4
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VT SSIP Evaluation Plan 


Q1=Aug/Sept/Oct   Q2=Nov/Dec/Jan  Q3=Feb/Mar/Apr  Q4=May/June/July Y2 = SY 2017/2018 Y3 = SY 2018/2019 Y4 = SY 2019/2020 


Which Logic 


Model 


Outcome? 


Which 


Performance 


Measure? 


What 


Analysis/Method? 
What Data Sources? 


Who Has the 


Data? 


What 


Reporting 


Timeline? 


fidelity. fidelity data. 


• Qualitative


analysis of


interviews


• Comparison


analysis of


student data and


interview results


• SSIP Site LT


Interviews


PARENT COMMUNICATIONOUTCOMES 


Which Logic 


Model Outcome? 


Which 


Performance 


Measure? 


What 


Analysis/Method? 


What Data 


Sources? 


Who Has the 


Data? 


What 
Reporting 
Timeline? 


(e) 80% of parent • Descriptive


quantitative &


qualitative


analysis


• Pre/Post PL


Survey


• Parent Survey


• Toolkit Self-


Assessment


(school teams)


• AOE • Y2Q1


Parents are 


aware of the 


IEP process 


at the SSIP Sites


report increased


knowledge of


• Coach


• Consultant(s)


• Evaluator


• Y3Q1


• Y4Q1


and their role IEP process and


in their their role in the


student’s education of


education. their student


[Short-term] with disabilities.


(f) 80% of • Qualitative &


quantitative


analysis


• PL Needs


Assessment


• Pre/Post PL


Survey


• Toolkit Self-


Assessment


(school teams)


• APR Indicator 8


• PBIS Family


Engagement


• AOE • Y2Q1


Parents and parents at the • Consultant(s) • Y3Q1


schools SSIP Sites report • Y4Q1
communicate effective


effectively communication


regarding their with school staff


students’ math regarding their


proficiency and students’


the IEP process. academic and


[Intermediate] behavioral


supports.
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VT SSIP Evaluation Plan 


Q1=Aug/Sept/Oct   Q2=Nov/Dec/Jan  Q3=Feb/Mar/Apr  Q4=May/June/July Y2 = SY 2017/2018 Y3 = SY 2018/2019 Y4 = SY 2019/2020 


Which Logic 


Model Outcome? 


Which 


Performance 


Measure? 


What 


Analysis/Method? 


What Data 


Sources? 


Who Has the 


Data? 


What 
Reporting 
Timeline? 


Survey 


(g) 80% of SSIP


Sites report


effective


communication


with parents


regarding their


students’


academic and


behavioral


supports.


• Qualitative &


quantitative


analysis


• Comparative


analysis of


parent & school


data


• Pre/Post Ed


Benefit Review


survey


• AOE


• Coaches


• Consultant(s)


• Y2Q4


• Y3Q4


• Y4Q4


Parents will (h) SSIP Sites • Descriptive


quantitative


analysis


• Comparative


analyses of


parent &


administrator


data


• Administrator


Interviews


• AOE • Y2Q4


have the report • Evaluator • Y3Q4
knowledge, increased • Y4Q4
skills, and parent 


confidence to participation in 


engage more their child's 


fully as partners education. 


in the 


educational 


process for their 


child. 
[Long- term] 


STUDENT OUTCOMES 


Which Logic 
Model Outcome? 


Which 
Performance 


Measure? 


What 
Analysis/Method? 


What Data 
Sources? 


Who Has the 
Data? 


What 
Reporting 
Timeline? 


Students with 


ED in Grades 3-5 


have equitable 


access to 


universal 


instruction in 


math with 


effective 


(i) 100% of


students with


ED at SSIP Sites


have equitable


access and


participate in


core


mathematics


• Descriptive & 


quantitative


analysis


• Correlation & 


comparative


analysis


• Child Count


LRE Data


(>80%)


• Observation


Tools


• School student


data system


(office discipline


• AOE (on- 


site)


• Coaches


• Math TA


Consultant


• SSIP School


LT


• Y2Q2


• Y3Q2


• Y4Q2
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VT SSIP Evaluation Plan 


Q1=Aug/Sept/Oct   Q2=Nov/Dec/Jan  Q3=Feb/Mar/Apr  Q4=May/June/July Y2 = SY 2017/2018 Y3 = SY 2018/2019 Y4 = SY 2019/2020 


Which Logic 
Model Outcome? 


Which 
Performance 


Measure? 


What 
Analysis/Method? 


What Data 
Sources? 


Who Has the 
Data? 


What 
Reporting 
Timeline? 


behavior 


supports. 
[Intermediate] 


instruction, 


through 


academic 


accommodations 


and behavioral 


supports. 


referrals, 


attendance) 


Students with 


ED in grades 3- 


5 will increase 


proficiency in 


mathematics. 
[Long Term] 


(j) 7.2% of


students with


ED at SSIP sites


are proficient in


math.


• Descriptive


quantitative


analysis


including


trends


• Formative /


Interim


Assessments


(opt)


• Local Comp.


Assessment Plan


• AOE/CFP


Team


• SSIP School


LT


• Y2Q4


• Y3Q4


• Y4Q3


(k) Students


at SSIP sites


will continue


to


demonstrate


higher math


proficiency


than students


not


participating


in SSIP.


• Descriptive


quantitative


analysis


including


trends


• SBAC


• APR Indicator


3C


• Baseline 2017-18


Annual Data


going forward


• AOE • Y3Q2


• Y4Q2
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VT SSIP Evaluation Plan 


Q1=Aug/Sept/Oct   Q2=Nov/Dec/Jan  Q3=Feb/Mar/Apr  Q4=May/June/July Y2 = SY 2017/2018 Y3 = SY 2018/2019 Y4 = SY 2019/2020 


IMPLEMENTATIONOUTCOMES 


Which Logic Model 


Outcome? 


Which 


Performance 
Measure? 


What 


Analysis/Method? 


What Data 


Sources? 


Who Has 


the Data? 


What 


Reporting 
Timeline? 


Stakeholders are 


engaged in SSIP 


implementation. 


[Short-term] 


(l) 100% of


stakeholders


report


engagement in


SSIP


implementation.


• Quantitative &


qualitative


analysis


• Stakeholder


Surveys


• AOE


• Evaluator


• Y2Q3


• Y3Q3


• Y4Q3


AOE SSIP activities 


are completed as 


outlined in the 


implementation plan. 


[Intermediate] 


(m) 100% of AOE


SSIP activities are


completed as


evidenced by the


implementation


plan.


• Descriptive


analysis


• Rubric based


on


Implementation 


Plan


• AOE


• Evaluator


• Y2Q3


• Y3Q3


• Y4Q3


AOE has system in 


place to support 


improved math 


proficiency within 


MTSS. [Long-term] 


(n) Improved


ratings of AOE


SSIP team(s)


functioning.


• Descriptive


quantitative


analysis


including trends


• Team


Functioning


Surveys


• AOE


• Evaluator


• Y2Q3


• Y3Q3


• Y4Q3


(o) 80% of AOE


SSIP activities


move toward the


sustainability stage


as evidenced by


the


implementation


plan.


• Descriptive


quantitative


analysis


including trends 


• Rubric based


on


Implementation 


Plan


• AOE


• Evaluator


• Y2Q3


• Y3Q3


• Y4Q3
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Appendix E: From Exploration to Full Implementation – Vermont’s SSIP Scale-Up Plan


Year 1 (exploration - getting the house in order): 


Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to team 


members from SU, school, AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next Steps (including due date and 


person responsible if known) 


Assess needs through readiness 


checklist (TBD) 


● What steps have you


done? What readiness


indicators have you used?


● What are we assessing


readiness for? (having the


team and structure in


place to be successful;


buy-in;


● Needs assessment from


the spring 2018.


● SU Team


● School Team


Purpose: 


1. Determine if structures


are in place to be


successful (do we have


the capacity)


2. Identify supports in


place that connect to the


responsibilities (where


are we in terms of it)


3. Align needs to their CIP;


an opportunity to


reexamine their


priorities


Readiness in the areas of: 


● Data literacy


● MTSS


● Math knowledge/


intervention


● Social/emotional


➢ VT PBIS checklist can be used


as a guide


➢ Implementation/MTSS rubric


(from field guide)


➢ Review current tools and


resources, can go along with


the Agreement of


Responsibilities (AOR)


➢ Review/access to CIPs: in the


MTW grant management


system


➢ WestEd resource: A guide for


States to Strengthen their


frameworks and supports


aligned to the evidence


requirements of ESSA)


➢ District capacity assessment


(DCA)? Might be too broad,


and need to be tailored for


the purpose of SSIP
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Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to team 


members from SU, school, AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next Steps (including due date and 


person responsible if known) 


learning 


● Structure


● Teams


implementation 


➢ Use contractor from Nov


2019 or current contractor


that is working on the MTSS


field guide


➢ SSIP Coord and NCSI TA


Set implementation teams at the 


SU and school level 


Implementation Team: SU Level 


● Superintendent


● Behavioral/SEL


representative


● Business manager/fiscal


representative (as needed)


● Math/curriculum


representative (curriculum


director)


● Special education director


● Systems Coach (SSIP -


external assignment)


Implementation Team: School 


Level 


● Principal


Roster and contact information ➢ AOE to include team


expectations on AOR
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Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to team 


members from SU, school, AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next Steps (including due date and 


person responsible if known) 


● General education


representative


● Special education


representative


● Behavioral/SEL


representative (as


applicable; could include a


PBIS representative, mental


health agency


representative)


● Teacher Leaders, such as


(as applicable)


○ Math instructional


coach


○ Interventionist


Review the current system, 


include Problem Solving 


Team/Process at SU and school 


level (see WestEd tool in first row) 


SU and school team ● Identify and align


features that need to be


in place for success in


Years 2 - 4


● Identify and review the


problem-solving process


● Alignment review of


initiatives


➢ Identify and review the tools


and resources to be used to


complete this activity


(SWIFT, NIRN, etc.)


➢ SSIP SEA Leadership Team


and NCSI TA
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Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to team 


members from SU, school, AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next Steps (including due date and 


person responsible if known) 


Complete a data dive for 


strengths and opportunities; root 


cause(s); include behavioral data 


School level first 


SU level would include data from 


across schools, highlighting trends 


Data summary sheet ➢ Data snapshot


➢ MTSS Data to Action


➢ Need to include some


behavioral data piece (PBIS


and SWIS)


Measure current beliefs/pulse of 


the school of administrators, 


teachers, parents 


Administrators, teachers, parents Survey result - maybe think 


about a self-assessment 


➢ Review annual climate


survey data yearly (VTmtss


Team)


Complete the Educational Benefit 


Review Process for developing 


better IEPs and supports for 


students 


*Attend full-day, on-site process,


develop action plan for writing


measurable IEPs; including


funding and PD to support such


as PBIS, trauma sensitive


*Year 2: 4 hours of TA to


implement the action plan


School team 


Systems Coach 


● Attendance from


Educational Benefit


Review PD


● Post review survey


● Presentation at annual


SSIP meeting


● Annual action plan


● Align to the Adverse


Effect stakeholders


group


● Aligned to focused


monitoring (via the


NCSI RBA collab)?


● IEP data to be collected ?


➢ Special Ed Monitoring Team


will brainstorm how we can


connect the work with other


AOE initiatives


Complete fidelity form/checklist 


of System Coaches 


● SU


● School team


● Semi-annually:


○ Winter


SEA Leadership Team to align 


coaching form to existing 
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Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to team 


members from SU, school, AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next Steps (including due date and 


person responsible if known) 


○ Spring initiatives 


Attend math Professional 


Learning 


● Math teacher leaders ● Annually As part of the AOR 


Meet with Systems Coach (25 


hours) 


● SU


● School team
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Year 2 (exploration and installation): 


Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to 


team members from SU, school, 


AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next steps (including due date 


and person responsible) 


Provide coaching and support in 


analyzing data to drive 


instructional decisions 


● School team


● System Coach


○ as a means to build


capacity at the


school level


○ Help to identify the


team members that


can lead this charge


(e.g., MTSS


coordinator)


● CIP


● Systems coaching


reflection log (might need


to make it specific)


● Data to Action form


● Tiered Fidelity Inventory


(TFI)


➢ Evaluator to modify the


coaching reflection log to


hit on the data use


Complete fidelity form/checklist 


of System Coaches 


● SU


● School team


● Annually in the spring ➢ SEA Leadership Team to


create/REVISE coaching


form to existing initiatives


Identify strengths and challenges 


of the current process, the “so 


what” 


Complete an implementation 


drivers review and determine 


current level of system 


MIGHT NEED TO FLESH THIS 


OUT A BIT MORE (MAY NEED 


● School team


● Systems Coach


● Tiered Fidelity
Inventory


● Wins and hiccups


(WestEd)


● Family Engagement


Survey


➢ Identify questions from


Wins and Hiccups (SSIP


Coord and NCSI TA)


➢ Think about combining;


not a heavy lift for staff to


complete


➢ Review master calendar to


identify when to complete


tasks (SSIP Coord)
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Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to 


team members from SU, school, 


AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next steps (including due date 


and person responsible) 


TO ADD TO YEAR 1 AND/OR AN 


EARLIER STEP) 


Intentional planning of AOE - to figure out which PD we Review of CIPs ➢ Defining this process;


intentionally examining


data completed as part of


start of Year 1 and then


again start of Year 2.


➢ More details on the AOR


professional learning and systems are giving them based upon their Review of surveys from above 


coaching support to increase needs and readiness; System Meeting with Systems Coaches 


capacity and sustainability. Such coaches discussing with AOE 


as: 


Attend professional learning in: 


● Math


● Social/Emotional Learning


● PBIS


● UDL


● Family Engagement


Meet with Systems Coach (20 


hours) 


SU Team 


Systems Coach 


SU Team identifies at least 1 


additional school to begin 


implementation following year 


SU Team 


Systems Coach 


At end of year 


Scale-up plan 


SEA Leadership team budgets 


resources for scaling up – 


Fall/Winter of state fiscal year. 


Complete data dive Systems Coach 


SU Team 


School Team 


Individual teachers 


Annually; 3 times per year 


(beginning, middle, end of year) 


Data snapshot form; include the 


MTSS Implementation: Drivers of 


Change 
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Year 3 (installation and partial implementation): 


Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to 


team members from SU, school, 


AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next steps (including due date 


and person responsible) 


Identify critical partners to join the 


implementation team as needed at 


the SU and/or school level 


Systems Coach 


Current teams at the SU and 


school level 


Updated team rosters Systems coach binder for tasks to 


be completed 


Review and gauge placement of 


the system within implementation 


drivers; Progress Monitoring of 


the System 


Systems Coach 


Current teams at the SU and 


school level 


Annually; start at begin of year 1 


and then annually at middle of 


year (February/March) Years 2-4 


AOE: MTSS Implementation: 


Drivers of Change 


Attend professional learning in: Current teams at the SU and Review of CIPs ➢ Requirements on AOR –


SSIP Coord


➢ Complete crosswalk to


review vetted materials


and guidance documents


in relation to school needs


● Math school level Coaching logs 


● Behavioral (PBIS)


● UDL


● Family Engagement


Review AOE resources in these 
areas to address needed 


opportunities with Systems Coach 


Meet quarterly with Systems 


Coach (12 hours) 


Systems Coach 


SU and School teams 


Coaching logs 


Review of data - annually 


➢ Develop closure/exiting of


systems coach plan;


determine if additional


coaching hours are needed


in Year 4; capacity


planning


➢ Develop mentoring plan


➢ Determine data to collect,
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Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to 


team members from SU, school, 


AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next steps (including due date 


and person responsible) 


including student outcome 


data (SBAC; progress 


monitoring/universal 


screening?); sped data 


(LRE, %age of students in 


sped), behavioral data 


Participate in 2 virtual networking 


opportunities facilitated by AOE 


SU and School teams Attendance/registration 


Annually (Spring) 


Complete materials to share 


around student engagement 


for upcoming fall school year 


Complete data dive Systems Coach 


SU Team 


School Team 


Individual teachers 


Annually; 3 times per year 


(beginning, middle, end of year) 


Data snapshot form; include the 


MTSS Implementation: Drivers of 


Change 
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Year 4 (partial to full implementation): 


Tasks Who is Involved? (connect to 


team members from SU, school, 


AOE) 


Data to be Collected Next steps (including due date 


and person responsible) 


Identify critical partners to join the 


implementation team as needed at 


the SU and/or school level 


Current teams at the SU and 


school level 


Updated team rosters Systems coach binder for tasks to 


be completed 


Review and gauge placement of 


the system within implementation 


drivers; Progress Monitoring of 


the System 


Current teams at the SU and 


school level 


Annually; start at begin of year 1 


and then annually at middle of 


year (February/March) Years 2-4 


AOE: MTSS Implementation: 


Drivers of Change 


Complete data dive SU Team 


School Team 


Individual teachers 


Annually; 3 times per year 


(beginning, middle, end of year) 


Data snapshot form; include the 


MTSS Implementation: Drivers of 


Change 


Meet with Systems Coach TBD at 


end of year 3, based upon data 


Systems Coach 


SU/School Teams 


Mentoring new schools within the 


SU 


SU Team 


School level team 
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Implementation 
Output Accomplishments Level of Accomplishment 


Stakeholder 
Communication 


Resources 


● Ongoing e-mail communication.
● Mandatory meetings in the agreement of


responsibility with systems coaches
● 24 SU/School meetings with  systems 


coaches 


☐ In Development
☒ On target & continuing
☐ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


AOE Agreement of 
Responsibility with 


SU/SD 


● 5 Agreements of Responsibility signed
● Now a 2 year agreement, through June -


2020


☐ In Development
☐ On target & continuing
☒ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating g


Implementation 
Teams 


● 5 SSIP SU leadership teams
● 1 SSIP Transformation Team


☐ In Development
☒ On target & continuing
☐ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


SSIP site MTSS 
Planning 


Documentation 


● Local Comprehensive Plans reviewed by
SSIP systems coaches


● PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory self-
assessment


☐ In Development
☐ On target & continuing
☒ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


Contracts for 
Professional 


Learning 
Provider(s) 


● 5 contracts executed for mathematics
coaching, Education Benefit Review,
systems coaches, family engagement, and
evaluation


☐ In Development
☐ On target & continuing
☒ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


● 3 sets of 2 regional Mathematics EdCamps
& 61 TA contacts


☐ In Development
☒ On target & continuing
☐ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


Training/Profession
al Learning 
Resources 


● 1 Family Engagement Self-Assessment &
Toolkit


☐ In Development
☐ On target & continuing
☒ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


● Ed Benefit training in five SUs, with
supporting resources


☐ In Development
☐ On target & continuing
☒ Completed
☐ Re-evaluating


Webinar(s) • One Office Hour webinar on April 12, 2019


☐ In Development
☐ On target & continuing
☐ Completed
☒ Re-evaluating
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Vermont’s understanding of implementation science stages1 used in this Appendix is predicated on the 
following definitions:  


Exploration – readiness of leadership teams to begin the work and if not ready, implement 
accountability measures to create readiness for the work. 


Installation – to acquire or repurpose resources (i.e., training) needed to do the work ahead. 


Implementation – begin using newly acquired skills in the context of leadership teams that are just 
learning how to change to accommodate and support the new way of working. (Other initiatives in 
the State refer to implementation in two distinct phases (initial and full). For the purposes of this 
document, we have collapsed those phases into one stage of implementation.) 


Sustainability – leadership teams use an effective strategy with fidelity and evidence of effective 
outcomes.  


Vermont’s understanding of implementation science drivers2 used in in this Appendix is grounded on 
the following definitions:  


Implementation Drivers are the key components of capacity and the functional infrastructure 
supports that enable a program’s success. The three categories of Implementation Drivers are 
Competency, Organization, and Leadership. 3


A key feature of implementation drivers is their integrated and compensatory nature. 


• Integration – means that the philosophy, goals, knowledge and skills related to the practice are
consistently and thoughtfully expressed in each of the implementation drivers.


• Compensatory – means that the skills and abilities not acquired or supported through one driver
can be compensated for by the use of another driver.


Competency Drivers –mechanisms to develop, improve and sustain the ability to implement practices 
as intended in order to benefit children, families and communities. 


• Selection [Table 1] – purposeful process of recruiting sites and staff that have pre-requisite
attributes for the SSIP work.


• Training [Table 2] – purposeful, adult-learning informed, skill-based processes designed to
support teams in acquiring skills and information needed for systems changes related to the SSIP
work.


• Coaching [Table 3] – systems level, regular, embedded professional development designed to
help leadership teams use the skill as intended.


• Fidelity [Tables 5, 6, and 7] – the degree to which coaching, in-service training, instruction, or any
other kind of evidence-based professional development or practice is implemented as intended.


Organization Drivers – the organizational, administrative and systems components that are necessary to create 
hospitable community, school, district, and state environments for new ways of work for teachers and school 
staff. 


1 Based on the work of the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN). © 2013‐2015 Dean Fixsen, Karen Blase, Sandra Naoom and Michelle Duda
2 This is based on the work of the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN). © 2013‐2015 Dean Fixsen, Karen Blase, Sandra Naoom and Michelle 
Duda 
3 This is based on the work of the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN). © 2013‐2015 Dean Fixsen, Karen Blase, Sandra Naoom and Michelle 
Duda 
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• Systems Intervention [Tables 5 and 6] – external variables, policies, environments, systems or
structures that influence or have impact on leadership teams.


• Facilitative Administration [Table 4] – internal policy analyses, procedural changes, regulations,
and structures designed to reduce implementation barriers so that leadership teams are able to
develop a culture focused on fidelity and measurable outcomes.


• Data Systems/Decision Support [Table 7] – a data system that provides timely, reliable data for
decision-making and continuous improvement cycles by leadership teams


Leadership Drivers – focus on leadership approaches related to transforming systems and creating 
change.  “Leadership” is not a person but rather a team of stakeholders engaging in different kinds of 
leadership behavior as needed to establish effective innovations and sustain them as circumstances 
change over time. 


• Adaptive [Table 8] – viable solutions and implementation pathways are unclear and defining a
pathway for the solution requires learning by all. This “all” means that the primary responsibility
does not lie with a single entity or person.


• Technical [Table 8] – characterized by clear agreement of the problem at hand, with clear
pathways to solutions. Engaging in a relevant set of activities will result in a solution. This is a
more traditional management approach where problems are defined, solutions are generated,
resources are garnered and tasks are assigned, managed, and monitored. A leader guides the
overall process and is more “in charge.”


Stakeholder Engagement  [Table 9] – while not technically not an implementation driver or stage, 
stakeholder engagement is an integral part of both leadership and organizational drivers. Without 
stakeholder involvement true adaptive leadership is never achieved, neither is sustainability for 
systems interventions or facilitative administration. Therefore, Vermont determined that the most 
appropriate place to include stakeholder engagement activities was to include it as part of the 
implementation plan in this Appendix.  


Instructions for understanding the Implementation Plan – Each implementation driver is a separate table 
with the table headings referring to specific drivers and the column headings referring to the 
implementation stages. Within each column the proposed activity reflects what the strategy or activity 
should look like for each stage with the completed activity describing the strategies and actions used by 
Vermont, and the date completed is the actual date, or the expected date, of completion. Shading in the 
date completed section represents Vermont’s perspective on progress for towards full implementation. 
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Table 1: Selection
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity:  AOE 
invites schools to participate 
in SSIP.  
Completed Activity:  SSIP Pilot 
sites were selected from SPDG 
schools based upon the 
following readiness:  


• committed to
achieving fidelity of
practice using the
MTSS framework;


• implementing PBIS
with fidelity; and


• there were 4 or more
students with ED
enrolled in grades 3,
4, and 5.


Date Completed: 
May-June 2016 


Proposed Activity:  AOE 
developed an Agreement of 
Responsibility (AoR) for 
Districts who had schools 
participating in SSIP.  


Completed Activity:  AOE 
provided sites who met the 
selection criteria with an AoR 
which defined their role and the 
expectations for participation as 
a SSIP Pilot Site. 
Date Completed: 
May-June 2016 


Proposed Activity:  Activities in 
the AoR included training 
opportunities that would be 
funded by IDEA-B through the 
AOE. 
Completed Activity:  Two 
networking days were 
scheduled between the AOE 
and the SSIP Pilot Sites. Day 1 
was designed to introduce the 
SSIP project and to provide 
time for the development of 
school-based implementation 
teams at each site. Day 2 was 
designed to discuss successes, 
challenges, and plan for the 
next school year. 
Date Completed: 
Day 1 - October 4, 2016 
Day 2 - June 7, 2017 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
monitors for implementation 
fidelity.. 
Completed Activity:  SEA 
Leadership team reviews AoR 
for relevance and revises as 
needed for improved 
collaboration as the AOE 
begins scale-up activities. 
Date Completed: 
Annually starting June 2017 
SY 2017-2018 
SY 2018-2019 
SY 2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  Year 2 sites 
will be chosen for SSIP scale-
up. 
Completed Activity:  Year 2 
SSIP sites will be invited from 
within the District or 
Supervisory Union of Year 1 
Sites and/or from other SPDG 
schools. 
Date Completed: 
Spring 2017 


Proposed Activity:  Previous 
SSIP Sites and SSIP 
Transformation Team will 
provide scale-up support for 
additional sites in Year 2. 
Completed Activity:  Year 1 SSIP 
sites will help with scale-up as 
part of the original AoR.   
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  After one 
year of participation in SSIP, 
these schools will be 
considered model schools to 
support scale-up for newest 
sites will be ready to support 
with scale-up for additional 
sites the following school year. 
Completed Activity: All SSIP 
sites will participate in 
networking opportunities and 
AOE sponsored trainings as 
outlined in the AoR in 
preparation for supporting 
continued scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
monitors for implementation 
fidelity for all SSIP Sites. 
Completed Activity: SSIP 
Activities in the AoR include 
training opportunities that 
would be funded by IDEA-B, 
as well as other appropriate 
funds. AOE will continue to 
align SSIP activities with other 
state initiatives. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 
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Table 2: Training 
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity:  Provide 
professional learning on 
EBPs in Math Pedagogy 
and Growth Mindset to 
SSIP site staff (math 
coaches, math leaders, and 
administrators) in grades 3, 
4, and 5.  
Completed Activity:  
Through SPDG, 
supplemented with IDEA-B 
funding, a math consultant 
was chosen to provide this 
professional learning 
opportunity as part of the 
original AoR. 


Date Completed: 
November 2016 


Proposed Activity:  Math PL 
consultant to provide face-
to-face training and an 
additional 6 hours of local 
technical assistance (TA) to 
SSIP sites. 
Completed Activity:  Math 
consultant provides 
EdCamp style instruction 
to SPDG and SSIP sites on 
the 8 math teaching 
practices, Growth Mindset, 
as well as math coaching 
strategies. 


Date Completed: 
Face-to-Face trainings held 
on December 2016, January 
2017, and March 2017 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP site 
staff connect professional 
learning instructional 
practices into the classroom 
at the local level. 
Completed Activity:  With 
the support of math 
coaches and the math TA 
providers, SSIP site staff 
implement new learning in 
math practices at the 
classroom level.  
Date Completed: 
April – June 2017 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 


Proposed Activity: SSIP Sites 
continue to use EBP in 
math pedagogy at the 
building level. 
Completed Activity:  Math 
consultant provides 
individualized TA to SSIP 
sites and teaching practices 
are revised to improve 
student outcomes. Four 
math EdCamps were 
provided during this 
reporting period. During 
the current school year, 21 
TA sessions were provided 
to SSIP sites. A baseline 
math self-efficacy survey 
was administered in 
January 2019 to assist in 
gauging the impact on 
teachers’ math instruction. 


For math instruction, a 
fidelity tool - Common 
Core Standards for 
Mathematical Practice 
Look-for Tool has been 
identified, but not 
administered at this time. 
The nine SSIP sites 
participating in PBIS have 
completed at least the Tier 
1 and 2 Tiered Fidelity 
Instruments (TFI). Four 
sites have completed the 
Tier 3 TFI. 


Date Completed: 
March – June 2017 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 
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Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 
Proposed Activity:  Provide 
professional learning and 
support for developing 
trauma-informed school 
communities within a 
Multi-tiered System of 
Supports (MTSS) 
framework. 
Completed Activity:  
Consultant selection has 
begun with an RFP posting 
for the work and 
subsequent processing 
through AOE contracting 
procedures.  
Date Completed: 
RFP posted March 2017 
Estimated contract 
May/June 2017 


Proposed Activity: 
Consultant will evaluate 
SSIP sites with regards to 
their knowledge of trauma-
informed interventions, as 
well as provide face-to-face 
training and 4 hours of 
individualized technical 
assistance based on local 
needs. 
Completed Activity: Trauma 
instruction will include 
face-to-face learning, 
webinars, and four hours of 
individualized TA per site. 
Date Completed: 
Baseline Survey 


May-June 2017 
Face-to-Face Training 


October 2017 
Technical Assistance 


November 2017 – 
April 2018 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP site 
staff implement new 
trauma-informed 
knowledge into their 
classroom practices.  
Completed Activity:  
Analyze various models of 
trauma-informed schools, 
develop and implement an 
action plan for each site in 
order to differentiate 
instruction and support for 
all students. Consultant 
facilitates an interactive 
webinar that focuses on a 
review of each site’s 
successes, developing 
expertise, current needs, 
and next steps.   


Date Completed: 
Webinar  (May 30, 2018) 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP site 
staff align trauma-informed 
knowledge into their 
current MTSS framework of 
policies and procedures.  
Completed Activity: SSIP 
sites have been encouraged 
to use their PBIS money to 
support professional 
learning in this area.  


Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020     


Proposed Activity: Provide 
professional learning and 
support related to family 
engagement for schools and 
supervisory unions 
involved in the SSIP work.  
Completed Activity: 
Consultant selection has 
begun with an RFP posting 
for the work and 
subsequent processing 
through AOE contracting 
procedures. 
Date Completed: 
RFP posted March 2017 
Estimated contract 
April/May 2017 


Proposed Activity:  Family 
Engagement consultant to 
focus on supporting 
students with ED through 
development of resources 
and/or training sessions for 
families and school staff 
around the IEP process, as 
well as the purpose and 
benefits of interventions 
offered through the 
school’s MTSS. 
Completed Activity:  
Consultant to provide 
resources and/or training 
sessions for school-based 
IEP team members to help 
them learn and practice 
skills that will engage 
families in the IEP process 
and understand the role of 
families in the education of 
their students with 
disabilities. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  Schools 
will use new knowledge 
around family engagement 
strategies to strengthen 
collective understanding of 
the role of families in the 
education of students with 
disabilities.  
Completed Activity:  
Consultant will ensure 
appropriate, proactive, and 
timely assistance to schools 
and develop resources 
around EBPs, MTSS, and 
the special education 
process.  
Date Completed: 
Spring 2018 


Proposed Activity: 
Development of 
partnerships between 
schools and families and 
the building of a 
comfortable and safe 
culture for 
parents/guardians of 
students with disabilities. 
Completed Activity:  
Resources provided by the 
Family Engagement 
consultant will help SSIP 
sites develop supports and 
methods for building 
relationships with “hard to 
reach” families in order to 
involve them in their 
student’s education in 
positive and proactive 
ways.  
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 
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Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 
Proposed Activity:  Support 
effective implementation of 
Universal Design for 
Learning (UDL) in SSIP 
sites. 
Completed Activity:  
Through SPDG, 
supplemented with IDEA-B 
funding, the AOE will 
continue to provide 
professional learning 
opportunities for teacher 
leaders, coaches and 
administrators in SSIP sites. 
Date Completed: 
Fall 2016 


Proposed Activity:  UDL 
consultant to continue with 
training and local TA to 
SSIP Sites. 
Completed Activity:  UDL 
consultant provides 
instruction and training for 
SSIP sites on EBP teaching 
practices, Growth Mindset, 
as well as coaching 
strategies. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 


Proposed Activity: SSIP site 
staff bring professional 
learning into the classroom 
at the local level. 
Completed Activity:  With 
the support of school-based 
coaches and the UDL 
consultant, SSIP site staff 
implement new learning at 
the classroom and building 
levels. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 


Proposed Activity: SSIP sites 
continue to implement 
UDL practices at the 
buildings at the local level.  
Completed Activity:  UDL 
consultant has offered 
support to SSIP sites and 
teaching practices to 
improve student outcomes. 
No SSIP sites have taken 
advantage of additional 
UDL professional learning 
offered this school year. 
However, UDL practices 
are still being implemented 
at the local level. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 


Table 3: Coaching 
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity:   Utilize 
MTSSS external systems 
coaches to support SSIP 
activities. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team and 
SPDG director formalized 
the involvement of external 
systems coaches by 
defining roles and 
responsibilities. 
Date Completed: 
August 2016 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team and 
SPDG Director work with 
external systems coaches 
around expectations. 
Completed Activity:  
Communication protocols 
were developed to support 
external systems coaches as 
they prioritized their 
school’s needs.  
Date Completed: 
Fall 2016 


Proposed Activity:  
Communication between 
SSIP Transformation Team 
and systems coaches will 
improve quality of support 
provided to SSIP sites.  
Completed Activity:  Regular 
collaborative meetings 
between the SSIP 
Transformation Team and 
Coaches are scheduled for 
collaboration around 
supporting SSIP Site 
Leadership Teams.  
Date Completed: 
Jan, Apr and May 2017 
September 2018 


Proposed Activity:  Based on 
input from SSIP sites and 
coaches observations, SSIP 
Transformation Team will 
need to develop 
methodologies for coaching 
to be implemented with 
fidelity. 
Completed Activity:  The 
document – “External 
Systems Coaching 
Technical Assistance:  
Development and 
Alignment of Evidence-
Based Practices with a 
Multi-Tiered System of 
Supports” was developed 
and implemented at SSIP 
sites as a systematic 
approach to coaching with 
fidelity. This will be 
reviewed and revised as 
appropriate. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 
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Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 
Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
aligns use of coaches in 
SSIP site with existing 
statewide initiatives. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
gathers data regarding 
coaching resources for SSIP 
Sites at the local level. 
Date Completed: 
SY2016-2017 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
develops method for 
tracking coaching 
interventions in SSIP sites. 
Completed Activity:  Based 
on the Coaching Inventory 
Discussion Tool provided 
by SISEP and the OSEP 
Center on PBIS, the SSIP 
Transformation Team 
develops methodologies for 
tracking coaching resources 
in SSIP Sites.  
Date Completed: 
Begins in Spring 2018 


Proposed Activity:  Coaching 
interventions are 
implemented with fidelity 
at the local level. 
Completed Activity: 
Evaluation Team collects 
and analyzes data 
regarding the effective use 
of coaching (math, PBIS, 
systems, etc.) in SSIP sites.  
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 


Proposed Activity:  Scale-up 
of coaching interventions 
can be implemented with 
fidelity. 
Completed Activity: Based 
on review of data collected, 
SSIP Transformation Team 
reviewed methodologies 
for scale-up of coaching 
interventions implemented 
with fidelity, leading to the 
development of the 
“External Systems 
Coaching Technical 
Assistance:  Development 
and Alignment of 
Evidence-Based Practices 
with a Multi-Tiered System 
of Supports”. 
Date Completed: 
SY2019-2020 


Table 4: Facilitative Administration
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity:  Establish 
regular communication for 
all participants involved 
with the SSIP work.  
Completed Activity:  The 
SSIP Transformation Team 
uses email, phone calls, 
newsletters and meeting 
minutes to communicate 
with all involved in the 
SSIP work.  
Date Completed: 
March 2016 – January 2017 


Proposed Activity:  AOE 
develops a communication 
plan to reduce the type and 
volume of communication 
for maximum utilization of 
resources. 
Completed Activity:  The 
original communication 
plan was a cumbersome 
and an inefficient use of 
resources. The SSIP 
Transformation Team 
determined that the 
communication plan needs 
to be fluid and reviewed 
frequently based upon the 
needs of those participating 
in SSIP work. The 
communication plan was 
revised to reflect this 
feedback.  
Date Completed: 
January 2017 


Proposed Activity:  
Communication is strategic 
and efficient for all SSIP 
participants. 
Completed Activity:  The 
SSIP Transformation Team 
revised the original 
communication plan to 
include a more simplified 
approach for providing 
information to the SSIP 
Sites and other 
stakeholders. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  Strategic 
use of an efficient feedback 
loop(s) improves 
communication for all 
participants. 
Completed Activity:   The 
communication plan is 
reviewed and streamlined 
to ensure that all 
participants receive timely 
and appropriate 
communication, and that 
there is a mechanism for 
communication to become 
a feedback loop (not one-
way). SSIP systems and 
math coaches have played 
an active role in sharing 
pertinent information to 
SSIP sites, as well as 
sharing what they are 
learning from SSIP sites 
with the SSIP 
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Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 
Transformation Team. In 
spring 2020 the AOE is 
launching a new website 
with a dedicated SSIP page 
to enhance communication 
and provide easy to locate 
resources to meet the SiMR. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  As 100% 
of Vermont schools use 
Google at some level for 
communications and 
document sharing, the SSIP 
Transformation Team 
determined using Google 
drive was the most efficient 
method to use without 
overburdening schools.  


NOTE: no confidential or 
personally identifiable 
information is to be stored 
in the Google drive. 
Completed Activity:  The 
AOE developed folders in 
Google drive for use by the 
SSIP Sites and separate 
ones for the SSIP 
Transformation Team to 
use. 
Date Completed: 
April 2016 – January 2017 


Proposed Activity: Provide 
training on use of Google as 
the communication tool for 
all involved in the SSIP 
work.   
Completed Activity: After 
the initial confusion around 
use of shared documents in 
Google drive, the AOE 
designed two Google sites 
(one for the SSIP Sites and 
one for the SSIP 
Transformation Team). 
Individualized training was 
provided to the SSIP 
Transformation Team, 
Coaches, Evaluators and 
SSIP Site Leadership 
Teams. 
Date Completed: 
January 2017 


Proposed Activity:  All 
participants in the SSIP 
work use Google sites for 
communication purposes. 
Completed Activity: 
The SSIP Transformation 
Team used Google Sites for 
streamlined access to all 
information contained in 
the Google drive until the 
AOE no longer supported 
Google platforms. 
Date Completed: 
Winter 2017 
Due to changes in the VT 
AOE policy on using 
Google platforms, this is no 
longer a viable method to 
communicate in this 
manner. E-mail and phone 
communication is being 
used to keep SSIP sites 
aware of upcoming training 
opportunities. SSIP systems 
and math coaches have 
played an active role in 
supporting communication. 


Proposed Activity:  AOE 
further develops online 
sites as needed for 
stakeholders and 
publishing SSIP related 
materials. 
Completed Activity:  Based 
on stakeholder and SSIP 
site input, online sites 
continue to be revised/ 
developed as needs arise 
for scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 
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Table 5: Systemic Supports
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity: Current 
infrastructure and capacity 
is reviewed for SSIP work 
at the state and local levels. 
Completed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
requires external support 
from national TA providers 
(i.e.: NSCI, IDC, SWIFT, 
PBIS, etc.) as Year 1 of 
implementation begins. 
SSIP School principals are 
interviewed for current 
capacity to do the SSIP 
work. 
Date Completed: 
Fall 2016 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
begins to incorporate 
implementation science 
strategies for SSIP 
Activities. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
sites are provided with 
support in developing 
leadership teams at the 
local level. 
Date Completed: 
January and March 2017 


Proposed Activity: 
Infrastructure revisions are 
based on data collection 
and implementation science 
strategies. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team uses 
implementation stages and 
drivers to review and revise 
all previous SSIP work.  
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity: 
Sustainable infrastructure 
development must be 
based on implementation 
stages and drivers. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
sites will be provided with 
training and support on 
implementation science 
tools. SSIP Transformation 
Team continues to receive 
support from national TA 
providers in preparation 
for scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
revises Year 1 
implementation plan to 
include all organization, 
leadership and competency 
drivers described in the 
implementation science 
framework. 
Completed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
continues to access external 
support from national TA 
providers (i.e.: NSCI, IDC, 
SWIFT, PBIS, etc.) to 
include additional 
implementation science 
drivers into the SSIP work. 
Date Completed: 
SY2016-2017 


Proposed Activity:  
Implementation plan 
revisions are based on data 
collection and 
implementation science 
strategies. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
continues to receive 
training and support on use 
of all implementation 
science tools.  


Date Completed: 
SY2016-2017 


Proposed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
begins to incorporate 
additional implementation 
science strategies. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team uses 
implementation stages and 
all organization, leadership 
and competency drivers to 
review and revise all 
previous SSIP work.  


Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 


Proposed Activity: 
Sustainable infrastructure 
development must be 
based on use of all 
implementation stages and 
drivers. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
continues to receive 
support from national TA 
providers in preparation 
for scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
reflects upon successes and 
challenges from year 1 of 
implementation . 
Completed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
engages in a mid-course 
correction based on data 


Proposed Activity: 
Infrastructure and capacity 
is reviewed based on year 1 
feedback of the SSIP work 
at the state and local levels. 
Completed Activity: The SEA 
Leadership team develops 
a more comprehensive 
Agreement of 


Proposed Activity: 
Infrastructure revisions are 
based on data collection 
and implementation science 
strategies. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team uses 
data from multiple sources, 
to review and revise the 


Proposed Activity: 
Sustainable infrastructure 
development must be 
based on use of all 
implementation stages and 
drivers. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
engages in continuous 
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Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 
obtained from stakeholders 
and SSIP sites. 
Date Completed: 
Summer 2017 


Responsibilities (AoR) 
which outlines specific 
roles and responsibilities 
for implementation support 
to local leadership teams. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 


implementation plan in 
preparation for scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 


improvement cycles to 
ensure that AOE receives 
necessary support from 
national TA providers in 
preparation for scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  
Collaboration with other 
state agencies is crucial to 
infrastructure development 
and improved student 
outcomes. 
Completed Activity: 
Representatives from the 
AOE IDEA Part B Team 
and the CIS Part C team 
meet regularly to discuss 
supporting students with 
social and emotional needs. 
Date Completed: 
August 2016, October 2016 
January 2017, March 2017 


Proposed Activity:  
Opportunities for 
collaboration are reviewed 
for maximum use of 
resources and data 
collection.  
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
begins review of areas 
where collaboration can 
occur and makes initial 
inquiries as appropriate. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  
Alignment of SSIP work 
with other state initiatives 
and agencies will maximize 
resources for improved 
student outcomes. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
work will be aligned with 
other state initiatives 
wherever possible 
(specifically related to 
academic proficiency and 
implementation of EBP at 
the local levels). 
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 


Proposed Activity:  
Alignment of SSIP work 
with other state initiatives 
and agencies continues to 
be reviewed and revised as 
appropriate. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
work is aligned with the 
legislative priorities, and 
local level initiatives 
wherever possible.  
Date Completed: 
SY2018-2019 
SY 2019-2020 


Table 6: Evaluation and Progress Monitoring
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity:  
Evaluation documents were 
filed as draft in the Phase 2 
SSIP submission as the 
AOE had not finalized the 
contract for the consultant 
as of the filing deadline.   
Completed Activity:  
Contracted with external 
evaluator (Evergreen 
Evaluators/EEC) in May 
2016 to develop Vermont’s 
SSIP evaluation plan and 
related documentation.  
Date Completed: 
August 2016 


Proposed Activity:  EEC 
develops a comprehensive 
evaluation plan and a data 
collection document for 
Year 1 of implementation. 
Completed Activity:  EEC 
revised the Theory of 
Action and developed both 
a Logic Model and 
Evaluation Plan that met 
the needs of the Vermont’s 
SSIP work. This work was 
accomplished with input 
from stakeholders and 
AOE.  
Date Completed: 
August – September 2016 


Proposed Activity:  Gather 
data from SSIP sites during 
Year 1 of implementation to 
calculate a baseline. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team and 
EEC developed a Data 
Collection Schedule that is 
aligned with the Theory of 
Action, the Logic Model 
and the Evaluation Plan, as 
well as any standing data 
collections already 
scheduled at the local level 
(i.e.: quarterly at report 
card dates, annually during 
statewide assessment 
window, etc.). 
Date Completed: 
Fall 2016 


Proposed Activity:  Review 
Data Collection Schedule 
and revise as needed for 
scale-up.  
Completed Activity:  Based 
on feedback from SSIP sites 
in June 2017, and on-going 
feedback from 
stakeholders, the SSIP 
Transformation Team 
reviewed and revised 
evaluation documents for 
SY2017-2018.  
Date Completed: 
June 2017 through January 
2018 
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Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 
Proposed Activity:AOE 
forms an Evaluation Team 
for all SSIP work.  
Completed Activity:  
Evaluation Team consists of 
external evaluator and AOE 
staff with evaluation and 
monitoring experience. 
Team meets bi-weekly 
(virtual, in-person, or 
conference calls) to discuss 
evaluation activities, and 
progress monitoring needs.  
Date Completed: 
Summer 2017 


Proposed Activity:  
Evaluation Team combines 
evaluation plan and data 
collection schedule into a 
more efficient process.  
Completed Activity:  
Evaluation Team engaged 
in a PDSA cycle and with 
input from stakeholders 
revised the evaluation plan 
and data collection 
schedules into a single 
document for ease of use. 
(see Appendix C) 
Date Completed: 
December 2017 


Proposed Activity:  
Evaluation team regularly 
reviews evaluation 
activities and fidelity of 
implementation. 
Completed Activity:  
Evaluation team meets 
monthly (virtual, in-person, 
or conference calls) with the 
SSIP Transformation Team 
to discuss progress 
monitoring activities. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 
SY 2018-2019 
SY 2019-2120 


Proposed Activity:  
Evaluation team establishes 
regular reporting schedule 
to review results of data 
collection and analysis and 
make decisions about 
implementation. 
Completed Activity:  Based 
on recommendations and 
discussions, the SSIP 
Transformation Team sets 
aside time at meetings to 
review and discuss data. 
SSIP Site Leadership Teams 
are invited to participate as 
part of the AoR.  The 
External Evaluator also 
meets with the SSIP 
Coordinator on a monthly 
basis to insure timelines are 
met and data are shared.  
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 
SY 2018-2019 
SY 2019-2120 
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Table 7: Data-Driven Decision Making
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity:  Establish 
regular schedule for SSIP 
Site Leadership Teams and 
SSIP Transformation Team 
to review and make 
decisions based on data 
collection and analysis. 
Completed Activity:  EEC 
and SSIP Coordinator 
identified opportunities for 
meeting with SSIP school 
teams and the SSIP 
Transformation Team in 
year 2. 
Date Completed: 
March 2017 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
reviews data to support 
decisions about 
implementation progress 
and outcomes. 
Completed Activity:  AOE 
representatives meet with 
SSIP Site Leadership Teams 
(at Networking Day and 
during coaching sessions) 
to review plans for data 
collection and discuss 
optimum strategies and 
opportunities for review of 
data for decision making. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
meets with SSIP Site 
Leadership Teams and 
facilitates decision making 
based on data collection 
and analysis of results.   
Completed Activity: SSIP Site 
Leadership Teams adjust 
their implementation 
activities as appropriate 
based on evaluation data. 
Evaluation Team adjusts 
their data collection 
instrumentation, timing, 
and/or other collection 
aspects based on discussion 
with SSIP site teams. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2018-2019 
SY 2019-2020 


Proposed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
reviews and assesses 
effectiveness of data 
analysis review and 
decision making process for 
SSIP Site Leadership Teams 
and the connections to 
broader SSIP 
implementation. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
reviews data regarding 
implementation, as well as 
need for course correction 
and supports.  Stakeholders 
provide input on 
implementation shifts and 
considerations for overall 
SSIP implementation. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2019-2020 
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Table 8: Development of Leadership Teams
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity: Current 
infrastructure and capacity 
is reviewed for SSIP work 
at the state and local levels. 
Completed Activity: SSIP 
Transformation Team 
requires external support 
from national TA providers 
(i.e.: NSCI, IDC, SWIFT, 
PBIS, etc.) as Year 1 of 
implementation begins. 
SSIP School principals are 
interviewed for current 
capacity to do the SSIP 
work. 
Date Completed: 
Fall 2016 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
begins to incorporate 
implementation science 
strategies for SSIP 
Activities. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
sites are provided with 
support in developing 
leadership teams at the 
local level. 
Date Completed: 
January and March 2017 


Proposed Activity: 
Infrastructure revisions are 
based on data collection 
and implementation science 
strategies. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team uses 
implementation stages and 
drivers to review and revise 
all previous SSIP work.  
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity: 
Sustainable infrastructure 
development must be 
based on implementation 
stages and drivers. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
continues to receive 
support from national TA 
providers in preparation 
for scale-up. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  AOE 
engages in a majority of 
technical leadership 
activities, and few adaptive, 
for SSIP work. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
developed and facilitated 
two networking days for 
the SSIP sites to report on 
implementation progress 
and share wins/hiccups. 
Date Completed: 
October 2016 and June 2017 


Proposed Activity:  During 
year 1 the SSIP 
Transformation Team 
learns what worked and 
what didn’t at each SSIP 
Site. 
Completed Activity:  After 
each networking day for 
SSIP Sites the SSIP 
Transformation Team 
engaged in a retreat day to 
reflect on outcomes, 
address challenges, and 
celebrate successes. 
Reflective analysis from the 
SSIP Transformation Team 
outlined the need to 
provide more support for 
local Leaderships teams.  
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
restructures to enable 
engagement in adaptive 
leadership activities that 
can provide necessary 
support for the SSIP work.  
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
conducts virtual office 
hours for SSIP sites to 
provide opportunities for 
interactive engagement in 
the area of implementation 
supports for leadership 
teams. 
Date Completed: 
SY2017-2018 
SY2018-2019 
SY2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  
Sustainable development of 
leadership teams must 
include a balance of both 
technical and adaptive 
support to SSIP sites. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
continues to engage in 
PDSA activities to provide 
the appropriate level of 
support to all SSIP sites 
leadership teams. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2018-2019 
SY 2019-2020 
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Table 9: Stakeholder Engagement
Exploration Installation Implementation Sustainability 


Proposed Activity: 
Stakeholder input is 
imperative to the success of 
the SSIP work in Vermont. 
Completed Activity:  AOE 
invites stakeholders with 
various interests in 
supporting students with 
disabilities as participants 
in the first meeting to 
discuss and provide input 
for the development of the 
evaluation plan. 
Date Completed: 
March 2016 


Proposed Activity:  Regular 
updates to Stakeholders 
ensures continued interest 
in the SSIP work. 
Completed Activity: AOE 
holds face-to-face meetings 
for all stakeholders to seek 
input for continuous 
improvement of the SSIP 
work. AOE provides 
progress updates via semi-
annual newsletters to all 
stakeholder groups. 
Date Completed: 
November 2016 


Proposed Activity:  
Stakeholder engagement is 
most successful when 
communication includes 
opportunities for dialogue 
and discussion. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
continues to provide 
multiple modes of 
communication for all 
stakeholders,  
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 
SY 2018-2019 
SY 2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  
Stakeholder engagement is 
sufficient to support scale-
up of the SSIP work. 
Completed Activity:  
Stakeholders continue to 
provide input and receive 
feedback for the on-going 
SSIP work.  
Date Completed: 
SY 2019-2020 


Proposed Activity:  
Stakeholders are defined as 
one large group with 
common, but distinct 
interests who support and 
provide input into the SSIP. 
Completed Activity:  
Stakeholders are invited to 
annual stakeholders 
meeting.  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
provides progress updates 
to stakeholders at these 
meetings. 
Date Completed: 
March 2016 
November 2016 


Proposed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team 
representatives receive 
training on stakeholder 
groups based on Leading 
by Convening Training at 
the National Collaborative 
face-to-face meeting in 
Dallas, TX. 
Completed Activity:  SSIP 
Transformation Team is 
trained on the difference 
between stakeholder 
management and 
stakeholder engagement. 
Stakeholder groups are 
redefined based on amount 
of interest, time and 
resources required for 
participants of the SSIP 
work. 
Date Completed: 
December 2016 


Proposed Activity:  
Stakeholder groups are 
further reviewed and 
redefined based on 
infrastructure development 
and capacity building 
continues. 
Completed Activity:  
Stakeholders definitions 
reviewed and now include 
members of SSIP Sites, SSIP 
Transformation Team, 
Outside Agencies, and the 
original larger stakeholder 
group.  
Date Completed: 
SY 2017-2018 


Proposed Activity:  
Stakeholder groups 
continue to be reviewed 
and redefined as needed. 
Completed Activity:  The 
need for scale-up activities 
will be considered when 
redefining stakeholder 
groups. Input is sought 
from a variety of 
stakeholder groups as 
appropriate. 
Date Completed: 
SY 2019-2020 
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Appendix G 
2020 Mathematics EdCamp Impact Survey Qualitative Feedback 


Teacher Feedback 


List one impact from your EdCamp involvement on your classroom instruction, 
particularly for students with an emotional disturbance (ED) or other disability. 


SSIP Teachers 
• I am still struggling with the issues I brought up at EdCamp. The scheduling in our


building leads to many students having intervention during Tier 1 math time while
others have the whole block for Tier 1. It's been repeatedly said at EdCamp that is not ok
because it is not equitable. I agree, however I'm struggling to find a way for others in our
building to listen and make that change. I'm hoping that when Judi comes down to
consult she will be listened to! This relates to my instruction because of the "workshop"
models adopted in our school/grade level this year. While they are showing better
results with students this year compared to other years it does not mean it's the best
solution!


• Working with ED students often involves more delicate communication as you never
know what they have experienced and how they have perceived their experiences
throughout the day before they arrive in your classroom. I have been using an even
voice tone with these students during all of my communication with them regarding
directions or during any re-directs.


• The most impactful part of the SSIP project for me, and I would argue for my school, has
been the focused attention on math learning and instruction. The follow up coaching has
been extremely impactful in facilitating more meaningful discussion and action when
thinking about and implementing better practices K-6.


• Modifying math proficiencies to accommodate all learners - especially using the
Alternative Assessment and Dynamic Learning Maps


• Being in the classroom working with my students has helped both of us. I can have a
better understanding of what the math concepts are that are being addressed, and my
students can be part of that discussion to learn strategies and procedures, as well as
work with their peers.


• I am my school's Middle School Math teacher, most of the follow-ups are for 3rd
through 5th grade.


• I do a better job giving think time and providing opportunities for contemplation.
• I find out other techniques that teachers are using if they share them with me.
• Equity for all - helping to reach ALL students
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Non-SSIP Teachers 
• Since attending EdCamp last year, I have worked to scaffold my lessons better for


students at all ability levels. I have used many of the resources given to me during the
small group facilitated conversations.


• Use of questions, wait time, and more intentional consultation with mathematics general
education teacher prior to classes.


• I was able to find online resources to facilitate hands-on learning.


List one impact from your EdCamp involvement on students' mathematics 
performance, particularly for students with an emotional disturbance (ED) or other 
disability. 


SSIP Teachers 
• I think being able to be part of the regular education classroom for math has helped to


improve my student's math performance and support their learning, especially for those
students who have math anxiety.


• I'm working on modifying the core program we use to better suit students who struggle
with written language, which leads to better performance.


• Students are more willing to correct work without any argument or feeling the need to
take a "chill" time.


• I am better equipped to assess where my students are mathematically and to meet them
there.


• I get other feedback which is helpful for other strategies to try in my classroom.
• Greater use of manipulatives for all learners.
• Alternative standards


Non-SSIP Teachers 
• Intentional review of prior created formative assessment with the intent to notice


specific language use in questions.  Outcome - recognition for access (all),
language/format needed to change.


• Students in my class now participate in more conversation around math and question
each other.


• The hands-on activities have allowed the students to be more engaged.
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Administrator Feedback 


List one impact on classroom instruction you have observed, as a result of your 
school's involvement in the VT SSIP Mathematics EdCamp, particularly for students 
with an emotional disturbance (ED) or other disability. 


SSIP Administrators 
• I believe that there has been an improvement in the belief that struggling math learners


can meaningfully participate in universal instruction, however, teachers are still
struggling with how to make this happen. The ED interface with the mathematics
conversation has been very limited - I have not seen or heard of any convergence of
these ideas at the SU, building or classroom level.


• There is finally dialogue about the need for focus on students with ED, etc.  Our
stumbling block continues to be the inequity of intervention resources, i.e. teachers,
blocks of time, support materials between our elementary schools. To this add the
inequity of Social-Emotional supports, i.e. Behavior Interventionist and consistent
implementation of common language, natural consequences, and expectations.


• Intervention and special education services are now a push in model that incorporates
flexible grouping based on data. All students are accessing grade level instruction with
supports provided that are data driven. Our struggling students are having their needs
addressed immediately and are feeling more successful.


• We are reviewing special education caseloads and instructional groups to try to make
sure they are taking place in the general education classroom during universal
instruction. Additionally, we are using vertical surfaces and math menu/math
workshop.


• More opportunities for students to access the curriculum at a variety of levels and more
opportunities for open ended instruction.


• Stronger teacher knowledge of how to pose problems so that more students can access
the mathematics.


• More kids in Tier 1 math, more differentiation, greater teacher knowledge about math
instruction.


• The use of math workshop and the framework/schedule it provides.
• Increased access to universal instruction in math.
• More productive classroom math discussion.
• I have not observed any positive impacts yet.


Non-SSIP Administrators 
• The teacher I have in Ed Camp currently has grown exponentially as an instructor of


mathematics! She is also in VMI and the combination of these incredible programs is
giving her invaluable support and instruction! I attended Ed Camps for 2 years and feel
strongly that this is some of the most important math PD available!
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• Teachers pay closer attention to data from classroom assessments and find ways to
address the needs and learning styles of students with disabilities. There is more
collaboration between classroom teachers, special educators, and classroom teachers
around student progress.


• MTSS - all students have access to first instruction. Teacher's instructions have shifted
from script reading of Bridges Math to incorporating all students using engagement
cycle with peers, manipulatives, and shorten teacher talk times.


• Some of our teachers are using anticipate, monitor, select, sequence, and connect
practices which helps their students to have math discourse.


• The student is participating more in the math class than he was before.
• All students staying in the room for Tier 1 instruction.
• Higher level of tolerance for individual behaviors.
• I cannot think of one.


List one impact on students' mathematics performance, as a result of your school's 
involvement in the VT SSIP Mathematics EdCamp, particularly for students with an 
emotional disturbance (ED) or other disability. 


SSIP Administrators 
• Students are liking math and are feeling more successful from additional support that is


provided in addition to the regular classroom instruction during the math
menu/workshop part of the math block. Math tools have put together for all students to
access and vocabulary development is being front loaded to help our struggling
learners. Also groups are flexible and data driven. A testament that a positive impact is
happening occurred a few weeks ago when a district teacher came to observe and left
saying "I couldn't tell who your intervention and IEP kids were. Everyone was so
engaged."


• Teachers are feeling more comfortable stepping away from the script of Eureka Math
and using the concepts in a way that supports productive struggles and student
dialogue. Students who are doing math menu/math workshop/ vertical surface work are
much more engaged that students who are still receiving the stand and deliver model.
Teachers are noticing this and more and more are willing to try the new strategies.


• I so appreciate all of the effort that has gone into the EdCamp opportunity but I have to
be honest that I have not seen those sessions impact student performance. I think that
more bridging needs to happen between the idea of high quality math instruction and
consideration of access related to emotional availability. Without this availability to
learning, it doesn't matter how strong the instruction is.


• Our math scores on SBAC are increasing across the board. We have such a low
population of kids with diagnosed ED so it is hard to answer this question specifically.
The trauma training with Joelle VanLent was hugely helpful for our staff to increase our
knowledge of trauma informed practices.
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• Implementation of distributive practice to support number sense and computation.
Greater confidence and competence = greater engagement particularly for students who
struggle.


• The primary students demonstrate an increased ability to reason through a problem and
to accurately articulate their math thinking and processes.


• More students meeting standard (3) on standardized tests.
• Increased perseverance.
• More engagement.
• I have not observed any positive impacts yet


Non-SSIP Administrators 
• Students are engaged in their learning, use accountable talk while doing workplaces


with one another and number corner.
• The students are learning to play math games and how to take turns and lose gracefully.
• Students are given grade level work, and participating in grade level content.
• We are still working on increasing students' mathematics performance.
• Most students are engaged in mathematical discourse.
• Students' confidence as leaners!
• None
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Appendix H 
Coaching Outcome Statements Listed by VT SSIP Mathematics Coaches 


February 2019 – January 2020 


Improved Planning (10) 
• Made a plan on professional development for the upcoming sessions to increase teacher


math content knowledge.
• Came up with a plan to increase teacher content knowledge in mathematics that will


ultimately increase student performance in mathematics.
• We were able to begin to develop a focus for their change idea/action plan, as I learned


more about their school culture, systems and practices.
• The teachers were continuing to plan for problem solving in their classrooms as a way to


engage all students.
• Brainstorming ideas with the leadership team.  Working closely with the special


educator on specialized instruction for students.
• The entire group (mentioned in #10) met to discuss MTSS as a framework for designing


and implementing instruction/intervention throughout the school.
• The grade 7 teachers planned for upcoming units. The focus of the planning was on


problem based instruction.
• Special Educator and classroom teacher came up with a plan to better support one


student.
• The teachers had made a plan for making adjustments to the curriculum.
• Vertical alignment is being done by all grade levels.


Increased Teacher Engagement/Confidence (6) 
• Teachers felt ready to use the apps in their classrooms and they came up with activities


in the Bridges math program where they could be used to compliment the program.
• Teachers felt more confident as they looked at began to see where their students were on


the progression and what the next steps for student would be.
• Teachers are excited to learn more about how students learn and how to embed


formative assessment along the way as they teach a unit.
• Teachers were excited to look at the Graham Fletcher progression videos on additive


reasoning and multiplicative reasoning.
• Some teachers are feeling more confident to try eliciting mathematical arguments from


students.
• Teachers are excited to use activities that will help increase students understanding.
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Improved Teacher Performance (5) 
• Pre K teachers have a better sense of the program and how to organize it. Teachers were


going to implement opportunities for students to engage in problem solving.
• Teachers examined visual models from K-6th grade and discussed how to implement


them into their year-long math instruction.
• Teacher is more organized and better equipped to use the materials to teach the


students.
• Common understanding about what computational fluency means.
• Teachers are better prepared to teach math.


Better Use of Curriculum (4) 
• Understanding the Bridges Intervention Kit and how to use it.  Teachers learned about


resources within the Bridges Intervention program to use with students and also spent
time finding activities from other sources.


• The teacher realized that a portion of the Work Place instructions were interpreted in
correctly as she instructed students.  Teacher will clarify the directions which will make
it easier for the students.


• Taught teacher how to backward plan the Bridges Units to help with his pacing.
• Digging deep into Talk Moves and ways to facilitate student discourse.


Better Access to Resources/Teaching Materials (4) 
• Teachers found appropriate materials to support students who needed additional


support and more challenges.  Teacher found free math apps that could be used to
reinforce math skills in early numeracy and multiplicative reasoning.


• Teachers were able to find and/or create activities that supported students who need
additional support or challenge.


• Teachers were able to find materials to help differentiate for the current and upcoming
unit in math.


• Intervention teachers have many more resources to utilize.


Improved Capacity of District Coaches (3) 
• Math coach was prepared and confident in delivering professional development.  She


was pleased with the results.  Discussion is ongoing with grade 3 teachers about when to
start implementation.


• Internal district coach has a better sense of how to use Bridges Curriculum materials
more effectively in an All Learners Network lesson structure.


• The Math Coach felt more confident facilitating the PD with the staff.


Improved Unit/Lesson Planning (3) 
• We met with the rest of the team--discussing their context and reviewing with them the


elements of an effective lesson.  (The focus of their change idea.)
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• We looked at a lesson and discussed how modifications might be made to make the
math of the lesson more accessible to students.


• We worked to generate ideas about creating units that incorporated both science and
math learning.


Better Assessments (2) 
• I worked for two days with grade level teams to design assessments that align with the


math "non-negotiables" (enter and exit) that we developed last year. These assessments
will be given this spring.


• They have developed and are modifying assessments of students' performance on their
"non-negotiable" math skills and concepts.


Improved Support to Struggling Students (2) 
• I met with the Grade 2 teacher to discuss ways to close the gaps for students who are


struggling, primarily with foundational number sense.
• The teachers were discussing how they might support struggling students.


Improved Scheduling (2) 
• Worked with the principal and middle school math teacher to create a schedule for next


year that will allow combination grades to have the full time needed for math and
intervention.


• The focus of our work was on scheduling within an MTSS.  We drafted a "skeleton" plan,
listing scheduling priorities.
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Appendix I – Acronym List 


AoR - Agreement of Responsibility 


AOE – Agency of Education 


B-17 - Indicator B-17, the SSIP indicator


EBR – Educational Benefit Review 


ED - Student with an Emotional Disturbance 


IDEA – Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 


IDC - IDEA Data Center 


IEP – Individualized Education Program 


LEA - Local Education Agency (Supervisory Unions/School Districts) 


LRE – Least Restrictive Environment 


MTSS - Multi-Tiered System of Supports (includes academic and behavioral supports) 


NCSI - National Center for Systemic Improvement 


OSEP - Office of Special Education Programs (U.S. Department of Education)  


Part B - Age 3 - 21 (special education term) 


PBIS - Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports 


SBAC – Smarter Balanced Assessment 


SEL - Social and Emotional Learning 


SIMR - State Identified Measurable Result (the focus of the state’s SSIP) 


SPP/APR - State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report 


SSIP - State Systemic Improvement Plan 


TA - Technical Assistance 


TFI – Tiered Fidelity Inventory 
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1 Part B 


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. 


Indicator Data 


Executive Summary 


The Secretary of Education and the Deputy Secretary for the Agency of Education provide direction to the Student Support Services Division which is 
composed of the Special Education, Vermont Multi-Tiered System of Support (VTmtss) and Early Learning teams. These teams work in collaboration to 
provide leadership, oversight, technical assistance and support for building capacity at the Local Education Agency (LEA) level to meet state and federal 
requirements for special education, assessment, and other direct support services for students PK-12 in Vermont schools. The Special Education Team, 
comprised of a State Director, six program staff, a part-time phone support provider, and two compliance monitors, provides the field with technical 
assistance, professional development, compliance oversight, and continuous improvement support. The Special Education Team recently articulated its 
vision statement to guide and align practices:  


“Our team, together with all stakeholders, ensures access, opportunity, and equity by providing solution-based oversight, leadership and support to build 
capacity and improve student outcomes.” 


In 2019, the Special Education Team went through a redesign to improve the deployment of resources and to work more effectively as a unified 
organization. Currently, the Special Education Monitoring staff review ongoing regulatory compliance and address noncompliance with the field.  Issues, 
concerns and findings are delivered to the Special Education Programming staff, who identify and design universal and targeted technical assistance in 
response to LEA needs that are common, statewide. The aim is to provide support in addressing noncompliance, while keeping continuous 
programmatic improvement at the forefront of Agency Of Education and LEA practice. The Programming staff offer  direct support to the field, focusing 
their work on unmet LEA needs, and sustaining best practices for children and youth with disabilities. Additionally, Monitoring staff may assist in the 
provision of technical assistance (TA) as appropriate, and Programming staff may serve on on-site monitoring teams or support desk audit reviews.  


The Special Education Team meets weekly as a whole to share updates from their areas as well as to engage in problems of practice, in which the 
Team shares and discusses calls and emails from the field, and documents issues and responses.  Additionally, the full team collaborates during Data 
Quarterly Retreats, looking at patterns and trends across multiple data sources, to drive priority setting, and spotlight current and anticipated concerns 
within the field. Vermont’s Monitoring and Programming activities are also described in other sections within this report. 


Additionally, the Agency Of Education supports a Special Education Extended Team, which includes members from the Agency Of Education’s legal, 
data management, finance, Early Childhood Education, Alternate Assessment, and residential/independent school placement staff members. This group 
joins the Special Education Team monthly to share updates, and to identify issues and concerns which span multiple Agency Of Education teams and 
divisions supporting Special Education. Cross team discussions lead to solutions and action items which are documented, tracked, and evaluated 
collaboratively. This cross-team approach began in FFY2016 to ensure alignment of initiatives and consistent messaging across Agency Of Education 
teams supporting Special Education.  


The Special Education Team is also an active part of additional programmatic collaborations across the Agency Of Education, engaging in activities 
such as reviewing data related to Vermont's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan, participating in school and LEA-level continuous 
improvement conversations, serving on internal teams that coordinate responses to state law and policy (including Act 173: a recent act related to 
Vermont’s Special Education funding model), advising on independent school rate setting, as well as spearheading technical assistance and supports 
related to IDEA B requirements. Other interagency work/collaboration where the Special Education Team has an active voice includes the Interagency 
Core Team (i.e. Agency Of Education, Dept. of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Developmental Services), State Rehabilitation Council, 
Special Education Advisory Council, and Vermont Interagency Coordinating Council. 


Vermont's Act 173 was passed during FFY2017 and requires a major shift in education funding from a reimbursement model to a census based model. 
Although its impact is not yet known, the influence on IDEA B program work will be substantial, and has led to both a more extensive review of current 
LEA practice statewide, and an expression of APR data that is different than was shared in previous Vermont APRs. As a result of Act 173, and under 
the direction of the Agency Of Education Secretary, the Special Education Team serves in a leadership capacity with other Divisions in developing 
guidance and resources supporting  Educational Support Teams (EST), local comprehensive assessment systems (LCAS), coordinated curriculum 
(CC), needs-based professional learning (NBPL) systems, and an Act 173 Evaluation Plan. 


It is important to note that the Agency Of Education actively pursues support and utilizes technical assistance from national OSEP-supported technical 
assistance providers, including  NCSI, CADRE, IDC, and CIFR, on a regular basis.  For example, the Agency Of Education is part of CADRE’s intensive 
workgroup on improving its Administrative Complaints System for the next two years. The Agency Of Education is also receiving intensive technical 
assistance services from the IDC to improve its data collection and management system.  NCSI is providing support to the Agency Of Education in 
strategic planning, enhancing our SPP/APR writing process, defining appropriate measures for significant disproportionality, and strengthening our SSIP 
efforts. We view these organizations as valuable partners in our work, and plan to continue to take advantage of their guidance and resources as we 
continue to improve upon our data collection, monitoring, and programmatic practices and systems in the coming years. 


Finally, the Agency Of Education is excited to report that we are taking a new approach to our SPP/APR coordination and reporting. Previously, the 
SPP/APR report was compiled by a few key people within the agency, and was more siloed in its programmatic application. In 2019, the Agency Of 
Education determined that this was not in alignment with our collaborative approach to leadership, oversight, and support, and that the SPP/APR could 
more effectively leveraged as a driver for institutional change. As a result, for the FFY18 APR report, all members of the Special Education Team have 
been involved in SPP/APR data analysis, and report writing, under the joint leadership of the State Director and the IDEA Part B Manager. This change 
has been met with excitement and enthusiasm within our program team; staff are embracing their new roles as stewards of specific indicators, and have 
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been fully engaged in a collaborative  writing process. Going forward, we believe that this approach will enhance our programmatic support to the field, 
and further unite us as a community, with the indicators informing  priority-setting and conversations across the State. 


Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 


54 


General Supervision System 


The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc. 


Vermont’s revised general supervision and monitoring system reflects the Agency Of Education’s (AOE) commitment to providing leadership, oversight, 
to ensure all students’ equitable access to educational opportunities. This system frames compliance and improvement conversations with LEAs, with 
the goal of ensuring that each and every student is receiving a free and appropriate public education (FAPE). The purpose of our general supervision 
system is to ensure LEAs appropriately implement the IDEA and Vermont special education rules, and improve outcomes for students with disabilities. 


In 2019, changes in state and federal educational practices caused the AOE to reexamine our results-driven accountability monitoring practices. 
Although the AOE’s former monitoring system was meeting federal requirements, we did not feel it was robust enough to fully identify issues of 
noncompliance or to facilitate the identification of necessary programmatic supports. This revised system includes a differentiated approach to 
monitoring and support provision.  The AOE’s engagement with an LEA within our revised system is based upon the LEA’s Special Education 
Determination (LSED) status. Determinations are associated with prescribed levels of monitoring engagement, including reviews of LEA’s improvement 
activities or corrective action plans, on-site visits, file reviews, and desk audits, as applicable. On-site visits will typically be scheduled either in the late 
fall or late spring, and will overlap with other AOE site visits, whenever possible. Final monitoring reports will be shared with LEAs during the summer, 
and will include summarized monitoring outcomes, common themes and trends, findings of noncompliance, and corrective requirements. The Special 
Education Monitoring Team conducts all monitoring activities, tracks corrective action plans, and ensures that monitoring and improvement activities 
align with LEA needs. Additional information can be found on the AOE’s special education website: https://education.vermont.gov/student-
support/special-education, and our revised monitoring manual has been uploaded as an attachment to this report.  


The State Performance Plan (SPP) is designed to evaluate and describe improvements to Vermont’s implementation of Parts B and C.  The SPP is a 
critical component of our general supervision system, and informs the development of Vermont’s special education policies and procedures. The AOE is 
committed to messaging the SPP to the field, and holds conversations with special education stakeholders, including the Special Education Advisory 
Council, about its role in general supervision. The AOE has also improved our implementation of SPP activities and initiatives, and recently assigned 
indicator stewards across our programming staff, making it both a compliance monitoring activity and a program improvement component of our general 
supervision system. 


The AOE’s finance team, which coordinates our IDEA fiscal management, is currently undergoing a reorganization to better ensure effective 
administration of the IDEA Part B grant.  The team currently collaborates with Special Education programming staff to review and approve grant 
applications, and monitor expenditures; this collaboration will continue, going forward.  The finance team also updates and revises policies, procedures, 
and practices that support monitoring distribution and use of funds. Uniform guidance is disseminated to the field; dedicated staff provide technical 
assistance to LEAs, and manage grants through the AOE’s Grants Management System (GMS). The Agency of Education uses a risk assessment tool 
to assess subrecipients, and designates them as low, moderate, or high risk, which may impact conditions associated with their awards.  Finance staff 
utilize monitoring activities, such as desk audits, the collection of assurances, program review, single audit review, desk review, frequent financial 
reporting, and site visits, to verify appropriate expenditure of funds. Final fiscal reports are shared with the Special Education Team, and the finance 
team tracks LEA corrective action plans to completion.  


The AOE reviews the subrecipients chosen for monitoring in a given year and determines if each should receive an on-site or a desk review. To make 
this determination, fiscal and programmatic teams consider variables including risk assessments, the complexity of program requirements, the scope of 
the review. During desk review and site reviews, AOE staff request fiscal or programmatic documentation, as appropriate, to determine that fiscal 
spending aligns with funding restrictions and the grant agreement. Findings are communicated to subrecipients, which are required  to address 
noncompliance through corrective actions.   


Data for a majority of Special Education Team activities, including child count, discipline, educational environments, assessment, dispute resolution, and 
exits from special education, are collected, verified, and reported out by the AOE’s Data Management and Analysis Division (DMAD). DMAD team 
members responsible for Special Education data include an IDEA Data Administration Director and a Special Education Data Specialist. Both joined the 
AOE in late summer, 2019, as a part of building AOE capacity to support SPP/APR-related data collections and technical assistance provision.  DMAD is 
prioritizing making child count data both more complete for the AOE and less burdensome for LEAs, while simultaneously modernizing AOE data 
collection, governance, and storage systems. Analysis processes are being transitioned into more modern, powerful, and flexible toolsets representative 
of current best practices in Data Science. DMAD goals and objectives are in alignment with the standards and practices outlined on the Federal Data 
Strategy website. DMAD staff and Special Education Team members frequently collaborate to improve data collection and reporting practices. Examples 
include no longer allowing Child Count to be submitted with blanks in the initial evaluation date, which improves the accuracy of our collections; and the 
addition of a timely and accurate data component to the monitoring system this year, to reinforce the importance of timely and accurate data 
submissions.  


Dispute Resolution is led by the AOE Legal Division, which works in collaboration with Special Education Team staff to offer a mediation and due 
process hearing system and state complaint process. One of their priorities in this upcoming year is to make improvements to the Administrative State 
Complaints system, and to more effectively continue engagement with special education stakeholders as partners in our programmatic work.  With that 
in mind, the Legal Team, in conjunction with the Special Education Team, will seek to engage the Special Education Advisory Council, LEAs, parent 
organizations, and other education stakeholders in improving the Written State Complaint process.  Areas of desired improvement include a new 
approach to building public awareness and stakeholder engagement, timeliness, and eliminating parental fear of retaliation as a result of participating in 
the written complaint process.  The Legal Team, in conjunction with the Special Education Team, examines every hearing decision to identify procedural 
and/or substantive violations of IDEA by the LEA. The teams collaborate on findings of noncompliance, and review evidence of correction of 
noncompliance as part of the general supervision system.  Additionally, the Special Education Team reviews dispute resolution data to identify issues 
related to LEA performance, and to inform monitoring and technical assistance activities. 


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. 



https://education.vermont.gov/student-support/special-education

https://education.vermont.gov/student-support/special-education
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In order to provide a more unified approach to technical assistance, monitoring and professional learning opportunities, Vermont has developed cross-
team and cross-division collaboratives.  


The cross-team and cross-division internal structure allows for better alignment and greater flexibility of professional learning and braided funding 
opportunities. Agency Of Education (AOE) teams work together to develop a network of consultants with expertise in providing support to schools in 
implementing evidence-based practices, school-wide improvement models, and prevention models to improve instruction and learning for every student 
in Vermont.  


The Special Education Team is an active part of the cross-team and cross-division collaboratives in order to ensure that technical assistance and 
professional learning provided in support of IDEA and state rules and regulations are aligned across state initiatives. These activities are designed to 
ensure access, opportunity, and equity with the goal of improving student outcomes.  


The Special Education Team provides a range of professional development and technical assistance activities to LEAs, professionals, and families with 
the intention improving student outcomes and compliance with IDEA. Technical assistance and professional learning is provided by the special 
education program team staff at three levels of engagement: 


Universal: Available to all LEAs and professional staff, and families. Includes; technical assistance phone line and email address which provides regular 
and open communication between the special education program and monitoring staff with LEA administrators, teachers and parents 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week, referrals to Vermont’s parent information center, Vermont Family Network (VFN), online resource bank made up of vetted resources 
based on statewide special education priority topics including; SPP/APR indicators, special education implications for state laws, evidence-based 
practices in instruction and systemic supports etc., statewide releases of guidelines, guidance documents, memos, FAQs based on statewide special 
education priorities etc., statewide conferences, webinars, online office hours on statewide special education content priorities, and the provision of 
professional development in early intervention and educational services through collaboration with the early learning team. 


Targeted: Offered individually to LEAs based on the results of a discrete question or a focused monitoring activity, may require short or long-term 
engagement between LEA and special education team to improve student outcomes. The specific nature of the technical assistance will depend on the 
urgency or severity of identified need, but could include; remote or in-person coaching, targeted workshops, webinars, office hours etc. Recent topics of 
targeted support include: IEP development, post-secondary transition planning and support, co-teaching, data literacy implementation, and improvement 
science strategies. 


Intensive: Required for a small number of LEAs based on the results of a discrete issue or focused monitoring activity, may require sustained and in-


depth engagement between LEA and special education team to improve student outcomes. These supports will be delivered coordinated and/or 


delivered to the LEA by special education staff members as part of a LEA improvement plan. The specific nature of the technical assistance will depend 


on the urgency or severity of identified need, but could include; remote or in-person coaching, targeted workshops, webinars, office hours etc. 


The Early Childhood Team, includes special education specialists who provide ongoing technical assistance to public and private early childhood 
programs throughout the state.  


AOE staff who support special education aren’t limited to our Special Education and Data divisions. Additional staff members who collaborate closely 
with our Special Education team can be found in our Early Childhood and Independent School Teams, Finance Division, Multi-Tiered Systems of 
Support Team, Federal Student Education Programs division (as represented by our Title funding staff members and Interagency Coordinator, and 
Education Quality Division (which includes licensing and school improvement specialists). 


Professional Development System 


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


The Special Education Team engages in continual professional development to ensure it provides up to date technical assistance to the field. Minimally 
the special education program team has availed itself of technical assistance, professional learning and support from the following: 


NCSI – Vermont received Intensive support on its SSIP work, including facilitation of SSIP activities and strengthening its scale up plan, Vermont 
benefited from networking and shared practices through the Results-Based Accountability Collaboratives. Vermont received on-site visits with NCSI TA 
providers, to work on examining Special Education Team practices, strategic planning, enhancing targeted technical assistance, and building a more 
robust monitoring system. 


IDC – Vermont received general support on its child count data collection, 618 data submission, and SPP/APR, including data processes 
documentation, guidance for our new data manager beginning in fall 2019, IDC provides feedback, and clarification of rules and policies. IDC has agreed 
to continue its work with Vermont through the provision of intensive TA aimed to build capacity in data collection and management. 


CADRE – The State Director of Special Education and staff attorney from the Agency of Education Legal Team are part of a Written State Complaints 
Intensive TA Workgroup with seven other states. This work involves frequent virtual meetings, an annual face to face meeting, and TA support on project 
planning and logic modeling. 


Vermont has also received general support over the year from NTACT, CIFR, ECTA, DASY, NCPMI (National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations) at 
both universal and targeted levels. The State Director participated in new director meetings and received mentoring through the National Association of 
State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE). 


In addition to a comprehensive on-boarding process, the Special Education Team offers ongoing professional development to all of its staff members, 
including a combination of universally-offered professional development and professional development that is specific to the needs of each staff 
member, with the goal of ensuring the development of  the knowledge and skills necessary to support LEAs and stakeholders in ensuring FAPE in the 
LRE. 


The Special Education Programming Team considers a variety of data sources when determining the professional development components of a 
statewide TA/PD plan. In reviewing the data, the team identifies patterns around shared needs from data collected by the Agency Of Education, reviews 
other Agency Of Education Division findings from field reviews and site visits, reflects on feedback collected across the  state informally and through 
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regional events, monitors technical assistance requests that come into the Agency Of Education, and researches national trends in special education. 
Based on these data, the team outlines a plan for professional development and establishes a calendar of implementation and data-based decision 
making. Throughout this process, there is an emphasis on utilizing the principles of implementation science with respect to program design and 
evaluation. Examples of offerings include: 


*Autism Spectrum Disorder: Success in the Workforce  


*Interagency Core Transition Teams Conference: Making Vermont High School Graduation Requirements Accessible for All Students with The 
Proficiency-Based Graduation Requirements Access Plan 


*Vermont Family Network: Restraints and Seclusion Webinar  


*BEST Conference: Rule 4500 Restraint and Seclusion? 


*State of the State Webinars 


*Implementation Training for Alternate Assessment  


*Using Progress Monitoring Data to Make Instructional Decisions  


*Math Ed Camps 


*Ed Benefit 


Stakeholder Involvement 


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


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 


Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices 


Apply this to all Part B results indicators (y/n) 


Y 


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. 


Individual LEAs were not notified within the 120 day timeframe following the State’s submission of its FFY2017 APR due to staff capacity and an inability 
to access data. The DMAD and Special Education Team are new team members and are working with IDC to build capacity with respect to timely and 
accurate data collection and reporting. In the future, Vermont anticipates being on time with reporting on individual LEA performance as part of its 
comprehensive general supervision system. The Vermont Agency of Education anticipates making these individual performance reports available June 
2020. 


There were no revisions to the SPP after the FY2017 submission. A final copy of the FFY2017 APR was made available to the public via the Vermont 
Agency of Education website: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/school-reports/special-education-reports under the section titled data 
and reporting - Annual Performance Reports. The SEA Determination letter from OSEP was uploaded on Vermont’s website and results were shared 
with the Special Education Advisory Council, Vermont Council of Special Education Administrators, and regional meetings of special education 
administrators. LEAs will be notified about their individual SPP/APR determinations by the time OSEP seeks Clarification on the FFY2018 SPP/APR and 
results will be posted on Vermont website. 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Introduction in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 







 
5 Part B 


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. 


Indicator Data  


Historical Data 


Baseline 2011 79.07% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target >= 86.00% 86.00% 86.00% 86.00% 86.00% 


Data 79.63% 70.26% 79.85% 80.77% 82.14% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target >= 86.00% 86.00% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 


Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


Prepopulated Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort 
Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 


10/2/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a 
regular diploma 


810 


SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort 
Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 


10/2/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs eligible to 
graduate 


1,014 


SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate 
(EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 


10/2/2019 
Regulatory six-year adjusted-cohort 
graduation rate table 


79.88% 
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FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status 


Slippage 
(y/n) 


810 1,014 82.14% 86.00% 79.88% N Y 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Due to constraints of the new SPP/APR template (if corrections are not made prior to submission), the above table compares FFY2017’s six-year ACGR 
to FFY2018’s six-year ACGR. Vermont reviews 4, 5, and 6 year grad rate cohorts and reports the highest of the three: in FFY2018, the highest of the 
three cohorts was the 5-year ACGR. The extended ACGR for FFY2017 was 82.14% and the 5-year extended ACGR for FFY2018 is 81.89%, which 
does not constitute slippage. In FFY2018, the four year ACGR went down and five year ACGR went up, which indicates most likely LEAs are taking 
advantage of programs designed to give students eligible for special education more time in the school system as appropriate.  Please see our extended 
cohort data in the attachments about this indicator. 


Graduation Conditions  


Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using:  


B Extended ACGR X 


If extended, provide the number of years 


5 


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. 


Vermont provides guidance to LEAs in developing local graduation requirements. The information below is extracted from Section 2120.7 of Vermont's 
Education Quality Standards regarding Graduation Requirements: A student meets the requirements for graduation when the student demonstrates 
evidence of proficiency in the curriculum outlined in 2120.5, and completion of any other requirements specified by the local board of the school attended 
by the student. For students eligible for special education services under IDEA or protected by Section 504 of the federal Rehabilitation Act, the student 
shall meet the same graduation requirements as nondisabled peers in an accommodated and/or modified manner. These modifications will be 
documented in each student’s IEP.  


As of 2019-2020 school year (not a part of this reporting period) Vermont has shifted away from a credit bearing system to a proficiency-based 
graduation system. As always, Vermont still does one diploma for all students, there is no IEP diploma or alternative diploma. For students with intensive 
needs Vermont created and led a multi year long (with  representative stakeholder input) accessibility project which created a system and a tool (the 
PBGR Access Plan) for students with intensive needs to access the proficiency based graduation requirements (PBGRs). Vermont is committed to 
flexible pathways towards graduation for all students. 


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 


If yes, explain the difference in conditions that youth with IEPs must meet.  


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Vermont reviews 4, 5, 6 year grad rate cohorts and reports the highest of the three. The five year grad rate was the highest for FFY2018, but to make 
sure that Vermont AOE understands growth or slippage toward the target, all three years are analyzed. 


Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Agency of Education has been 
engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult 
transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 
10/2/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s extended cohort data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current ACGR data. Four and six year ACGRs were 
submitted via EdFacts on 9/20/2019. Vermont is not required to report 5-year ACGRs through EdFacts. 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Cohort 
Graduate Count Adjusted Cohort Count Graduation Rate 


4 YEAR 651 963 67.60% 


5 YEAR 796 972 81.89% 


6 YEAR 810 1,014 79.88% 


5 Y Cohort Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort 
Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 
696) 


9/20/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a 
regular diploma 


796 
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Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort 
Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 
696) 


9/20/2019 Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 972 


SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate 
(EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 


9/20/2019 
Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation 
rate table 


81.89% 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status 


Slippage 
(y/n) 


796 972 82.14% 86.00% 81.89% N N 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2013 4.19% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target <= 3.25% 3.25% 3.25% 3.25% 3.25% 


Data 4.19% 3.36% 3.45% 1.81% 4.17% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target <= 3.20% 3.20% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  
Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY)2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 


Option 2 X 


[begin option 1] 
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Prepopulated Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


5/30/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a) 


0 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


5/30/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education by receiving a certificate (b) 


0 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


5/30/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education by reaching maximum age (c) 


0 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


5/30/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education due to dropping out (d) 


0 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


5/30/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education as a result of death (e) 


0 


 [begin option 2] 


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 


If yes, provide justification for the changes below. 


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 


No 


Change numerator description in data table (yes/no) 


No 


Change denominator description in data table (yes/no) 


No 


If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology  


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of youth with IEPs who 
exited special education due to 


dropping out  


Total number of all youth 
with IEPs who were in high 


school (Ages 14-21) FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


138 4,518 4.17% 3.20% 3.05% Y N 


[end option 2] 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth 


A dropout by state and federal definition is an individual student who is not enrolled in an approved educational program and who has not graduated 
from high school. In Vermont, a student who is absent for more than ten consecutive school days without authorization is classified as withdrawn. If a 
truant officer is unable to verify that the student has transferred to a different school or approved educational program (e.g. home school) before the end 
of the year, the student is considered a dropout for the purposes of this report. 


Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no) 


No 


If yes, explain the difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs below.  


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Agency of Education has been 
engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult 
transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 
05/30/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, submitted on 8/27/2019. 


FYY18 SPP/APR Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


8/27/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a) 


478 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


8/27/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education by receiving a certificate (b) 


4 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


8/27/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education by reaching maximum age (c) 


14 
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Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


8/27/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education due to dropping out (d) 


138 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file 
spec FS009; Data Group 85) 


8/27/2019 Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special 
education as a result of death (e) 


3 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Reporting Group Selection 


Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator. 


Historical Data: Reading  


Group  Group Name  Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A OVERALL 2005 Target >= 99.25% 99.25% 99.25% 99.25% 99.25% 


A OVERALL 98.33%  Actual 98.26% 95.25% 96.07% 95.87% 94.95% 


Historical Data: Math 


Group  Group Name  Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A OVERALL 2005 Target >= 99.25% 99.25% 99.25% 99.25% 99.25% 


A OVERALL 98.42  Actual 97.83% 94.40% 96.22% 95.73% 94.82% 


Targets 


Group Group Name FFY18 FFY19 


Reading A >= OVERALL 99.25% 99.25 


Math A >= OVERALL 99.25% 99.25 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  
Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


FFY18 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts 


Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no) 


Yes 


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 
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Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS188; Data Group: 589) 


Date: <snapshot date> 


Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 


Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C185; Data Group: 588) 


Date: <snapshot date> 


Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment 


Group 
Group 
Name  


Number of 
Children with IEPs 


Number of Children 
with IEPs Participating FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 94.95% 99.25% 


Group Group Name  Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A OVERALL 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment 


Group 


Group 


Name  
Number of 


Children with IEPs 
Number of Children 


with IEPs Participating FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 94.82% 99.25% 


Group Group Name  Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A OVERALL 


Regulatory Information 


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


Public Reporting Information 


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


Assessment results are reported here: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Vermont is currently undergoing implementation of its SLDS. This change has been very challenging for many districts and despite the Agency Of 
Education’s support efforts, some continue to be late in making their required data submissions to the AOE. As such, the data required for this indicator 
were not ready for the December EdFacts due date. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 
school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial 
stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that 
the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR Clarification 
Period. Vermont’s plans for 2020 include enhancing support for SLDS data submissions via regular recorded webinars and FAQ documents.  


Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade  


Grade  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  HS  
a. Children with IEPs  990  1,107 1,120 1,106 1,176 1,048 1,055 
b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations   588 689 705 582 634 611 661 
c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  294  315 326 424 419 304 217 
f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  45  62 64 63 72 67 44 



https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance
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Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade  


Grade  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  HS  
a. Children with IEPs  990  1,107 1,119 1,106 1,176 1,048 1,056 
b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  669  656 548 522 541 505 623 
c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations   209 349 485 486 513 411 257 
f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  45  63 65 62 73 69 46 
FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment  


Group  Group Name   
Number of Children 


with IEPs  
Number of Children with 


IEPs Participating  FFY17 Data  FFY18 Target  FFY18 Data  Status  Slippage  
A  OVERALL   7,602 7,186 95.47%  99.25%  94.53% N N 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment  


Group  
Group  
Name   


Number of Children 
with IEPs  


Number of Children with 
IEPs Participating  FFY17 Data  FFY18 Target  FFY18 Data  Status  Slippage  


A  OVERALL   7,602 7,197 95.37% 99.25%  94.67% N N 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 


Vermont continues to make progress with the implementation of its SLDS; however, late and incomplete data submissions continue from some LEAs 
despite multiple communications from Vermont Agency of Education and its coherent, well-communicated approach to train and support the field this 
past year. Vermont Agency Of Education was unable to post FFY2017 data within 90 days of receipt of OSEP’s letter of determination due to this data 
being unavailable to the AOE; however, Vermont submitted EdFacts data for FFY2017 last summer on September 6, 2019. Additionally, FFY2017 
information is included in an attachment to this report. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 
school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial 
stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that 
the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR clarification 
period. 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Reporting Group Selection 


Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator. 


Historical Data: Reading  


Group  Group Name  Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A OVERALL 2014 Target >= 28.00% 12.13% 12.13% 12.15% 12.20% 


A OVERALL 12.13%  Actual 22.97% 12.13% 14.16% 13.31% 10.72% 


Historical Data: Math 


Group  Group Name  Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A OVERALL 2014 Target >= 25.00% 7.21% 7.21% 7.25% 7.30% 


A OVERALL 7.21%  Actual 17.14% 7.21% 9.25% 8.51% 7.79% 


Targets 


Group Group Name FFY18 FFY19 


Reading A >= Overall 12.25% 12.25% 


Math A >= OVERALL 7.35% 7.35% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 


Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


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 
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Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


FFY18 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts 


Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no) 


Yes 
Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584) 


Date: <snapshot date> 


Reading Proficiency Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was 
assigned 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or 
above proficient against grade level 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above 
proficient against grade level 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or 
above proficient against grade level 


Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583) 


Date: <snapshot date> 


Math Proficiency Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was 
assigned 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or 
above proficient against grade level 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above 
proficient against grade level 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or 
above proficient against grade level 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 10.72% 12.25% 


Group Group Name  Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A OVERALL 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7.79% 7.35% 


Group Group Name  Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A OVERALL 


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)] 
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Public Reporting Information 


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


Assessment results are reported here: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Vermont is currently undergoing implementation of its SLDS. This change has been very challenging for many districts and despite Agency Of 
Education’s support efforts, some continue to be late in making their required data submissions to the SEA. As such, the data required for this indicator 
were not ready for the December EdFacts due date. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 
school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial 
stages of data validation related to assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that 
the data validation will be complete and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR Clarification 
period. Vermont’s plans for 2020 include enhancing support for SLDS data submissions via regular recorded webinars and FAQ documents.  


Reading Proficiency Data by Grade  


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 
a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was 


assigned 927 1,066 1,095 1,069 1,125 982 922 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above 
proficient against grade level 87 85 86 74 79 65 75 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above 
proficient against grade level 31 42 51 30 39 23 22 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or 
above proficient against grade level 26 33 34 32 36 36 21 


Math Proficiency Data by Grade  


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 
a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was 


assigned 923 1,068 1,098 1,070 1,127 985 926 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above 
proficient against grade level 118 96 54 40 53 40 25 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above 
proficient against grade level 21 26 31 22 25 14 2 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or 
above proficient against grade level 25 27 32 24 31 25 19 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,186 1,007 14.79% 12.25% 14.01% Y N 
  


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,197 750 9.65% 7.35% 10.42% Y N 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 


Vermont continues to make progress with the implementation of its SLDS; however, late and incomplete data submissions continue from some LEAs. 
Vermont AOE was unable to post FFY2017 data within 90 days of receipt of OSEP’s letter of determination due to this data being unavailable to the 
SEA; however, Vermont submitted EdFacts data for FFY2017 last summer on September 6, 2019. Additionally, FFY2017 information is included in an 
attachment to this report. Vermont AOE staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year Vermont AOE is 
reporting in attachments to the FFY2018 SPP/APR preliminary data for those districts that have passed initial stages of data validation related to 
assessment eligibility, and has excluded 4 districts which have failed these initial validation checks. It is our goal that the data validation will be complete 
and the data to create the EdFacts files will be ready to post in Spring 2020 and updated during the APR Opportunity for Clarification.   



https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance
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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 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. 


Indicator Data 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 1.67% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target <= 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Data 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target <= 0% 0% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 


Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
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causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no) 


No 


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.   


Number of districts that have a 
significant discrepancy 


Number of districts in the 
State FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


0 54 0% 0% 0% N N 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a))  


X Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State 


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 


A significant discrepancy for any individual LEA is defined as an LEA that has a rate of suspension/expulsions greater than ten days that is more than 3 
percent of that LEAs total special education population. The suspension/expulsion rate is derived from the total number of suspension/expulsions >10 
days for special education students in an LEA (numerator) divided by the total number of special education students in the LEA (denominator).  


The Special Education team used a document the IDEA Data Center published called "Measuring Significant Discrepancy: An Indicator B4 Technical 
Assistance Guide" to analyze the comparison of this data. The source information for the numerator in the LEA calculations was the same as that used 
to populate the “Children with Disabilities (IDEA) Suspensions/Expulsions for SY2017-18”, submitted to OSEP in July 2019. The source information for 
the denominator in the LEA calculations was the same as that used to populate the “Children with Disabilities (IDEA) Suspensions/Expulsions for 
SY2017-18”, submitted to OSEP in July 2019. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY18 using FFY17-FFY18 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. 


Any findings of significant discrepancy will generate an analysis of policies, procedures, and practices by Vermont’s special education program 
monitoring team and notification is sent to LEAs consistent with CFR § 300.170(b). If appropriate, Vermont will require LEAs to revise policies, practices, 
and procedures relating to: development and implementation of IEPs; the use of positive behavioral intervention and supports; and use of procedural 
safeguards to comply with state and federal regulations. The reporting of any findings of noncompliance and the corrections will be consistent with 
OSEP Memorandum 09-02 dated October 17, 2008. 


X The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 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 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 NOT ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP 
Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. 
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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. 


The State must report on the correction of noncompliance in next year's SPP/APR consistent with requirements in the Measurement Table and OSEP 
Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. Please explain why the State did not ensure that policies, procedures, and practices were revised to 
comply with applicable requirements. [display this if the State indicated that they did NOT ensure that policies, etc, were revised] 


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. [display this if the State indicated that they DID ensure that policies, etc., were revised] 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance were 


Identified 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 


Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Verified as Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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 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. 


Targets must be 0% for 4B. 


Indicator Data 


Not Applicable  


Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 


Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2009 0% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Data 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target 0% 0% 


FFY18 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.   


52 


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 in the 


State 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data Status Slippage 


0 0 2 0% 0% 0% Y N 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 


Yes 


State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology  


Vermont identifies LEAs with significant discrepancies in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions, by race or ethnicity, through the following 
steps: 


Separately, for each race and ethnicity category, aggregate each LEA’s total number of IEP students who were suspended or expelled for greater than 
10 days, and divide by the total number of IEP students of that race or ethnicity in the LEA. This process produces the rate of long-term suspensions and 
expulsions by race and ethnicity for each LEA.  


Separately, for each race and ethnicity category, identify LEAs which have a long-term suspension rate of greater than 3%. LEAs which had fewer than 
4 long-term suspensions and expulsions in a given race or ethnicity category are excluded. The Special Education team used a document the IDEA 
Data Center published called “Measuring Significant Discrepancy: An Indicator B4 Technical Assistance Guide” to analyze the comparison of this data. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


52 out of 54 LEAs had fewer than 4 (minimum n-size) long-term suspensions and expulsions in any given race or ethnicity category. 


Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY18 using FFY17-FFY18 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.  


Consistent with CFR § 300.170(b), any findings of significant discrepancy will generate an analysis of policies, procedures, and practices by Vermont’s 
special education program monitoring team and notification is sent to LEAs. If appropriate, Vermont will require LEAs to revise policies, practices, and 
procedures relating to: development and implementation of IEPs; the use of positive behavioral intervention and supports; and use of procedural 
safeguards to comply with state and federal regulations. The reporting of any findings of noncompliance and the corrections must be consistent with 
OSEP Memorandum 09-02 dated October 17, 2008. 


X The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 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: 
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The State did NOT ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP 
Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. 


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. 


The State must report on the correction of noncompliance in next year's SPP/APR consistent with requirements in the Measurement Table and OSEP 
Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. Please explain why the State did not ensure that policies, procedures, and practices were revised to 
comply with applicable requirements. [display if the State indicated that they did NOT ensure that policies, etc., were revised] 


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. [display if the State indicated that they DID ensure that policies, etc., were revised] 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance 
Were Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected 


Findings Not Yet Verified as 
Corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data  


Historical Data 


Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A 2005 Target >= 79.00% 79.00% 79.00% 79.00% 79.00% 


A 77.89% Data 74.15% 74.93% 75.76% 76.77% 77.82 


B 2005 Target <= 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 


B 8.59% Data 6.61% 6.29% 5.72% 5.15% 4.61% 


C 2005 Target <= 3.75% 3.75% 3.75% 3.75% 3.75% 


C 5.81% Data 6.24% 5.77% 5.94% 6.05% 6.03% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target A >= 79.00% 79.00% 


Target B <= 7.00% 7.00% 


Target C <= 3.75% 3.75% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


Prepopulated Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


7/11/2019 
Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 
12,861 
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Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


7/11/2019 
A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 
10,014 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


7/11/2019 
B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 
21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the 


day 
586 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


7/11/2019 
c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 in separate schools 
654 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


7/11/2019 
c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 in residential facilities 
149 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


7/11/2019 
c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 in homebound/hospital placements 
15 


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. [selection of this option will 
make all of the numerator and denominator fields in the FFY18 SPP/APR Data table editable] 


Provide an explanation below 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of children 
with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 served 


Total number of 
children with IEPs 
aged 6 through 21 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data Status Slippage 


A. Number of children with 
IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside the regular class 80% 
or more of the day 


10,014 12,861 77.82% 79.00% 77.86% N N 


B. Number of children with 
IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside the regular class less 
than 40% of the day 


586 12,861 4.61% 7.00% 4.56% Y N 


C. Number of children with 
IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside separate schools, 
residential facilities, or 
homebound/hospital 
placements [c1+c2+c3] 


818 12,861 6.03% 3.75% 6.36% N Y 


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) [this only applies to C, and if it is checked the numerator and denominator are editable] 


Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above 


Part Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A 


B 


C 


The Special Education and Data Teams are disaggregating data and Special Education staff are holding conversations with LEAs on 
partnerships and technical assistance concerning targeted supports, services, and professional development that increase access to 
educational opportunities within the regular classrooms as appropriate. Vermont LEAs have expressed concern over the lack of appropriate 
educational settings available to eligible children and youth with complex needs, particularly in more rural geographical locations. LEAs 
may not be utilizing their continuum of supports, and may be defaulting to a separate placement. Vermont notes an increase in children and 
youth with an eligibility determination of Emotional Disturbance overall (15.34% to 15.58%) and a slight increase (less than 1%) in 
placements within a separate setting for this population. 


An LRE Workgroup will convene this year to review data and challenges with the goal of addressing slippage in this area.  One area we are 
exploring as a Team is if the number of setting types changed. Or if the number of children and youth with complex needs increased while 
the number of children with IEPs decreased. A recent meeting with stakeholders regarding this increase revealed LEA concern and 
commitment to partner with the Agency of Education in identifying causes behind this trend. Further, the Agency of Education will turn to 
resources through the statewide Success Beyond Six initiative, which involves data and feedback collected and reported by DMH, DCF and 
AOE on the proportion of students qualifying for services with an ED identification. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Vermont Agency of Education has 
been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a 







 
25 Part B 


difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as 
of 7/11/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, revised on 12/4/2019. There are 
also initiatives such as the Project AWARE effort (funded by a SAMHSA grant) which will hopefully help schools/districts better support students with 
complex needs (perhaps even reduce the number of students educated in separate settings) and therefore may ultimately impact this indicator. 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


12/4/2019 
Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 
13,154 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


12/4/2019 A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 


10,259 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


12/4/2019 B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 


593 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


12/4/2019 c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 
21 in separate schools 


670 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


12/4/2019 c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 
21 in residential facilities 


150 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 


12/4/2019 
c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 


21 in homebound/hospital placements 
15 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of children 
with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 served 


Total number of 
children with IEPs 
aged 6 through 21 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data Status Slippage 


A. Number of children with 
IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside the regular class 80% 
or more of the day 


10,259 13,154 77.82% 79.00% 77.99% N N 


B. Number of children with 
IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside the regular class less 
than 40% of the day 


593 13,154 4.61% 7.00% 4.51% Y N 


C. Number of children with 
IEPs aged 6 through 21 
inside separate schools, 
residential facilities, or 
homebound/hospital 
placements [c1+c2+c3] 


835 13,154 6.03% 3.75% 6.35% N Y 


Part Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A 


B 


C 


The Special Education and Data Teams are disaggregating data and Special Education staff are holding conversations with LEAs on 
partnerships and technical assistance concerning targeted supports, services, and professional development that increase access to 
educational opportunities within the regular classrooms as appropriate. Vermont LEAs have expressed concern over the lack of 
appropriate educational settings available to eligible children and youth with complex needs, particularly in more rural geographical 
locations. LEAs may not be utilizing their continuum of supports, and may be defaulting to a separate placement. Vermont notes an 
increase in children and youth with an eligibility determination of Emotional Disturbance overall (15.34% to 15.58%) and a slight 
increase (less than 1%) in placements within a separate setting for this population. 


An LRE Workgroup will convene this year to review data and challenges with the goal of addressing slippage in this area.  One area 
we are exploring as a Team is if the number of setting types changed. Or if the number of children and youth with complex needs 
increased while the number of children with IEPs decreased. A recent meeting with stakeholders regarding this increase revealed LEA 
concern and commitment to partner with the Agency of Education in identifying causes behind this trend. Further, the Agency of 
Education will turn to resources through the statewide Success Beyond Six initiative, which involves data and feedback collected and 
reported by DMH, DCF and AOE on the proportion of students qualifying for services with an ED identification. 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Not Applicable  


Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 


Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 


Historical Data 


Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A 2011 Target >= 71.87% 71.87% 71.87% 71.87% 71.87% 


A 71.58% Data 76.17% 76.58% 76.44% 75.18% 75.61% 


B 2011 Target <= 6.19% 6.19% 6.19% 6.19% 6.19% 


B 6.39% Data 2.19% 2.53% 1.80% 1.00% 0.70% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target A >= 71.87% 71.87% 


Target B <= 6.19% 6.19% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


Prepopulated Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 7/11/2019 Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 2,050 







 
27 Part B 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 


7/11/2019 


a1. Number of children attending a regular early 
childhood program and receiving the majority of 
special education and related services in the regular 
early childhood program 1,499 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 7/11/2019 


b1. Number of children attending separate special 
education class 7 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 7/11/2019 b2. Number of children attending separate school 6 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 7/11/2019 b3. Number of children attending residential facility 0 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of 
children with 
IEPs aged 3 
through 5 


served 


Total 
number of 
children 


with IEPs 
aged 3 


through 5 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


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


1,499 2,050 75.61% 71.78% 73.12% Y N 


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


13 2,050 0.70% 6.19% 0.63% Y N 


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) [this only applies to B, and if it is checked the numerator is editable] 


No 


Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above. 


Part Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A 


B 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Vermont Agency of Education has 
been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a 
difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as 
of 7/11/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, revised on 12/4/2019.  


Indicator 6: Preschool Environments 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 12/4/2019 Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 2,074 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 a1. Number of children attending a regular early 
childhood program and receiving the majority of special 
education and related services in the regular early 
childhood program 1,518 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 b1. Number of children attending separate special 
education class 7 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 
b2. Number of children attending separate school 6 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data 
Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 
b3. Number of children attending residential facility 0 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 
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Number of 
children with 
IEPs aged 3 
through 5 


served 


Total 
number of 
children 


with IEPs 
aged 3 


through 5 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


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


1,518 2,074 75.61% 71.78% 73.19% Y N 


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


13 2,074 0.70% 6.19% 0.63% Y N 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Not Applicable  


Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 


Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 


Historical Data 


Baseline FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A1 2014 Target >= 92.88% 86.63% 86.63% 86.63% 86.63% 
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Baseline FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A1 86.63% Data 89.13% 86.63% 85.17% 76.67% 81.76% 


A2 2014 Target >= 53.34% 40.91% 40.91% 40.91% 40.91% 


A2 40.91% Data 68.00% 40.91% 51.06% 68.75% 48.64% 


B1 2014 Target >= 91.21% 87.30% 87.30% 87.30% 87.30% 


B1 87.30% Data 90.68% 87.30% 84.44% 80.65% 84.65% 


B2 2014 Target >= 50.03% 32.49% 32.49% 32.49% 32.49% 


B2 32.49% Data 56.00% 32.49% 39.44 58.33% 36.05% 


C1 2014 Target >= 93.27% 86.00% 86.00% 86.00% 86.00% 


C1 86.00% Data 91.46% 86.00% 79.27% 75.00% 85.21% 


C2 2014 Target >= 61.23% 54.71% 54.71% 54.71% 54.71% 


C2 54.71% Data 64.00% 54.71% 61.27% 76.04% 57.28% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target A1 >= 87.13% 87.13% 


Target A2 >= 41.41% 41.41% 


Target B1 >= 87.80% 87.80% 


Target B2 >= 32.99% 32.99% 


Target C1 >= 86.50% 86.50% 


Target C2 >= 55.21% 55.21% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed 409 


Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) 


Number of children 
Percentage of 


Children 


a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 10 2.44% 


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


47 11.49% 


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


139 33.99% 


d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 119 29.10% 


e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 94 22.98% 
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Numerator Denominator 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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) 


258 315 81.75% 87.13% 81.90% N N 


A2. The percent of preschool children who were 
functioning within age expectations in Outcome by the 
time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.  


Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e) 


213 409 48.64% 41.41% 52.08% Y N 


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 4 0.98% 


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


40 9.78% 


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


200 48.90% 


d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 143 34.96% 


e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 22 5.38% 


Numerator Denominator 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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) 


343 387 84.65% 87.80% 88.63% Y N 


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) 


165 409 36.05% 32.99% 40.34% Y N 


Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs 


Number of Children 
Percentage of 


Children 


a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 4 0.98% 


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


42 10.27% 


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


115 28.12% 


d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 114 27.87% 


e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 134 32.76% 
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Numerator Denominator 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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.  


229 275 85.21% 86.50% 83.27% N Y 


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.  


248 409 57.28% 55.21% 60.64% Y N 


Part Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A1 


A2 


B1 


B2 


C1 
Vermont is investigating its data to identify possible causes for slippage and will have an accurate rationale in time for the April 
clarification window. 


C2 


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 


Please explain why the State did not 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. [display if previous response is no] 


Yes / No 


Was sampling used?  NO 


If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 


If the plan has changed, please provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 


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


Yes / No 


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process?  Yes 


If no, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers. 


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


Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) entry, exit and progress data is determined and collected by school district IEP teams through the IEP process. In 
2013, AOE began to implement the use of the integrated ECO IEP. Instruments used to gather ECO entry, exit and progress data is a local IEP decision, 
however Teaching Strategies Gold is the state approved universal PreK progress monitoring assessment that is required two times per year. Vermont 
does not use Teaching Strategies Gold conversion tables. IEP teams are instructed to use TSGOLD as one source among multiple sources come to 
consensus and inform entry, exit and progress data. ECO data is collected via Child Count data collection two times per year. VERMONT’s ECO 
Practice and Procedures Manual provides guidance for IEP teams to make determinations and reporting. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Yes / No 


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


If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately? [if yes, go to option 2] 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


[begin option 1] 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 28.00% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target >= 38.12% 38.12% 38.12% 38.12% 38.12% 


Data 35.73% 37.04% 36.08% 36.75 37.03% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target >= 38.12% 38.12% 
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FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


398 1,160 37.03% 38.12% 34.31% N Y 


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 13,806 


Percentage of respondent parents 8.40% 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable  


We have noted in our data that our most challenging areas are the same from FFY2017 to FFY2018. For example, parents rated items around staff 
proving support, training, and special assistance lower than staff availability and being treated as equal members of IEP teams. These data provide 
Vermont with a platform with which to work with our Parent Training and Information Center – the Vermont Family Network – in addressing parent 
concerns.  


Although the response rate was higher compared to last year, Vermont will continue to work with our vendor for greater representation, and greater 
response rates. Is continuing to look into a few possible reasons for slippage.  There was a quick turnaround for responses as surveys were 
disseminated at the end of the summer rather than end of the school year; the summer gap as well as change in dissemination window may have 
impacted response rates.  We also note that there is a specific age grouping that reflects poorer response rates, and will explore opportunities for better 
outreach and incentives to meet the needs of guardians parenting this age group.   


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. 


Analysis of the survey data utilizing Rasch modeling was completed with Winsteps v.3.91 software. The statistical summary of the 2019 analysis is found 
below. The two surveys, one for parents of preschool students and one for parents of students in Kindergarten through Grade 12, were combined for the 
purpose of the Rasch analysis.  


Standard: A 95% likelihood of a response of “agree,” “strongly agree” or “very strongly agree” with the item on the NCSEAM survey’s Partnership Efforts 
scale: “The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the school.” 


PART B Preschool Special Education 


Percent at or above: 600/550 51%/56% (SE of the mean = 2.7%) 


Number of Valid Responses: 143 Measurement reliability: 0.89-0.94 


Mean Measure: 613 Measurement SD 153 


PART B Grades K - 12 


Percent at or above: 600/550 31%/42% (SE of the mean = 1.2%) 


Number of Valid Responses: 1017 Measurement reliability: 0.92-0.95 


Mean Measure: 547 Measurement SD 148 


PART B ALL 


Percent at or above: 600/550 34%/44% (SE of the mean = 0.4%) 


Number of Valid Responses: 1160 Measurement reliability: 0.92-0.95 


Mean Measure: 555 Measurement SD 150 


[end option 1] 


[begin option 2] 


Historical Data 


Baseline FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Preschool Baseline Year Target >= 


Preschool Baseline Data Data 


School age Baseline Year Target >= 


School age Baseline Data Data 
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Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target A >= 


Target B >= 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Preschool Children Reported Separately 


Number of respondent 
parents who report schools 


facilitated parent 
involvement as a means of 


improving services and 
results for children with 


disabilities 


Total number of 
respondent 
parents of 


children with 
disabilities FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


Preschool 


School age 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 


Percentage of respondent parents 


[end option 2] 


Yes / No 


Was sampling used?  NO 


If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 


If yes, provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 


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


Yes / No 


Was a survey used?  Yes 


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


If yes, provide a copy of the survey 


[upload the survey as attachment]   


The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. (yes/no) YES 


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. 


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. 


To determine if the parents who responded to this survey were representative of the parents of all the children receiving special education services, 
race/ethnicity, disability, gender, and age demographics of the children whose parents responded to the survey were compared with the same 
demographics of all of the children whose parents were mailed a survey.  The chart attached collapses several disability categories to comply with 
reporting requirements of the Agency of Education’s privacy and data policies which require 11 students in any group where student identifiable 
information is shared. 


The largest difference between population and respondents in a disability category is 2.60%, in the Emotional Disturbance group. In categories of 
race/ethnicity, disabilities other than Emotional Disturbance, and gender, the respondent group differs from the population proportion by less than 2.00%. 
By age group, the largest difference between population and respondents is in the 12 to 17 year old category, at 3.41%. All other age categories have 
differences of less than 2.10% between the population and the respondent group. 


Vermont is seeking to strategize with our survey vendor: to analyze incoming responses by region, by district, by language etc.; to update contract of 
survey vendor with the goal of increasing representation from all groups; to verify documentation of attempts made for no response (wrong address 
/phone info); and to perhaps incentivize respondent participation.  Vermont is enhancing it’s technical assistance / professional development library, 
where resources will be made available to the field. 







 
36 Part B 


We have recently renewed a long-standing relationship with the Vermont Family Network as active collaborators. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at State University of New York – Potsdam administers this survey on the behalf of Vermont Agency of 
Education. The survey was completed in August and an analysis was completed in September 2019.  


Demographics of Respondent’s Children vs. All Special Education Children 


Demographic Characteristic 


Count of 


Respondent 


Children 


Percent of 


Respondent 


Children 


Count of Eligible 


Children 


Percent of Eligible 


Children 


Over/Under 


Representation* 


Race/Ethnicity 


Non-White** 87 7.50% 1,128 8.17% -0.67% 


White 1,073 92.50% 12,678 91.83% 0.67% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


Disability 


Autism Spectrum Disorder 110 9.48% 1,052 7.62% 1.86% 


Developmental Delay 238 20.52% 2,715 19.67% 0.85% 


Emotional Disturbance 145 12.50% 2,085 15.10% -2.60% 


Intellectual Disability 40 3.45% 589 4.27% -0.82% 


Multiple Disabilities 25 2.16% 209 1.51% 0.64% 


Other Health Impairment 220 18.97% 2,379 17.23% 1.73% 


Specific Learning Disability 306 26.38% 3,673 26.60% -0.23% 


Speech or Language Impairment 62 5.34% 959 6.95% -1.60% 


All Other Disabilities*** 14 1.21% 145 1.05% 0.16% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


Gender 


Female 397 34.22% 4,749 34.40% -0.17% 


Male 763 65.78% 9,057 65.60% 0.17% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


Age 


3 to 5 183 15.78% 1,895 13.73% 2.05% 


6 to 11 482 41.55% 5,572 40.36% 1.19% 


12 to 17 447 38.53% 5,791 41.95% -3.41% 


18 to 21 48 4.14% 548 3.97% 0.17% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


*Over/Under Representation is the percent of respondent children minus the percent of eligible population. 


**Non‐White includes Hispanic, African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native and Asian or Pacific Islander and multiracial. 


***All Other Disabilities Includes: Deaf, Deaf‐Blindness, Hard of Hearing & Hearing Loss, Orthopedic Impairment, Traumatic Brain Injury and Visual 
Impairment. 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation 


Instructions and Measurement 


Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality 


Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that 
is the result of inappropriate identification.  


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


Data Source 


State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and 
ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification. 


Measurement 


Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate 
representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of 
districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100. 


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


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


Instructions 


Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories. 


States are not required to report on underrepresentation. 


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


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


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


Targets must be 0%. 


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


Indicator Data 


Not Applicable  


Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 


Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 0% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Data 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target 0% 0% 


FFY18 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 
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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 in 
the State [if the State 


answers yes to 
whether they have 


established a 
minimum n and/or cell 


size, change this 
heading to “Number 
of Districts that met 


the State’s minimum n 
and/or cell size”] 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data Status Slippage 


0 0 54 0% 0% 0% Y N 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? Yes 


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


Disproportionate representation seeks to measure whether any racial or ethnic group is identified for special education services at a higher rate than 
other groups. Vermont uses a combination of accepted risk ratio techniques to provide an analysis that account for our state’s small and largely 
homogeneous population. Weighted risk ratios are used when populations are large and diverse enough to support their accuracy; in other cases, 
alternate risk ratios are used. Vermont uses a minimum cell size of 11 for identification. Analysis is still done on every race/ethnicity category in every 
district. Vermont uses 1 year of data in these calculations, and to determine whether any districts ought to be identified for disproportionate 
representation. 


Vermont has a 3-criterion system that works in combination to identify LEA’s with disproportionate representation in special education. A challenge for 
Vermont in identifying disproportionate representation is the homogeneity of Vermont’s student population. In both regular education and special 
education settings, more than 90 percent of the total student population has historically been reported as white. In addition, the counts of children 
receiving special education in each LEA are relatively small, averaging just over 225 students per LEA. Taken together, the homogeneity of the student 
population and relatively small child counts result in a situation where the addition of just one child into special education can create a large difference in 
the race/ethnicity composition of children receiving IDEA-B services in an LEA. To address these challenges, Vermont created three criteria designed to 
provide a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation: 


Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred 
method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student 
resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals 10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio 
calculation is used. These calculations are described in the IDEA Data Center’s Technical Assistance Guide entitled “Methods for Assessing 
Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education” and found at https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-
09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf. 


Criterion 2: Greater than 10 students receiving special education services in the race/ethnicity category of analysis in a given LEA. Vermont uses a 
minimum cell size because risk ratios can be substantively impacted by the addition of just one student in a race/ethnicity category containing fewer than 
11 students. Calculations are unreliable in identifying disproportionate representation for such small groups. Furthermore, the Vermont Agency of 
Education “small ‘n’ rule” prohibits public reporting of student-related information for groups less than or equal to 10 students. For these reasons, any 
single cell used for either weighted or alternate risk ratio analysis must contain at least eleven students before a district is identified for 
overrepresentation. 


Criterion 3: A difference greater than  or equal to 10 between the actual count of special education students in a race/ethnicity category and the 
expected count of special education students in the race/ethnicity category. The expected count is calculated using the proportion of the LEA student 
population in a race/ethnicity category and total number of special education students in that LEA. This criterion prevents spurious identification of an 
LEA when a combination of “small ‘n’” sizes across race/ethnicity categories cause risk ratios to be difficult to interpret meaningfully. This criterion, in 
combination with the other two, provides a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation. 


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. 


Vermont used child count data and student census data to complete the calculations and apply the criteria described above. No LEA in the State was 
identified with disproportionate representation based on these criteria. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


As part of Vermont’s commitment to developing methodology that will allow us to examine significant discrepancy and disproportionality within our small 
state, Vermont is dedicating resources to ensure we are collecting and analyzing data that are reflective of student needs, which will lead to reliable and 



https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf

https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf
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valid decision-making in the years ahead regarding representation. We are working with our IDC and NCSI partners on our methodology and 
implementing best practices. 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance 
Were Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected 


Findings Not Yet Verified as 
Corrected 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories  


Instructions and Measurement 


Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality 


Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the 
result of inappropriate identification. 


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


Data Source 


State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and 
ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification. 


Measurement 


Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate 
representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in 
the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100. 


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


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


Instructions 


Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories. 


States are not required to report on underrepresentation. 


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


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


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


Targets must be 0%. 


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


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


Indicator Data 


Not Applicable  


Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 


Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 0% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Data 0%  0% 0% 0% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target 0% 0% 
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FFY18 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 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 in the State 
[if the State answers yes to 


whether they have established a 
minimum n and/or cell size, 


change this heading to “Number 
of Districts that met the State’s 
minimum n and/or cell size”] 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data Status Slippage 


0 0 54 0% 0% 0% Y N 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? Yes 


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


Disproportionate representation seeks to measure whether any racial or ethnic group is identified for special education services in certain disability 
categories at a higher rate than other groups. Six disability categories are examined: autism, specific learning disabilities, other health impairments, 
emotional disturbance, speech and language impairments, and intellectual disability. Vermont uses a combination of accepted risk ratio techniques to 
provide an analysis that account for our state’s small and largely homogeneous population. Weighted risk ratios are used when populations are large 
and diverse enough to support their accuracy; in other cases, alternate risk ratios are used. Vermont uses a minimum cell size of 11 for identification. 
Analysis is still done on every race/ethnicity category in every district. Vermont uses 1 year of data in these calculations, and to determine whether any 
districts ought to be identified for disproportionate representation. 


Vermont has a 3-criterion system that works in combination to identify LEA’s with disproportionate representation in particular special education disability 
categories. A challenge for Vermont in identifying disproportionate representation is the homogeneity of Vermont’s student population. In both regular 
education and special education settings, more than 90 percent of the total student population has historically been reported as white. In addition, the 
counts of children receiving special education in each LEA are relatively small, averaging just over 225 students per LEA. Taken together, the 
homogeneity of the student population and relatively small child counts result in a situation where the addition of just one child into a disability category 
can create a large difference in the race/ethnicity composition of children receiving IDEA-B services for that disability in an LEA. To address these 
challenges, Vermont created three criteria designed to provide a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for identifying LEAs with disproportionate 
representation: 


Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred 
method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student 
resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio 
calculation is used. These calculations are described in the IDEA Data Center’s Technical Assistance Guide entitled “Methods for Assessing 
Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education” and found at https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-
09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf. 


Criterion 2: Greater than 10 students receiving special education services for the specified disability in the race/ethnicity category of analysis in a given 
LEA. Vermont uses a minimum cell size because risk ratios can be substantively impacted by the addition of just one student in a race/ethnicity and 
disability category containing fewer than 11 students. Calculations are unreliable in identifying disproportionate representation for such small groups. 
Furthermore, the Vermont Agency of Education (VERMONT AOE) “small ‘n’ rule” prohibits public reporting of student-related information for groups less 
than or equal to 10 students. For these reasons, any single cell used for either weighted or alternate risk ratio analysis must contain at least eleven 
students before a district is identified for overrepresentation. 


Criterion 3: A difference greater than or equal to 10 between the actual count of special education students with a specific disability in a race/ethnicity 
category and the expected count of special education students with that disability in the race/ethnicity category. The expected count is calculated using 
the proportion of the LEA student population in a race/ethnicity category and total number of students with the disability being examined in that LEA. This 
criterion prevents spurious identification of an LEA when a combination of “small ‘n’” sizes across race/ethnicity and disability categories cause risk ratios 
to be difficult to interpret meaningfully. This criterion, in combination with the other two, provides a meaningful, valid and reliable methodology for 
identifying LEAs with disproportionate representation. 


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.  


The AOE used child count data and student census data to complete the calculations and apply the criteria described above. No LEA in the State was 
identified with disproportionate representation in any disability category based on these criteria.  


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)  


As part of Vermont’s commitment to developing methodology that will allow us to examine significant discrepancy and disproportionality within our small 
state, Vermont is dedicating resources to ensure we are collecting and analyzing data that are reflective of student needs, which will lead to reliable and 



https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf

https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf
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valid decision-making in the years ahead regarding representation. We are working with our IDC and NCSI partners on our methodology and 
implementing best practices. 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance 
Were Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected 


Findings Not Yet Verified as 
Corrected 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 69.74% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Data 97.71% 98.48% 97.89% 97.74% 97.58% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target 100% 100% 


FFY18 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) FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


349 339 97.58% 100% 97.13% N N 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b) 10 


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. [display if the number of children included in a but not b is not 0] 


There were ten (10) students from three (3) LEAs who received evaluations beyond the 60-day timeline. The range of dates beyond the 60-day timeline 
were 61 – 84 days. Reasons for the delays included miscalculation of due dates, parent scheduling conflicts, delay in cognitive evaluation results from 
psychologist, and difficulty with obtaining translation or interpreter services. 


Indicate the evaluation timeline used: 
X The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted.  
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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).  


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?  


X State monitoring 


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.  


Monitoring was completed on a 6-year cycle through the end of SY 2018-2019. Using a state developed spreadsheet, LEAs submit self-reported data 
related to initial evaluations on NOV 1, FEB 1 APR 1 and JUN 1.  After Vermont reviews each quarterly submission for compliance, each LEA receives 
written feedback identifying student-level issues of noncompliance and offers differentiated technical assistance to enable the LEA to meet 100% 
compliance for each subsequent submission. At the end of the monitoring cycle, Vermont notifies each LEA of final compliance standings in a summary 
or close-out letter. Districts who do not meet 100% compliance are included in the following year’s monitoring cycle. Beginning in SY2019-2020, this 
cycle has been compressed to 3-years for all Vermont school districts. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


5 5 0 0 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


Based on a review of updated data from the four (4) LEAs who had late initial evaluations in FFY2017, Vermont has determined that each LEA is now 
meeting 100% compliance with federal regulations related to indicator 11. Vermont also verified that the LEA area of non-compliance was corrected 
within one year from identification and that this is not a systemic issue. 


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


Based on an updated review of data, Vermont has determined that although late, each of the five (5) students reported in FFY2017 received an initial 
evaluation and the LEA is now compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 11. 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance 
Were Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected 


Findings Not Yet Verified as 
Corrected 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition 


Instructions and Measurement 


Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition 


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


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


Data Source 


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


Measurement 
a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays. 
c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
d. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 


§300.301(d) applied. 
e. # of children determined to be eligible for early intervention services under Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
f. # of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR 


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


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


Instructions 


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


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


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


Targets must be 100%. 


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


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


Indicator Data 


Not Applicable 


Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 


Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 86.44% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Data 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target 100% 100% 
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FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.  88 


b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday.  5 


c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.  79 


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.  


4 


e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.  0 


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) 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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. 


Calculation: (c)/ (a-b-d-e-f) 


79 79 100% 100% 100% Y N 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


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 0 


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. [display if number of children provided above is not 0] 


Attach PDF table (optional)  


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?  


X State monitoring 


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. 
Notification letters were sent to the eight (8) LEAs slated for FFY2018 Compliance Monitoring which for this indicator involves the LEA completion of an 
state-developed spreadsheet. Vermont requested from each LEA the child's name, date birth, the date of referral to Part B, date of the transition 
meeting, as well as the date an IEP was developed and the date of parental consent for the provision of the IEP services. This spreadsheet was 
submitted at four time periods over the course of the school year and were specifically due on NOV 1, FEB 1, APR 1 and JUN 1.  For LEAs in the 
FFY2018 monitoring cycle, 100% of children referred to Part B from Part C had an IEP in place by the child's third birthday and therefore are considered 
compliant by Vermont. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance 
Were Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected 


Findings Not Yet Verified as 
Corrected 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


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


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition 


Instructions and Measurement 


Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition 


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


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


Data Source 


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


Measurement 


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


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


Instructions 


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


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


Targets must be 100%. 


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


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


Indicator Data 


Historical Data 


Baseline 2009 22.6% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Data 74.04% 74.34% 91.49% 88.03% 100% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target 100% 100% 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


57 80 100% 100% 71.25% N Y 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Vermont is aligning reporting practices with OSEP expectations according to the December 16, 2019 webinar that requires all incidences of non-
compliance to be reported. 


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?  


X State monitoring 


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.  


Monitoring was completed on a 6-year cycle through the end of SY 2018-2019. LEAs self-select and submit a minimum of (10) students with post-
secondary transition plans and complete a self-review using a the NTACT Indicator 13 checklist. Submissions are required quarterly on NOV 1, FEB 1 
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APR 1 and JUN 1. After Vermont reviews quarterly submissions for compliance, each LEA receives written feedback identifying student-level issues of 
non-compliance and offers differentiated technical assistance to enable the LEA to meet 100% compliance for subsequent submissions.  FFY2018 data 
were from the November 1st submission as Vermont did not collect a new data pull prior to the end of the school year. At the end of the school year, 
Vermont notifies each LEA of final compliance standings in a summary or close-out letter. Districts who do not meet 100% compliance are included in 
the following year’s monitoring cycle. Beginning in SY2019-2020, this cycle has been compressed to 3-years for all Vermont LEAs to allow for a bigger 
n-size. As Vermont is using data from a sampling of LEAs, there is always the potential that LEA capacity issues could impact Vermont’s results. In order 
to ensure that all LEAs in a monitoring cycle are able to submit valid and reliable data, Vermont will begin using early data sampling(s) to provide 
differentiated technical assistance. The final sampling will be an additional data set collected late in the monitoring cycle and will be used as the official 
monitoring results in future submissions to OSEP. 


Yes / No 


Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16?  No 


If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are 
based on youth beginning at that younger age?  


If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator?  


If no, please explain 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


The FFY2018 monitoring cycle consisted of eight (8) LEAs, with only three (3) meeting 100% compliance at the initial data submission. After the initial 
submission, and with immediate differentiated technical assistance, four (4) of the remaining LEAs were able to correct issues of non-compliance to 
meet 100% compliance for federal regulations related to this indicator. One (1) LEA was provided with intensive technical assistance and despite this 
was not able to exceed 80% compliance by the end of the school year. This LEA was sanctioned with a 15% set aside of their IDEA B grant funds to 
address non-compliance for this indicator and was scheduled for an on-site visit in SY2019-2020.  


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected Within One 


Year 
Findings of Noncompliance 


Subsequently Corrected 
Findings Not Yet Verified as 


Corrected 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


OSEP acknowledged that the state had 100% compliance in FFY2017 and is not required to report on findings of non-compliance. 


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


OSEP acknowledged that the state had 100% compliance in FFY2017 and is not required to report on findings of non-compliance. 


FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 


Year Findings of 
Noncompliance 
Were Identified 


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet 
Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 


Findings of Noncompliance 
Verified as Corrected 


Findings Not Yet Verified as 
Corrected 


FFY2014  39  39 0 


FFY2015 8 8 0 


FFY2016 14 14 0 


[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 
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FFY 2014, 15, 16 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 


Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 


Based on a review of updated data for LEAs identified with non-compliance in FFY2014, FFY2015, and FFY2016 – Vermont has determined that each 
LEA is now meeting 100% with federal regulations related to post-secondary transition plans. 


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


Based on a review of updated data, Vermont has determined that the LEAs reported in FFY2014 have corrected issues of non-compliance within one 
year of identification for each of (39) students and that all IEPs were 100% compliant for post-secondary transition plans. Vermont has determined that 
each LEA is now 100% compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 13.   


Based on a review of updated data, Vermont has determined that the LEAs reported in FFY2015 have corrected issues of non-compliance within one 
year of identification for each of (8) students and that all IEPs were 100% compliant for post-secondary transition plans. Vermont has determined that 
each LEA is now 100% compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 13. 


Based on a review of updated data, Vermont has determined that the LEAs reported in FFY2016 have corrected issues of non-compliance within one 
year of identification for each of (14) students and that all IEPs were 100% compliant for post-secondary transition plans. Vermont has determined that 
each LEA is now 100% compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 13. 


FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 


Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes 


Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition 
Results indicator: Post-school outcomes: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and 
were: 
Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school. 
Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school. 
Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment 
within one year of leaving high school. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B)) 
Data Source 
State selected data source. 
Measurement 
A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were 


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


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


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


Instructions 
Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling 
methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates of the target population. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional 
instructions on sampling.) 
Collect data by September 2019 on students who left school during 2017-2018, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the 
students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2017-2018 or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. 
This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other 
credential, dropped out, or aged out. 
I. Definitions 
Enrolled in higher education as used in measures A, B, and C means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-
year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school. 
Competitive employment as used in measures B and C: States have two options to report data under “competitive employment” in  the FFY 2018 
SPP/APR, due February 2020: 
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or 
above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since 
leaving high school. This includes military employment. 
Option 2: States report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as 
amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for 
students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year 
since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment. 
Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training as used in measure C, means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least 1 
complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce 
development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program). 
Some other employment as used in measure C means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in 
the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.). 
II. Data Reporting 
Provide the actual numbers for each of the following mutually exclusive categories. The actual number of “leavers” who are: 


1. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school; 
2. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education); 
3. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education 


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


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


III. Reporting on the Measures/Indicators 
Targets must be established for measures A, B, and C. 
Measure A: For purposes of reporting on the measures/indicators, please note that any youth enrolled in an institution of higher education (that meets 
any definition of this term in the Higher Education Act (HEA)) within one year of leaving high school must be reported under measure A. This could 
include youth who also happen to be competitively employed, or in some other training program; however, the key outcome we are interested in here is 
enrollment in higher education. 
Measure B: All youth reported under measure A should also be reported under measure B, in addition to all youth that obtain competitive employment 
within one year of leaving high school. 
Measure C: All youth reported under measures A and B should also be reported under measure C, in addition to youth that are enrolled in some other 
postsecondary education or training program, or in some other employment. 
Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary 
school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, disability category, and 
geographic location in the State. 
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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. 


Indicator Data 


Historical Data 


Baseline  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A 2009 Target >= 24.25% 24.25% 24.25% 24.25% 24.25% 


A 24.22% Data 50.38% 48.89% 38.79% 22.22% 21.94% 


B 2009 Target >= 56.05% 56.05% 56.05% 56.05% 56.05% 


B 56.40% Data 70.61% 62.22% 69.63% 64.81% 62.58% 


C 2009 Target >= 72.00% 72.00% 72.00% 72.00% 72.00% 


C 71.97% Data 77.48% 73.33% 80.84% 74.07% 78.71% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target A >= 24.25% 24.25% 


Target B >= 56.50% 56.50% 


Target C >= 72.00% 72.00% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  
Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


FFY18 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 144 


1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school  33 


2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school  72 


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) 


12 


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). 


11 


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 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 33 144 21.94% 24.25% 22.92% N N 


B. Enrolled in higher education or 
competitively employed within one year of 
leaving high school (1 +2) 


105 144 62.58% 56.50% 72.92% Y N 


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) 


128 144 78.71% 72.00% 88.89% Y N 
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Part Reasons for slippage, if applicable 


A 


B 


C 


Please select the reporting option your State is using:  


X Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY17 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. 


Yes / No 


Was sampling used?  No 


If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 


If yes, provide sampling plan. [upload sampling plan as attachment] 


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


Yes / No 


Was a survey used?  Yes 


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


If yes, attach a copy of the survey [upload survey as attachment] 


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of youth who are 
no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 


The individuals and parents who responded to Vermont's Post-Secondary Outcomes Survey were mostly representative of the children with IEPs who 
exited high school during the 2017-2018 school year by race/ethnicity, disability, and gender demographics. Those who responded to the survey (or 
whose parents responded on their behalf) were compared by demographic category to all who were mailed a survey notice and phoned for a 
survey.  The chart below, in the additional information section, suppresses race and ethnicity information and collapses several disability categories to 
comply with reporting requirements of the Vermont Agency of Education’s small “n” rule (11). Although Vermont’s data suppression rule, designed to 
protect student-identifiable information, prohibits publishing the number of non-white survey respondents, the percent of non-white respondents was 
within 3.00% of the percent of non-white survey recipients. The corresponding difference in the gender category is approximately 3.00%.   


With the exception of Emotional Disturbance, the largest difference between the survey recipient population and respondents in a disability category is 
2.83%(Specific Learning Disability). However, children with Emotional Disturbance and their parents represented at an 8.89% smaller subset of the 
respondent population than the survey recipient population.  


Those who exited high school special education at younger ages or by dropping out were also less likely to respond to the survey. High schoolers with 
IEPs who exited at ages 14-18 (or the parents of those who were still under age 18 at the time of the survey notice) represented a 13.25% smaller 
portion of the respondent group than of all survey recipients. Those who dropped out (or their parents) represented 12.22% less of the respondent group 
than of the group who received surveys. The 14 to 18 age group contained 85.61% of all dropouts. 


Yes / No 


Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they 
left school?  


No 


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. 


Vermont analyzed the representativeness of it’s survey respondents in both FFY2017 and FFY 2018. Efforts are underway to work with the vendor to 
improve our response rates and representativeness overall for future data collections, analyses, and submissions. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at State University of New York – Potsdam administers this survey on the the behalf of Vermont Agency of 
Education. The survey was completed in October and data were received in November 2019  
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Representativeness Table 


Demographic Characteristic  


Count of 


Respondent 


Children  


Percent of 


Respondent 


Children 


Count of Eligible 


Children 


Percent of Eligible 


Children 


Over/Under 


Representation* 


Race/Ethnicity 


Non-White** -- -- 50 8.20% -- 


White -- -- 560 91.80% -- 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Disability 


Autism Spectrum Disorder 17 11.81% 53 8.69% 3.12% 


Emotional Disturbance 28 19.44% 172 28.20% -8.75% 


Intellectual Disability 15 10.42% 48 7.87% 2.55% 


Other Health Impairment 23 15.97% 100 16.39% -0.42% 


Specific Learning Disability 47 32.64% 183 30.00% 2.64% 


All Other Disabilities*** 14 9.72% 54 8.85% 0.87% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Gender 


Female 51 35.42% 235 38.52% -3.11% 


Male 93 64.58% 375 61.48% 3.11% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Age 


14 to 18 63 43.75% 346 56.72% -12.97% 


19 to 22 81 56.25% 264 43.28% 12.97% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Exit Reason 


Dropout 15 10.42% 134 21.97% -11.55% 


All other reasons**** 129 89.58% 476 78.03% 11.55% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


*Over/Under Representation is the percent of respondent children minus the percent of eligible population. 


**Non‐White includes Hispanic, African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native and Asian or Pacific Islander and multiracial. 


***All Other Disabilities Includes: Deaf, Deaf‐Blindness, Hard of Hearing & Hearing Loss, Orthopedic Impairment, Traumatic Brain Injury and Visual 
Impairment, Multiple Disabilities, Speech or Language Impairment,  


**** Includes graduated with high school diploma, received certificate, and reached maximum age 


--Data with values of 10 or fewer have been suppressed to protect student identifiable information.  


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR  


Vermont analyzed the representativeness of it’s survey respondents in both FFY2017 and FFY 2018. Efforts are underway to work with the vendor to 
improve our response rates and representativeness overall for future data collections, analyses, and submissions. 
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions 


Instructions and Measurement 


Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision 


Results Indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements. 


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


Data Source 


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


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. 


Indicator Data 


Select yes to use target ranges [option 1 is without ranges for Targets table, option 2 is with ranges. Historical tables will display target ranges as 
reported previously for both options.] 


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 6 


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 


1 


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. [selection of this option will 
make the numerator and denominator fields in the FFY18 SPP/APR Data table editable in both options] 


Provide an explanation below. 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  


Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 


Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 55.00% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target >= 60% 60% 60% 60% 60% 


Data 100% 100% 100% 0% 11.11% 


[begin option 1] 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target >= 60% 60% 
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FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions 
resolved through settlement agreements 


3.1 Number of resolutions 
sessions 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data Status Slippage 


1 6 11.11% 60.00% 16.67% N N 


[end option 1] 


[begin option 2] 


Targets 


FFY 2018 


(low) 


2018 


(high) 


2019 


(low) 


2019 


(high) 


Target >= 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


3.1(a) Number resolutions 
sessions resolved through 


settlement agreements 
3.1 Number of 


resolutions sessions 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


(low) 


FFY18 
Target 


(high) FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


[end option 2] 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Due to small numbers, Vermont does not meet target.  Of the 5 resolutions not resolved through settlement: 3 were dismissed and 2 were withdrawn.  


The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2017. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or 
more resolution sessions were held. Vermont is not required to meet this target because there were a total of 6 resolution sessions held. 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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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 (EMTHPARTS)). 


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. 


Indicator Data 


Select yes to use target ranges [option 1 is without ranges for Targets table, option 2 is with ranges. Historical tables will display target ranges as 
reported previously for both options.] 


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 28 


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 


2 


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 


16 


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 [selection of this option will 
make the numerator and denominator fields in the FFY18 SPP/APR Data table editable in both options] 


Provide an explanation below. 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  
Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after 
presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. 
Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive 
Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director of Special Education. The webinar was a call in opportunity for special education 
directors to listen in, hear updates on the SPP/APR, and comment on FFY2019 targets being proposed by the Agency of Education. 
Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of 
these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 
causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous 
improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  


Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, 
measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the 
student perspective how we can improve practices.   


Historical Data 


Baseline 2005 63.00% 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target >= 82.00% 82.00% 82.00% 82.00% 82.00% 


Data 76.00% 83.33% 70.00% 91.67% 70.83% 


[begin option 1] 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target >= 82.00% 82.00% 
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FFY18 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 FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


2 16 28 70.83% 82.00% 64.29% N Y 


[end option 1] 


[begin option 2] 


Targets 


FFY 2018 


(low) 


2018 


(high) 


2019 


(low) 


2019 


(high) 


Target >= 


FFY18 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 FFY17 Data 


FFY18 
Target 


(low) 


FFY18 
Target 


(high) FFY18 Data Status Slippage 


[end option 2] 


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 


Our panel of experienced mediators has not changed, neither has our process of assigning mediators We looked at the 10 cases that did not reach an 
agreement during mediation. Considering this analysis, we do not think this is a systemic issue. The 2 cases related to due process were dismissed; of 
the 8 others, 3 reached agreement after mediation session ended, 1 was dismissed, 2 went to administrative complaint, and 2 reached no agreement.  


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 


Prior FFY Required Actions  


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan 


Instructions and Measurement 


Monitoring Priority: General Supervision 


Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator. 


Measurement 


The State’s SPP/APR includes an SSIP that is a comprehensive, ambitious, yet achievable multi-year plan for improving results for children with 
disabilities. The SSIP includes the components described below. 


Instructions 


Baseline Data: In its FFY 2013 SPP/APR, due February 2, 2015, the State must provide FFY 2013 baseline data that must be expressed as a 
percentage and which is aligned with the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. 


Targets: In its FFY 2013 SPP/APR, due February 2, 2015, the State must provide measurable and rigorous targets (expressed as percentages) for 
each of the five years from FFY 2014 through FFY 2018. The State’s FFY 2018 target must demonstrate improvement over the State’s FFY 2013 
baseline data. 


Updated Data: In its FFYs 2014 through FFY 2018 SPPs/APRs, due February 2016 through February 2020, the State must provide updated data for 
that specific FFY (expressed as percentages) and that data must be aligned with the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. 
In its FFYs 2014 through FFY 2018 SPPs/APRs, the State must report on whether it met its target. 


Overview of the Three Phases of the SSIP 


It is of the utmost importance to improve results for children with disabilities by improving educational services, including special education and related 
services. Stakeholders, including parents of children with disabilities, local educational agencies, the State Advisory Panel, and others, are critical 
participants in improving results for children with disabilities and should be included in developing, implementing, evaluating, and revising the SSIP and 
included in establishing the State’s targets under Indicator 17. The SSIP should include information about stakeholder involvement in all three phases. 


Phase I: Analysis (which the State must include with the February 2, 2015 submission of its SPP/APR for FFY 2013): 


▪ Data Analysis; 
▪ Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity; 
▪ State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities; 
▪ Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies; and 
▪ Theory of Action. 


Phase II: Plan (which, in addition to the Phase I content (including any updates)) outlined above, the State must include with the February 1, 2016 
submission of its SPP/APR for FFY 2014): 


▪ Infrastructure Development; 
▪ Support for local educational agency (LEA) Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices; and 
▪ Evaluation. 


Phase III: Implementation and Evaluation (which, in addition to the Phase I and Phase II content (including any updates)) outlined above, the State 
must include with the February 1, 2017 submission of its SPP/APR for FFY 2015, and update in 2018, 2019, and 2020) the Results of Ongoing 
Evaluation and Revisions to the SSIP. 


Specific Content of Each Phase of the SSIP 


Refer to FFY 2013-2015 Measurement Table for detailed requirements of Phase I and Phase II SSIP submissions. 


Phase III should only include information from Phase I or Phase II if changes or revisions are being made by the State and/or if information previously 
required in Phase I or Phase II was not reported. 


Phase III: Implementation and Evaluation 


In Phase III, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress implementing the SSIP. This 
includes: (A) data and analysis on the extent to which the State has made progress toward and/or met the State-established short-term and long-term 
outcomes or objectives for implementation of the SSIP and its progress toward achieving the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with 
Disabilities (SiMR); (B) the rationale for any revisions that were made, or that the State intends to make, to the SSIP as the result of implementation, 
analysis, and evaluation; and (C) a description of the meaningful stakeholder engagement. If the State intends to continue implementing the SSIP 
without modifications, the State must describe how the data from the evaluation support this decision. 


A. Data Analysis 


As required in the Instructions for the Indicator/Measurement, in its FFYs 2014 through 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report data for that specific FFY 
(expressed as actual numbers and percentages) that are aligned with the SiMR. The State must report on whether the State met its target. In addition, 
the State may report on any additional data (e.g., progress monitoring data) that were collected and analyzed that would suggest progress toward the 
SiMR. States using a subset of the population from the indicator (e.g., a sample, cohort model) should describe how data are collected and analyzed for 
the SiMR if that was not described in Phase I or Phase II of the SSIP. 


B. Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation 


The State must provide a narrative or graphic representation (e.g., a logic model) of the principal activities, measures and outcomes that were 
implemented since the State’s last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019). The evaluation should align with the theory of action described in Phase I and 
the evaluation plan described in Phase II. The State must describe any changes to the activities, strategies, or timelines described in Phase II and 
include a rationale or justification for the changes. If the State intends to continue implementing the SSIP without modifications, the State must describe 
how the data from the evaluation support this decision. 


The State must summarize the infrastructure improvement strategies that were implemented, and the short-term outcomes achieved, including the 
measures or rationale used by the State and stakeholders to assess and communicate achievement. Relate short term outcomes to one or more areas 
of a systems framework (e.g., governance, data, finance, accountability/monitoring, quality standards, professional development and/or technical 
assistance) and explain how these strategies support system change and are necessary for: (a) achievement of the SiMR; (b) sustainability of systems 
improvement efforts; and/or (c) scale-up. The State must describe the next steps for each infrastructure improvement strategy and the anticipated 
outcomes to be attained during the next fiscal year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 APR, report on anticipated outcomes to be obtained during FFY19, i.e., July 
1, 2019-June 30, 2020). 
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The State must summarize the specific evidence-based practices that were implemented and the strategies or activities that supported their selection 
and ensured their use with fidelity. Describe how the evidence-based practices, and activities or strategies that support their use, are intended to impact 
the SiMR by changing program/district policies, procedures, and/or practices, teacher/provider practices (e.g., behaviors), parent/caregiver outcomes, 
and/or child outcomes. Describe any additional data (e.g., progress monitoring data) that was collected to support the on-going use of the evidence-
based practices and inform decision-making for the next year of SSIP implementation. 


C. Stakeholder Engagement 


The State must describe the specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts and how the State addressed concerns, 
if any, raised by stakeholders through its engagement activities. 


Additional Implementation Activities 


The State should identify any activities not already described that it intends to implement in the next fiscal year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 APR, report on 
activities it intends to implement in FFY19, i.e., July 1, 2019-June 30, 2020) including a timeline, anticipated data collection and measures, and expected 
outcomes that are related to the SiMR. The State should describe any newly identified barriers and include steps to address these barriers. 


Indicator Data 


Upload your State Systemic Improvement Plan. 
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Certification 


Instructions 


Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR. 


Certify 


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


Select the certifier’s role 


Chief State School Officer 


X 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: Jacqueline Kelleher 


Title: State Director of Special Education 


Email: Jacqui.kelleher@vermont.gov  


Phone: 802-828-5382 


Submitted on: January 31, 2020 


[System populated with date and time of submission] 
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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 

		Indicator Data 

		Executive Summary 

		 

		The Secretary of Education and the Deputy Secretary for the Agency of Education provide direction to the Student Support Services Division which is composed of the Special Education, Vermont Multi-Tiered System of Support (VTmtss) and Early Learning teams. These teams work in collaboration to provide leadership, oversight, technical assistance and support for building capacity at the Local Education Agency (LEA) level to meet state and federal requirements for special education, assessment, and other direct

		 

		“Our team, together with all stakeholders, ensures access, opportunity, and equity by providing solution-based oversight, leadership and support to build capacity and improve student outcomes.” 

		 

		In 2019, the Special Education Team went through a redesign to improve the deployment of resources and to work more effectively as a unified organization. Currently, the Special Education Monitoring staff review ongoing regulatory compliance and address noncompliance with the field.  Issues, concerns and findings are delivered to the Special Education Programming staff, who identify and design universal and targeted technical assistance in response to LEA needs that are common, statewide. The aim is to prov

		  

		The Special Education Team meets weekly as a whole to share updates from their areas as well as to engage in problems of practice, in which the Team shares and discusses calls and emails from the field, and documents issues and responses.  Additionally, the full team collaborates during Data Quarterly Retreats, looking at patterns and trends across multiple data sources, to drive priority setting, and spotlight current and anticipated concerns within the field. Vermont’s Monitoring and Programming activitie

		  

		Additionally, the Agency Of Education supports a Special Education Extended Team, which includes members from the Agency Of Education’s legal, data management, finance, Early Childhood Education, Alternate Assessment, and residential/independent school placement staff members. This group joins the Special Education Team monthly to share updates, and to identify issues and concerns which span multiple Agency Of Education teams and divisions supporting Special Education. Cross team discussions lead to solutio

		  

		The Special Education Team is also an active part of additional programmatic collaborations across the Agency Of Education, engaging in activities such as reviewing data related to Vermont's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan, participating in school and LEA-level continuous improvement conversations, serving on internal teams that coordinate responses to state law and policy (including Act 173: a recent act related to Vermont’s Special Education funding model), advising on independent school rate

		 

		Vermont's Act 173 was passed during FFY2017 and requires a major shift in education funding from a reimbursement model to a census based model. Although its impact is not yet known, the influence on IDEA B program work will be substantial, and has led to both a more extensive review of current LEA practice statewide, and an expression of APR data that is different than was shared in previous Vermont APRs. As a result of Act 173, and under the direction of the Agency Of Education Secretary, the Special Educa

		  

		It is important to note that the Agency Of Education actively pursues support and utilizes technical assistance from national OSEP-supported technical assistance providers, including  NCSI, CADRE, IDC, and CIFR, on a regular basis.  For example, the Agency Of Education is part of CADRE’s intensive workgroup on improving its Administrative Complaints System for the next two years. The Agency Of Education is also receiving intensive technical assistance services from the IDC to improve its data collection and

		  

		Finally, the Agency Of Education is excited to report that we are taking a new approach to our SPP/APR coordination and reporting. Previously, the SPP/APR report was compiled by a few key people within the agency, and was more siloed in its programmatic application. In 2019, the Agency Of Education determined that this was not in alignment with our collaborative approach to leadership, oversight, and support, and that the SPP/APR could more effectively leveraged as a driver for institutional change. As a re

		been fully engaged in a collaborative  writing process. Going forward, we believe that this approach will enhance our programmatic support to the field, and further unite us as a community, with the indicators informing  priority-setting and conversations across the State. 

		Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 

		54 

		General Supervision System 

		The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc. 

		 

		Vermont’s revised general supervision and monitoring system reflects the Agency Of Education’s (AOE) commitment to providing leadership, oversight, to ensure all students’ equitable access to educational opportunities. This system frames compliance and improvement conversations with LEAs, with the goal of ensuring that each and every student is receiving a free and appropriate public education (FAPE). The purpose of our general supervision system is to ensure LEAs appropriately implement the IDEA and Vermon

		  

		In 2019, changes in state and federal educational practices caused the AOE to reexamine our results-driven accountability monitoring practices. Although the AOE’s former monitoring system was meeting federal requirements, we did not feel it was robust enough to fully identify issues of noncompliance or to facilitate the identification of necessary programmatic supports. This revised system includes a differentiated approach to monitoring and support provision.  The AOE’s engagement with an LEA within our re

		In 2019, changes in state and federal educational practices caused the AOE to reexamine our results-driven accountability monitoring practices. Although the AOE’s former monitoring system was meeting federal requirements, we did not feel it was robust enough to fully identify issues of noncompliance or to facilitate the identification of necessary programmatic supports. This revised system includes a differentiated approach to monitoring and support provision.  The AOE’s engagement with an LEA within our re

		https://education.vermont.gov/student-support/special-education

		https://education.vermont.gov/student-support/special-education



		, and our revised monitoring manual has been uploaded as an attachment to this report.  



		  

		The State Performance Plan (SPP) is designed to evaluate and describe improvements to Vermont’s implementation of Parts B and C.  The SPP is a critical component of our general supervision system, and informs the development of Vermont’s special education policies and procedures. The AOE is committed to messaging the SPP to the field, and holds conversations with special education stakeholders, including the Special Education Advisory Council, about its role in general supervision. The AOE has also improved

		  

		The AOE’s finance team, which coordinates our IDEA fiscal management, is currently undergoing a reorganization to better ensure effective administration of the IDEA Part B grant.  The team currently collaborates with Special Education programming staff to review and approve grant applications, and monitor expenditures; this collaboration will continue, going forward.  The finance team also updates and revises policies, procedures, and practices that support monitoring distribution and use of funds. Uniform 

		  

		The AOE reviews the subrecipients chosen for monitoring in a given year and determines if each should receive an on-site or a desk review. To make this determination, fiscal and programmatic teams consider variables including risk assessments, the complexity of program requirements, the scope of the review. During desk review and site reviews, AOE staff request fiscal or programmatic documentation, as appropriate, to determine that fiscal spending aligns with funding restrictions and the grant agreement. Fi

		  

		Data for a majority of Special Education Team activities, including child count, discipline, educational environments, assessment, dispute resolution, and exits from special education, are collected, verified, and reported out by the AOE’s Data Management and Analysis Division (DMAD). DMAD team members responsible for Special Education data include an IDEA Data Administration Director and a Special Education Data Specialist. Both joined the AOE in late summer, 2019, as a part of building AOE capacity to sup

		  

		Dispute Resolution is led by the AOE Legal Division, which works in collaboration with Special Education Team staff to offer a mediation and due process hearing system and state complaint process. One of their priorities in this upcoming year is to make improvements to the Administrative State Complaints system, and to more effectively continue engagement with special education stakeholders as partners in our programmatic work.  With that in mind, the Legal Team, in conjunction with the Special Education Te

		 

		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. 

		 

		In order to provide a more unified approach to technical assistance, monitoring and professional learning opportunities, Vermont has developed cross-team and cross-division collaboratives.  

		The cross-team and cross-division internal structure allows for better alignment and greater flexibility of professional learning and braided funding opportunities. Agency Of Education (AOE) teams work together to develop a network of consultants with expertise in providing support to schools in implementing evidence-based practices, school-wide improvement models, and prevention models to improve instruction and learning for every student in Vermont.  

		The Special Education Team is an active part of the cross-team and cross-division collaboratives in order to ensure that technical assistance and professional learning provided in support of IDEA and state rules and regulations are aligned across state initiatives. These activities are designed to ensure access, opportunity, and equity with the goal of improving student outcomes.  

		The Special Education Team provides a range of professional development and technical assistance activities to LEAs, professionals, and families with the intention improving student outcomes and compliance with IDEA. Technical assistance and professional learning is provided by the special education program team staff at three levels of engagement: 

		 

		Universal: Available to all LEAs and professional staff, and families. Includes; technical assistance phone line and email address which provides regular and open communication between the special education program and monitoring staff with LEA administrators, teachers and parents 24 hours a day, seven days a week, referrals to Vermont’s parent information center, Vermont Family Network (VFN), online resource bank made up of vetted resources based on statewide special education priority topics including; SP

		 

		Targeted: Offered individually to LEAs based on the results of a discrete question or a focused monitoring activity, may require short or long-term engagement between LEA and special education team to improve student outcomes. The specific nature of the technical assistance will depend on the urgency or severity of identified need, but could include; remote or in-person coaching, targeted workshops, webinars, office hours etc. Recent topics of targeted support include: IEP development, post-secondary transi

		 

		Intensive: Required for a small number of LEAs based on the results of a discrete issue or focused monitoring activity, may require sustained and in-depth engagement between LEA and special education team to improve student outcomes. These supports will be delivered coordinated and/or delivered to the LEA by special education staff members as part of a LEA improvement plan. The specific nature of the technical assistance will depend on the urgency or severity of identified need, but could include; remote or

		 

		The Early Childhood Team, includes special education specialists who provide ongoing technical assistance to public and private early childhood programs throughout the state.  

		 

		AOE staff who support special education aren’t limited to our Special Education and Data divisions. Additional staff members who collaborate closely with our Special Education team can be found in our Early Childhood and Independent School Teams, Finance Division, Multi-Tiered Systems of Support Team, Federal Student Education Programs division (as represented by our Title funding staff members and Interagency Coordinator, and Education Quality Division (which includes licensing and school improvement speci

		 

		Professional Development System 

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

		 

		The Special Education Team engages in continual professional development to ensure it provides up to date technical assistance to the field. Minimally the special education program team has availed itself of technical assistance, professional learning and support from the following: 

		NCSI – Vermont received Intensive support on its SSIP work, including facilitation of SSIP activities and strengthening its scale up plan, Vermont benefited from networking and shared practices through the Results-Based Accountability Collaboratives. Vermont received on-site visits with NCSI TA providers, to work on examining Special Education Team practices, strategic planning, enhancing targeted technical assistance, and building a more robust monitoring system. 

		IDC – Vermont received general support on its child count data collection, 618 data submission, and SPP/APR, including data processes documentation, guidance for our new data manager beginning in fall 2019, IDC provides feedback, and clarification of rules and policies. IDC has agreed to continue its work with Vermont through the provision of intensive TA aimed to build capacity in data collection and management. 

		CADRE – The State Director of Special Education and staff attorney from the Agency of Education Legal Team are part of a Written State Complaints Intensive TA Workgroup with seven other states. This work involves frequent virtual meetings, an annual face to face meeting, and TA support on project planning and logic modeling. 

		 

		Vermont has also received general support over the year from NTACT, CIFR, ECTA, DASY, NCPMI (National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations) at both universal and targeted levels. The State Director participated in new director meetings and received mentoring through the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE). 

		In addition to a comprehensive on-boarding process, the Special Education Team offers ongoing professional development to all of its staff members, including a combination of universally-offered professional development and professional development that is specific to the needs of each staff member, with the goal of ensuring the development of  the knowledge and skills necessary to support LEAs and stakeholders in ensuring FAPE in the LRE. 

		 

		The Special Education Programming Team considers a variety of data sources when determining the professional development components of a statewide TA/PD plan. In reviewing the data, the team identifies patterns around shared needs from data collected by the Agency Of Education, reviews other Agency Of Education Division findings from field reviews and site visits, reflects on feedback collected across the  state informally and through 

		regional events, monitors technical assistance requests that come into the Agency Of Education, and researches national trends in special education. Based on these data, the team outlines a plan for professional development and establishes a calendar of implementation and data-based decision making. Throughout this process, there is an emphasis on utilizing the principles of implementation science with respect to program design and evaluation. Examples of offerings include: 

		*Autism Spectrum Disorder: Success in the Workforce  

		*Interagency Core Transition Teams Conference: Making Vermont High School Graduation Requirements Accessible for All Students with The Proficiency-Based Graduation Requirements Access Plan 

		*Vermont Family Network: Restraints and Seclusion Webinar  

		*BEST Conference: Rule 4500 Restraint and Seclusion? 

		*State of the State Webinars 

		*Implementation Training for Alternate Assessment  

		*Using Progress Monitoring Data to Make Instructional Decisions  

		*Math Ed Camps 

		*Ed Benefit 

		 

		Stakeholder Involvement 

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

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices 

		 

		Apply this to all Part B results indicators (y/n) 

		Y 

		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. 

		 

		Individual LEAs were not notified within the 120 day timeframe following the State’s submission of its FFY2017 APR due to staff capacity and an inability to access data. The DMAD and Special Education Team are new team members and are working with IDC to build capacity with respect to timely and accurate data collection and reporting. In the future, Vermont anticipates being on time with reporting on individual LEA performance as part of its comprehensive general supervision system. The Vermont Agency of Ed

		 

		There were no revisions to the SPP after the FY2017 submission. A final copy of the FFY2017 APR was made available to the public via the Vermont Agency of Education website: https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/school-reports/special-education-reports under the section titled data and reporting - Annual Performance Reports. The SEA Determination letter from OSEP was uploaded on Vermont’s website and results were shared with the Special Education Advisory Council, Vermont Council of Special Educa

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Introduction in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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. 

		Indicator Data  

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2011 

		2011 



		79.07% 

		79.07% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		79.63% 

		79.63% 



		70.26% 

		70.26% 



		79.85% 

		79.85% 



		80.77% 

		80.77% 



		82.14% 

		82.14% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		Prepopulated Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 



		10/2/2019 

		10/2/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 

		Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 



		810 

		810 





		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 



		10/2/2019 

		10/2/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 

		Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 



		1,014 

		1,014 





		SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 

		SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 

		SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 



		10/2/2019 

		10/2/2019 



		Regulatory six-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 

		Regulatory six-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 



		79.88% 

		79.88% 









		 

		  

		FFY18 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 graduating with a regular diploma 

		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 graduating with a regular diploma 

		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 

		Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage (y/n) 

		Slippage (y/n) 





		810 

		810 

		810 



		1,014 

		1,014 



		82.14% 

		82.14% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		79.88% 

		79.88% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Due to constraints of the new SPP/APR template (if corrections are not made prior to submission), the above table compares FFY2017’s six-year ACGR to FFY2018’s six-year ACGR. Vermont reviews 4, 5, and 6 year grad rate cohorts and reports the highest of the three: in FFY2018, the highest of the three cohorts was the 5-year ACGR. The extended ACGR for FFY2017 was 82.14% and the 5-year extended ACGR for FFY2018 is 81.89%, which does not constitute slippage. In FFY2018, the four year ACGR went down and five yea

		 

		Graduation Conditions  

		Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using:  

		B Extended ACGR X 

		If extended, provide the number of years 

		5 

		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. 

		 

		Vermont provides guidance to LEAs in developing local graduation requirements. The information below is extracted from Section 2120.7 of Vermont's Education Quality Standards regarding Graduation Requirements: A student meets the requirements for graduation when the student demonstrates evidence of proficiency in the curriculum outlined in 2120.5, and completion of any other requirements specified by the local board of the school attended by the student. For students eligible for special education services 

		 

		As of 2019-2020 school year (not a part of this reporting period) Vermont has shifted away from a credit bearing system to a proficiency-based graduation system. As always, Vermont still does one diploma for all students, there is no IEP diploma or alternative diploma. For students with intensive needs Vermont created and led a multi year long (with  representative stakeholder input) accessibility project which created a system and a tool (the PBGR Access Plan) for students with intensive needs to access th

		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 

		If yes, explain the difference in conditions that youth with IEPs must meet.  

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		 

		Vermont reviews 4, 5, 6 year grad rate cohorts and reports the highest of the three. The five year grad rate was the highest for FFY2018, but to make sure that Vermont AOE understands growth or slippage toward the target, all three years are analyzed. 

		 

		Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 10/2/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s extended cohort data. As such, Vermont is att

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		Cohort 

		Cohort 

		Cohort 

		Cohort 

		Cohort 



		Graduate Count 

		Graduate Count 



		Adjusted Cohort Count 

		Adjusted Cohort Count 



		Graduation Rate 

		Graduation Rate 





		4 YEAR 

		4 YEAR 

		4 YEAR 



		651 

		651 



		963 

		963 



		67.60% 

		67.60% 





		5 YEAR 

		5 YEAR 

		5 YEAR 



		796 

		796 



		972 

		972 



		81.89% 

		81.89% 





		6 YEAR 

		6 YEAR 

		6 YEAR 



		810 

		810 



		1,014 

		1,014 



		79.88% 

		79.88% 









		 

		5 Y Cohort Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 



		9/20/2019 

		9/20/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 

		Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 



		796 

		796 









		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 

		SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) 



		9/20/2019 

		9/20/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 

		Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 



		972 

		972 





		SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 

		SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 

		SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695) 



		9/20/2019 

		9/20/2019 



		Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 

		Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 



		81.89% 

		81.89% 









		 

		FFY18 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 graduating with a regular diploma 

		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 graduating with a regular diploma 

		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 

		Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage (y/n) 

		Slippage (y/n) 





		796 

		796 

		796 



		972 

		972 



		82.14% 

		82.14% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		81.89% 

		81.89% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 









		 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2013 

		2013 



		4.19% 

		4.19% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target <= 

		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		3.25% 

		3.25% 



		3.25% 

		3.25% 



		3.25% 

		3.25% 



		3.25% 

		3.25% 



		3.25% 

		3.25% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		4.19% 

		4.19% 



		3.36% 

		3.36% 



		3.45% 

		3.45% 



		1.81% 

		1.81% 



		4.17% 

		4.17% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target <= 

		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		3.20% 

		3.20% 



		3.20% 

		3.20% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY)2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Director

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 

		Option 2 X 

		[begin option 1] 

		Prepopulated Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		5/30/2019 

		5/30/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a) 



		0 

		0 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		5/30/2019 

		5/30/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b) 



		0 

		0 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		5/30/2019 

		5/30/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c) 



		0 

		0 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		5/30/2019 

		5/30/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d) 



		0 

		0 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		5/30/2019 

		5/30/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e) 



		0 

		0 









		 [begin option 2] 

		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 

		If yes, provide justification for the changes below. 

		 

		Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 

		No 

		Change numerator description in data table (yes/no) 

		No 

		Change denominator description in data table (yes/no) 

		No 

		If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology  

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out  

		Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out  

		Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out  

		Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out  

		Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out  



		Total number of all youth with IEPs who were in high school (Ages 14-21) 

		Total number of all youth with IEPs who were in high school (Ages 14-21) 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		138 

		138 

		138 



		4,518 

		4,518 



		4.17% 

		4.17% 



		3.20% 

		3.20% 



		3.05% 

		3.05% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		[end option 2] 

		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		 

		Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth 

		A dropout by state and federal definition is an individual student who is not enrolled in an approved educational program and who has not graduated from high school. In Vermont, a student who is absent for more than ten consecutive school days without authorization is classified as withdrawn. If a truant officer is unable to verify that the student has transferred to a different school or approved educational program (e.g. home school) before the end of the year, the student is considered a dropout for the 

		Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no) 

		No 

		 

		If yes, explain the difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs below.  

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 05/30/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is at

		FYY18 SPP/APR Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		8/27/2019 

		8/27/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a) 



		478 

		478 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		8/27/2019 

		8/27/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b) 



		4 

		4 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		8/27/2019 

		8/27/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c) 



		14 

		14 









		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		8/27/2019 

		8/27/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d) 



		138 

		138 





		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 

		SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85) 



		8/27/2019 

		8/27/2019 



		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e) 

		Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e) 



		3 

		3 









		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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 

		A. Indicator 3A – Reserved 

		A. Indicator 3A – Reserved 



		B. Participation rate for children with IEPs 

		B. Participation rate for children with IEPs 



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

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Reporting Group Selection 

		Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator. 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name 

		Group Name 



		Grade 3 

		Grade 3 



		Grade 4 

		Grade 4 



		Grade 5 

		Grade 5 



		Grade 6 

		Grade 6 



		Grade 7 

		Grade 7 



		Grade 8 

		Grade 8 



		Grade 9 

		Grade 9 



		Grade 10 

		Grade 10 



		Grade 11 

		Grade 11 



		Grade 12 

		Grade 12 



		HS 

		HS 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		Overall 

		Overall 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 









		Historical Data: Reading  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		2005 

		2005 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		98.33%  

		98.33%  



		Actual 

		Actual 



		98.26% 

		98.26% 



		95.25% 

		95.25% 



		96.07% 

		96.07% 



		95.87% 

		95.87% 



		94.95% 

		94.95% 









		Historical Data: Math 

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		2005 

		2005 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		98.42  

		98.42  



		Actual 

		Actual 



		97.83% 

		97.83% 



		94.40% 

		94.40% 



		96.22% 

		96.22% 



		95.73% 

		95.73% 



		94.82% 

		94.82% 









		 

		Targets 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name 

		Group Name 



		FFY18 

		FFY18 



		FFY19 

		FFY19 





		Reading 

		Reading 

		Reading 



		A >= 

		A >= 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25 

		99.25 





		Math 

		Math 

		Math 



		A >= 

		A >= 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		99.25 

		99.25 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		FFY18 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts 

		Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no) 

		Yes 

		Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS188; Data Group: 589) 

		Date: <snapshot date> 

		Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 



		3 

		3 



		4 

		4 



		5 

		5 



		6 

		6 



		7 

		7 



		8 

		8 



		9 

		9 



		10 

		10 



		11 

		11 



		12 

		12 



		HS 

		HS 







		a. Children with IEPs 

		a. Children with IEPs 

		a. Children with IEPs 

		a. Children with IEPs 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C185; Data Group: 588) 

		Date: <snapshot date> 

		Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 



		3 

		3 



		4 

		4 



		5 

		5 



		6 

		6 



		7 

		7 



		8 

		8 



		9 

		9 



		10 

		10 



		11 

		11 



		12 

		12 



		HS 

		HS 







		a. Children with IEPs 

		a. Children with IEPs 

		a. Children with IEPs 

		a. Children with IEPs 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Number of Children with IEPs 

		Number of Children with IEPs 



		Number of Children with IEPs Participating 

		Number of Children with IEPs Participating 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		94.95% 

		94.95% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group 

		Group 

		Name  



		Number of Children with IEPs 

		Number of Children with IEPs 



		Number of Children with IEPs Participating 

		Number of Children with IEPs Participating 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		94.82% 

		94.82% 



		99.25% 

		99.25% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 









		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) th

		Public Reporting Information 

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

		Assessment results are reported here: 

		Assessment results are reported here: 

		https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance

		https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance



		 



		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Vermont is currently undergoing implementation of its SLDS. This change has been very challenging for many districts and despite the Agency Of Education’s support efforts, some continue to be late in making their required data submissions to the AOE. As such, the data required for this indicator were not ready for the December EdFacts due date. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the 

		 

		Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  



		3  

		3  



		4  

		4  



		5  

		5  



		6  

		6  



		7  

		7  



		8  

		8  



		9  

		9  



		10  

		10  



		11  

		11  



		12  

		12  



		HS  

		HS  







		a. Children with IEPs  

		a. Children with IEPs  

		a. Children with IEPs  

		a. Children with IEPs  



		990  

		990  



		1,107 

		1,107 



		1,120 

		1,120 



		1,106 

		1,106 



		1,176 

		1,176 



		1,048 

		1,048 



		1,055 

		1,055 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  



		 588 

		 588 



		689 

		689 



		705 

		705 



		582 

		582 



		634 

		634 



		611 

		611 



		661 

		661 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  



		294  

		294  



		315 

		315 



		326 

		326 



		424 

		424 



		419 

		419 



		304 

		304 



		217 

		217 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  



		45  

		45  



		62 

		62 



		64 

		64 



		63 

		63 



		72 

		72 



		67 

		67 



		44 

		44 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  









		 

		Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  

		Grade  



		3  

		3  



		4  

		4  



		5  

		5  



		6  

		6  



		7  

		7  



		8  

		8  



		9  

		9  



		10  

		10  



		11  

		11  



		12  

		12  



		HS  

		HS  







		a. Children with IEPs  

		a. Children with IEPs  

		a. Children with IEPs  

		a. Children with IEPs  



		990  

		990  



		1,107 

		1,107 



		1,119 

		1,119 



		1,106 

		1,106 



		1,176 

		1,176 



		1,048 

		1,048 



		1,056 

		1,056 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations  



		669  

		669  



		656 

		656 



		548 

		548 



		522 

		522 



		541 

		541 



		505 

		505 



		623 

		623 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  



		 209 

		 209 



		349 

		349 



		485 

		485 



		486 

		486 



		513 

		513 



		411 

		411 



		257 

		257 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards  



		45  

		45  



		63 

		63 



		65 

		65 



		62 

		62 



		73 

		73 



		69 

		69 



		46 

		46 



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  



		  

		  









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  



		Group Name   

		Group Name   



		Number of Children with IEPs  

		Number of Children with IEPs  



		Number of Children with IEPs Participating  

		Number of Children with IEPs Participating  



		FFY17 Data  

		FFY17 Data  



		FFY18 Target  

		FFY18 Target  



		FFY18 Data  

		FFY18 Data  



		Status  

		Status  



		Slippage  

		Slippage  







		A  

		A  

		A  

		A  



		OVERALL  

		OVERALL  



		 7,602 

		 7,602 



		7,186 

		7,186 



		95.47%  

		95.47%  



		99.25%  

		99.25%  



		94.53% 

		94.53% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 









		  

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  



		Group  

		Group  

		Name   



		Number of Children with IEPs  

		Number of Children with IEPs  



		Number of Children with IEPs Participating  

		Number of Children with IEPs Participating  



		FFY17 Data  

		FFY17 Data  



		FFY18 Target  

		FFY18 Target  



		FFY18 Data  

		FFY18 Data  



		Status  

		Status  



		Slippage  

		Slippage  







		A  

		A  

		A  

		A  



		OVERALL  

		OVERALL  



		 7,602 

		 7,602 



		7,197 

		7,197 



		95.37% 

		95.37% 



		99.25%  

		99.25%  



		94.67% 

		94.67% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 









		 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		Vermont continues to make progress with the implementation of its SLDS; however, late and incomplete data submissions continue from some LEAs despite multiple communications from Vermont Agency of Education and its coherent, well-communicated approach to train and support the field this past year. Vermont Agency Of Education was unable to post FFY2017 data within 90 days of receipt of OSEP’s letter of determination due to this data being unavailable to the AOE; however, Vermont submitted EdFacts data for FF

		  

		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 

		A. Indicator 3A – Reserved 

		A. Indicator 3A – Reserved 



		B. Participation rate for children with IEPs 

		B. Participation rate for children with IEPs 



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

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Reporting Group Selection 

		Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator. 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name 

		Group Name 



		Grade 3 

		Grade 3 



		Grade 4 

		Grade 4 



		Grade 5 

		Grade 5 



		Grade 6 

		Grade 6 



		Grade 7 

		Grade 7 



		Grade 8 

		Grade 8 



		Grade 9 

		Grade 9 



		Grade 10 

		Grade 10 



		Grade 11 

		Grade 11 



		Grade 12 

		Grade 12 



		HS 

		HS 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		Overall 

		Overall 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 



		X 

		X 









		Historical Data: Reading  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		28.00% 

		28.00% 



		12.13% 

		12.13% 



		12.13% 

		12.13% 



		12.15% 

		12.15% 



		12.20% 

		12.20% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		12.13%  

		12.13%  



		Actual 

		Actual 



		22.97% 

		22.97% 



		12.13% 

		12.13% 



		14.16% 

		14.16% 



		13.31% 

		13.31% 



		10.72% 

		10.72% 









		 

		Historical Data: Math 

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  

		Group  



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		25.00% 

		25.00% 



		7.21% 

		7.21% 



		7.21% 

		7.21% 



		7.25% 

		7.25% 



		7.30% 

		7.30% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		7.21%  

		7.21%  



		Actual 

		Actual 



		17.14% 

		17.14% 



		7.21% 

		7.21% 



		9.25% 

		9.25% 



		8.51% 

		8.51% 



		7.79% 

		7.79% 









		 

		Targets 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name 

		Group Name 



		FFY18 

		FFY18 



		FFY19 

		FFY19 





		Reading 

		Reading 

		Reading 



		A >= 

		A >= 



		Overall 

		Overall 



		12.25% 

		12.25% 



		12.25% 

		12.25% 





		Math 

		Math 

		Math 



		A >= 

		A >= 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		7.35% 

		7.35% 



		7.35% 

		7.35% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		FFY18 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts 

		Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no) 

		Yes Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584) 

		Date: <snapshot date> 

		 

		Reading Proficiency Data by Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 



		3 

		3 



		4 

		4 



		5 

		5 



		6 

		6 



		7 

		7 



		8 

		8 



		9 

		9 



		10 

		10 



		11 

		11 



		12 

		12 



		HS 

		HS 







		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		Data Source:  SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583) 

		Date: <snapshot date> 

		 

		Math Proficiency Data by Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 



		3 

		3 



		4 

		4 



		5 

		5 



		6 

		6 



		7 

		7 



		8 

		8 



		9 

		9 



		10 

		10 



		11 

		11 



		12 

		12 



		HS 

		HS 







		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 

		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		10.72% 

		10.72% 



		12.25% 

		12.25% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 

		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		7.79% 

		7.79% 



		7.35% 

		7.35% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name  

		Group Name  



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		 

		 









		 

		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) th

		Public Reporting Information 

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

		Assessment results are reported here: 

		Assessment results are reported here: 

		https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance

		https://education.vermont.gov/data-and-reporting/educational-performance



		 



		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		 

		Vermont is currently undergoing implementation of its SLDS. This change has been very challenging for many districts and despite Agency Of Education’s support efforts, some continue to be late in making their required data submissions to the SEA. As such, the data required for this indicator were not ready for the December EdFacts due date. Agency Of Education staff are currently working intensively on data validation for the 2018-2019 school year. Agency Of Education is reporting in attachments to the FFY2

		 

		Reading Proficiency Data by Grade  

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 



		3 

		3 



		4 

		4 



		5 

		5 



		6 

		6 



		7 

		7 



		8 

		8 



		9 

		9 



		10 

		10 



		11 

		11 



		12 

		12 



		HS 

		HS 







		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		927 

		927 



		1,066 

		1,066 



		1,095 

		1,095 



		1,069 

		1,069 



		1,125 

		1,125 



		982 

		982 



		922 

		922 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		87 

		87 



		85 

		85 



		86 

		86 



		74 

		74 



		79 

		79 



		65 

		65 



		75 

		75 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		31 

		31 



		42 

		42 



		51 

		51 



		30 

		30 



		39 

		39 



		23 

		23 



		22 

		22 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		26 

		26 



		33 

		33 



		34 

		34 



		32 

		32 



		36 

		36 



		36 

		36 



		21 

		21 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		  

		Math Proficiency Data by Grade  

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 

		Grade 



		3 

		3 



		4 

		4 



		5 

		5 



		6 

		6 



		7 

		7 



		8 

		8 



		9 

		9 



		10 

		10 



		11 

		11 



		12 

		12 



		HS 

		HS 







		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		923 

		923 



		1,068 

		1,068 



		1,098 

		1,098 



		1,070 

		1,070 



		1,127 

		1,127 



		985 

		985 



		926 

		926 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		118 

		118 



		96 

		96 



		54 

		54 



		40 

		40 



		53 

		53 



		40 

		40 



		25 

		25 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		21 

		21 



		26 

		26 



		31 

		31 



		22 

		22 



		25 

		25 



		14 

		14 



		2 

		2 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 

		f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level 



		25 

		25 



		27 

		27 



		32 

		32 



		24 

		24 



		31 

		31 



		25 

		25 



		19 

		19 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment  

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name 

		Group Name 



		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 

		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		7,186 

		7,186 



		1,007 

		1,007 



		14.79% 

		14.79% 



		12.25% 

		12.25% 



		14.01% 

		14.01% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		  

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment  

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 

		Group 



		Group Name 

		Group Name 



		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 

		Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned 



		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 

		Number of Children with IEPs Proficient 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		OVERALL 

		OVERALL 



		7,197 

		7,197 



		750 

		750 



		9.65% 

		9.65% 



		7.35% 

		7.35% 



		10.42% 

		10.42% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		Vermont continues to make progress with the implementation of its SLDS; however, late and incomplete data submissions continue from some LEAs. Vermont AOE was unable to post FFY2017 data within 90 days of receipt of OSEP’s letter of determination due to this data being unavailable to the SEA; however, Vermont submitted EdFacts data for FFY2017 last summer on September 6, 2019. Additionally, FFY2017 information is included in an attachment to this report. Vermont AOE staff are currently working intensively o

		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 

		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 

		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 among LEAs within the State; or 

		• 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 

		• 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 en

		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, pr

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		1.67% 

		1.67% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target <= 

		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target <= 

		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root 

		causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five different regional groups of special education administrators.  

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no) 

		No 

		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.   

		 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy 



		Number of districts in the State 

		Number of districts in the State 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		0 

		0 

		0 



		54 

		54 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		 

		Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a))  

		X Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State 

		 

		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 

		A significant discrepancy for any individual LEA is defined as an LEA that has a rate of suspension/expulsions greater than ten days that is more than 3 percent of that LEAs total special education population. The suspension/expulsion rate is derived from the total number of suspension/expulsions >10 days for special education students in an LEA (numerator) divided by the total number of special education students in the LEA (denominator).  

		The Special Education team used a document the IDEA Data Center published called "Measuring Significant Discrepancy: An Indicator B4 Technical Assistance Guide" to analyze the comparison of this data. The source information for the numerator in the LEA calculations was the same as that used to populate the “Children with Disabilities (IDEA) Suspensions/Expulsions for SY2017-18”, submitted to OSEP in July 2019. The source information for the denominator in the LEA calculations was the same as that used to po

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		 

		Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY18 using FFY17-FFY18 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. 

		Any findings of significant discrepancy will generate an analysis of policies, procedures, and practices by Vermont’s special education program monitoring team and notification is sent to LEAs consistent with CFR § 300.170(b). If appropriate, Vermont will require LEAs to revise policies, practices, and procedures relating to: development and implementation of IEPs; the use of positive behavioral intervention and supports; and use of procedural safeguards to comply with state and federal regulations. The rep

		 

		X The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 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 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 NOT ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. 

		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. 

		The State must report on the correction of noncompliance in next year's SPP/APR consistent with requirements in the Measurement Table and OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. Please explain why the State did not ensure that policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements. [display this if the State indicated that they did NOT ensure that policies, etc, were revised] 

		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. [display this if the State indicated that they DID ensure that policies, etc., were revised] 

		 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		 

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

		 

		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		 

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

		 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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. 

		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. 

		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 interventi

		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 among LEAs within the State; or 

		• 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 

		• 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 an

		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, pr

		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. 

		Targets must be 0% for 4B. 

		Indicator Data 

		Not Applicable  

		Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 

		 

		Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

		 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2009 

		2009 



		0% 

		0% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		 

		  

		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 







		Target 

		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		FFY18 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.   

		52 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity 

		Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity 

		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 those districts that have policies procedure, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements 



		Number of districts in the State 

		Number of districts in the State 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		0 

		0 

		0 



		0 

		0 



		2 

		2 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		 

		Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

		Yes 

		 

		State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology  

		 

		Vermont identifies LEAs with significant discrepancies in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions, by race or ethnicity, through the following steps: 

		 

		Separately, for each race and ethnicity category, aggregate each LEA’s total number of IEP students who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days, and divide by the total number of IEP students of that race or ethnicity in the LEA. This process produces the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions by race and ethnicity for each LEA.  

		 

		Separately, for each race and ethnicity category, identify LEAs which have a long-term suspension rate of greater than 3%. LEAs which had fewer than 4 long-term suspensions and expulsions in a given race or ethnicity category are excluded. The Special Education team used a document the IDEA Data Center published called “Measuring Significant Discrepancy: An Indicator B4 Technical Assistance Guide” to analyze the comparison of this data. 

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		52 out of 54 LEAs had fewer than 4 (minimum n-size) long-term suspensions and expulsions in any given race or ethnicity category. 

		 

		Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY18 using FFY17-FFY18 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.  

		 

		Consistent with CFR § 300.170(b), any findings of significant discrepancy will generate an analysis of policies, procedures, and practices by Vermont’s special education program monitoring team and notification is sent to LEAs. If appropriate, Vermont will require LEAs to revise policies, practices, and procedures relating to: development and implementation of IEPs; the use of positive behavioral intervention and supports; and use of procedural safeguards to comply with state and federal regulations. The re

		 

		X The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 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 NOT ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. 

		 

		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. 

		 

		The State must report on the correction of noncompliance in next year's SPP/APR consistent with requirements in the Measurement Table and OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. Please explain why the State did not ensure that policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements. [display if the State indicated that they did NOT ensure that policies, etc., were revised] 

		 

		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. [display if the State indicated that they DID ensure that policies, etc., were revised] 

		 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		 

		  

		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; 

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

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



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

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



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

		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. 

		Indicator Data  

		Historical Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		2005 

		2005 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		77.89% 

		77.89% 



		Data 

		Data 



		74.15% 

		74.15% 



		74.93% 

		74.93% 



		75.76% 

		75.76% 



		76.77% 

		76.77% 



		77.82 

		77.82 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		2005 

		2005 



		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		8.59% 

		8.59% 



		Data 

		Data 



		6.61% 

		6.61% 



		6.29% 

		6.29% 



		5.72% 

		5.72% 



		5.15% 

		5.15% 



		4.61% 

		4.61% 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		2005 

		2005 



		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		5.81% 

		5.81% 



		Data 

		Data 



		6.24% 

		6.24% 



		5.77% 

		5.77% 



		5.94% 

		5.94% 



		6.05% 

		6.05% 



		6.03% 

		6.03% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 





		Target B <= 

		Target B <= 

		Target B <= 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 





		Target C <= 

		Target C <= 

		Target C <= 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		Prepopulated Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 



		12,861 

		12,861 









		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 

		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 



		10,014 

		10,014 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 

		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 



		586 

		586 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 

		c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 



		654 

		654 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 

		c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 



		149 

		149 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements 

		c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements 



		15 

		15 









		 

		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. [selection of this option will make all of the numerator and denominator fields in the FFY18 SPP/APR Data table editable] 

		 

		Provide an explanation below 

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served 

		Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 

		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 

		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 



		10,014 

		10,014 



		12,861 

		12,861 



		77.82% 

		77.82% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		77.86% 

		77.86% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 





		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 

		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 

		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 



		586 

		586 



		12,861 

		12,861 



		4.61% 

		4.61% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		4.56% 

		4.56% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 





		C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3] 

		C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3] 

		C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3] 



		818 

		818 



		12,861 

		12,861 



		6.03% 

		6.03% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		6.36% 

		6.36% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 









		 

		Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) [this only applies to C, and if it is checked the numerator and denominator are editable] 

		 

		Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above 

		 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		 

		 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		 

		 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		The Special Education and Data Teams are disaggregating data and Special Education staff are holding conversations with LEAs on partnerships and technical assistance concerning targeted supports, services, and professional development that increase access to educational opportunities within the regular classrooms as appropriate. Vermont LEAs have expressed concern over the lack of appropriate educational settings available to eligible children and youth with complex needs, particularly in more rural geograp

		The Special Education and Data Teams are disaggregating data and Special Education staff are holding conversations with LEAs on partnerships and technical assistance concerning targeted supports, services, and professional development that increase access to educational opportunities within the regular classrooms as appropriate. Vermont LEAs have expressed concern over the lack of appropriate educational settings available to eligible children and youth with complex needs, particularly in more rural geograp

		 

		An LRE Workgroup will convene this year to review data and challenges with the goal of addressing slippage in this area.  One area we are exploring as a Team is if the number of setting types changed. Or if the number of children and youth with complex needs increased while the number of children with IEPs decreased. A recent meeting with stakeholders regarding this increase revealed LEA concern and commitment to partner with the Agency of Education in identifying causes behind this trend. Further, the Agen









		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		 

		Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Vermont Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a 

		difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 7/11/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermont is attaching our current EdFacts data, revised on 12/4/2019. There are also initiatives such as the Project AWARE effort (funded by a SAMHSA grant) which will hopefully help schools/districts better support students with complex needs (perhaps even reduce the number of students ed

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 



		13,154 

		13,154 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 

		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 



		10,259 

		10,259 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 

		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 



		593 

		593 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 

		c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 



		670 

		670 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 

		c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 



		150 

		150 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements 

		c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements 



		15 

		15 









		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served 

		Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 

		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 

		A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 



		10,259 

		10,259 



		13,154 

		13,154 



		77.82% 

		77.82% 



		79.00% 

		79.00% 



		77.99% 

		77.99% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 





		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 

		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 

		B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day 



		593 

		593 



		13,154 

		13,154 



		4.61% 

		4.61% 



		7.00% 

		7.00% 



		4.51% 

		4.51% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 





		C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3] 

		C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3] 

		C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3] 



		835 

		835 



		13,154 

		13,154 



		6.03% 

		6.03% 



		3.75% 

		3.75% 



		6.35% 

		6.35% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 









		 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		 

		 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		 

		 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		The Special Education and Data Teams are disaggregating data and Special Education staff are holding conversations with LEAs on partnerships and technical assistance concerning targeted supports, services, and professional development that increase access to educational opportunities within the regular classrooms as appropriate. Vermont LEAs have expressed concern over the lack of appropriate educational settings available to eligible children and youth with complex needs, particularly in more rural geograp

		The Special Education and Data Teams are disaggregating data and Special Education staff are holding conversations with LEAs on partnerships and technical assistance concerning targeted supports, services, and professional development that increase access to educational opportunities within the regular classrooms as appropriate. Vermont LEAs have expressed concern over the lack of appropriate educational settings available to eligible children and youth with complex needs, particularly in more rural geograp

		 

		An LRE Workgroup will convene this year to review data and challenges with the goal of addressing slippage in this area.  One area we are exploring as a Team is if the number of setting types changed. Or if the number of children and youth with complex needs increased while the number of children with IEPs decreased. A recent meeting with stakeholders regarding this increase revealed LEA concern and commitment to partner with the Agency of Education in identifying causes behind this trend. Further, the Agen









		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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 

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

		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. 

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		 

		Not Applicable  

		Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 

		Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

		 

		Historical Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		2011 

		2011 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		71.58% 

		71.58% 



		Data 

		Data 



		76.17% 

		76.17% 



		76.58% 

		76.58% 



		76.44% 

		76.44% 



		75.18% 

		75.18% 



		75.61% 

		75.61% 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		2011 

		2011 



		Target <= 

		Target <= 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		6.39% 

		6.39% 



		Data 

		Data 



		2.19% 

		2.19% 



		2.53% 

		2.53% 



		1.80% 

		1.80% 



		1.00% 

		1.00% 



		0.70% 

		0.70% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 



		71.87% 

		71.87% 





		Target B <= 

		Target B <= 

		Target B <= 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		Prepopulated Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 



		2,050 

		2,050 









		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		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 

		a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program 



		1,499 

		1,499 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		b1. Number of children attending separate special education class 

		b1. Number of children attending separate special education class 



		7 

		7 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		b2. Number of children attending separate school 

		b2. Number of children attending separate school 



		6 

		6 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		7/11/2019 

		7/11/2019 



		b3. Number of children attending residential facility 

		b3. Number of children attending residential facility 



		0 

		0 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served 

		Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





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

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

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



		1,499 

		1,499 



		2,050 

		2,050 



		75.61% 

		75.61% 



		71.78% 

		71.78% 



		73.12% 

		73.12% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 





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

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

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



		13 

		13 



		2,050 

		2,050 



		0.70% 

		0.70% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		0.63% 

		0.63% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		 

		Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) [this only applies to B, and if it is checked the numerator is editable] 

		No 

		 

		Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above. 

		 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		 

		 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		 

		 









		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		 

		Vermont has been following OSEP guidance to submit and resubmit data on an ongoing basis as we are able. The Vermont Agency of Education has been engaging in continuous transparent communication with the US Dept of Education about challenges, including widespread delays caused by a difficult transition to Statewide Longitudinal Data System software, as we work to support the field in adapting to new processes. The data snapshot as of 7/11/2019 does not reflect Vermont’s most up-to-date data. As such, Vermon

		Indicator 6: Preschool Environments 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 



		2,074 

		2,074 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		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 

		a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program 



		1,518 

		1,518 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		b1. Number of children attending separate special education class 

		b1. Number of children attending separate special education class 



		7 

		7 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		b2. Number of children attending separate school 

		b2. Number of children attending separate school 



		6 

		6 





		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 

		SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613) 



		12/4/2019 

		12/4/2019 



		b3. Number of children attending residential facility 

		b3. Number of children attending residential facility 



		0 

		0 









		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served 

		Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served 



		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 

		Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





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

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

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



		1,518 

		1,518 



		2,074 

		2,074 



		75.61% 

		75.61% 



		71.78% 

		71.78% 



		73.19% 

		73.19% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 





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

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

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



		13 

		13 



		2,074 

		2,074 



		0.70% 

		0.70% 



		6.19% 

		6.19% 



		0.63% 

		0.63% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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); 

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

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



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

		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. 

		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); 

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

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



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

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		 

		Not Applicable  

		Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 

		 

		Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

		 

		Historical Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 







		A1 

		A1 

		A1 

		A1 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		92.88% 

		92.88% 



		86.63% 

		86.63% 



		86.63% 

		86.63% 



		86.63% 

		86.63% 



		86.63% 

		86.63% 









		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 







		A1 

		A1 

		A1 

		A1 



		86.63% 

		86.63% 



		Data 

		Data 



		89.13% 

		89.13% 



		86.63% 

		86.63% 



		85.17% 

		85.17% 



		76.67% 

		76.67% 



		81.76% 

		81.76% 





		A2 

		A2 

		A2 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		53.34% 

		53.34% 



		40.91% 

		40.91% 



		40.91% 

		40.91% 



		40.91% 

		40.91% 



		40.91% 

		40.91% 





		A2 

		A2 

		A2 



		40.91% 

		40.91% 



		Data 

		Data 



		68.00% 

		68.00% 



		40.91% 

		40.91% 



		51.06% 

		51.06% 



		68.75% 

		68.75% 



		48.64% 

		48.64% 





		B1 

		B1 

		B1 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		91.21% 

		91.21% 



		87.30% 

		87.30% 



		87.30% 

		87.30% 



		87.30% 

		87.30% 



		87.30% 

		87.30% 





		B1 

		B1 

		B1 



		87.30% 

		87.30% 



		Data 

		Data 



		90.68% 

		90.68% 



		87.30% 

		87.30% 



		84.44% 

		84.44% 



		80.65% 

		80.65% 



		84.65% 

		84.65% 





		B2 

		B2 

		B2 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		50.03% 

		50.03% 



		32.49% 

		32.49% 



		32.49% 

		32.49% 



		32.49% 

		32.49% 



		32.49% 

		32.49% 





		B2 

		B2 

		B2 



		32.49% 

		32.49% 



		Data 

		Data 



		56.00% 

		56.00% 



		32.49% 

		32.49% 



		39.44 

		39.44 



		58.33% 

		58.33% 



		36.05% 

		36.05% 





		C1 

		C1 

		C1 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		93.27% 

		93.27% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 





		C1 

		C1 

		C1 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		Data 

		Data 



		91.46% 

		91.46% 



		86.00% 

		86.00% 



		79.27% 

		79.27% 



		75.00% 

		75.00% 



		85.21% 

		85.21% 





		C2 

		C2 

		C2 



		2014 

		2014 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		61.23% 

		61.23% 



		54.71% 

		54.71% 



		54.71% 

		54.71% 



		54.71% 

		54.71% 



		54.71% 

		54.71% 





		C2 

		C2 

		C2 



		54.71% 

		54.71% 



		Data 

		Data 



		64.00% 

		64.00% 



		54.71% 

		54.71% 



		61.27% 

		61.27% 



		76.04% 

		76.04% 



		57.28% 

		57.28% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target A1 >= 

		Target A1 >= 

		Target A1 >= 



		87.13% 

		87.13% 



		87.13% 

		87.13% 





		Target A2 >= 

		Target A2 >= 

		Target A2 >= 



		41.41% 

		41.41% 



		41.41% 

		41.41% 





		Target B1 >= 

		Target B1 >= 

		Target B1 >= 



		87.80% 

		87.80% 



		87.80% 

		87.80% 





		Target B2 >= 

		Target B2 >= 

		Target B2 >= 



		32.99% 

		32.99% 



		32.99% 

		32.99% 





		Target C1 >= 

		Target C1 >= 

		Target C1 >= 



		86.50% 

		86.50% 



		86.50% 

		86.50% 





		Target C2 >= 

		Target C2 >= 

		Target C2 >= 



		55.21% 

		55.21% 



		55.21% 

		55.21% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed 409 

		 

		Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of children 

		Number of children 



		Percentage of Children 

		Percentage of Children 





		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 

		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 

		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 



		10 

		10 



		2.44% 

		2.44% 





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

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

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



		47 

		47 



		11.49% 

		11.49% 





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

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

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



		139 

		139 



		33.99% 

		33.99% 





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

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

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



		119 

		119 



		29.10% 

		29.10% 





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

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

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



		94 

		94 



		22.98% 

		22.98% 









		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Numerator 

		Numerator 



		Denominator 

		Denominator 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		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.  

		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.  

		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) 



		258 

		258 



		315 

		315 



		81.75% 

		81.75% 



		87.13% 

		87.13% 



		81.90% 

		81.90% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 





		A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.  

		A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.  

		A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.  

		Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e) 



		213 

		213 



		409 

		409 



		48.64% 

		48.64% 



		41.41% 

		41.41% 



		52.08% 

		52.08% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









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

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of Children 

		Number of Children 



		Percentage of Children 

		Percentage of Children 





		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 

		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 

		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 



		4 

		4 



		0.98% 

		0.98% 





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

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

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



		40 

		40 



		9.78% 

		9.78% 





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

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

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



		200 

		200 



		48.90% 

		48.90% 





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

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

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



		143 

		143 



		34.96% 

		34.96% 





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

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

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



		22 

		22 



		5.38% 

		5.38% 









		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Numerator 

		Numerator 



		Denominator 

		Denominator 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		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. 

		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. 

		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) 



		343 

		343 



		387 

		387 



		84.65% 

		84.65% 



		87.80% 

		87.80% 



		88.63% 

		88.63% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 





		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.  

		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.  

		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) 



		165 

		165 



		409 

		409 



		36.05% 

		36.05% 



		32.99% 

		32.99% 



		40.34% 

		40.34% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of Children 

		Number of Children 



		Percentage of Children 

		Percentage of Children 





		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 

		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 

		a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 



		4 

		4 



		0.98% 

		0.98% 





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

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

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



		42 

		42 



		10.27% 

		10.27% 





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

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

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



		115 

		115 



		28.12% 

		28.12% 





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

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

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



		114 

		114 



		27.87% 

		27.87% 





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

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

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



		134 

		134 



		32.76% 

		32.76% 









		 

		  

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Numerator 

		Numerator 



		Denominator 

		Denominator 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		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.  

		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.  

		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.  



		229 

		229 



		275 

		275 



		85.21% 

		85.21% 



		86.50% 

		86.50% 



		83.27% 

		83.27% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 





		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.  

		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.  

		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.  



		248 

		248 



		409 

		409 



		57.28% 

		57.28% 



		55.21% 

		55.21% 



		60.64% 

		60.64% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A1 

		A1 

		A1 

		A1 



		 

		 





		A2 

		A2 

		A2 



		 

		 





		B1 

		B1 

		B1 



		 

		 





		B2 

		B2 

		B2 



		 

		 





		C1 

		C1 

		C1 



		Vermont is investigating its data to identify possible causes for slippage and will have an accurate rationale in time for the April clarification window. 

		Vermont is investigating its data to identify possible causes for slippage and will have an accurate rationale in time for the April clarification window. 





		C2 

		C2 

		C2 



		 

		 









		 

		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 

		 

		Please explain why the State did not 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. [display if previous response is no] 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  



		NO 

		NO 





		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 

		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 

		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 



		 

		 





		If the plan has changed, please provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 

		If the plan has changed, please provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 

		If the plan has changed, please provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 



		 

		 









		 

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

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process?  

		Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process?  

		Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process?  

		Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process?  



		Yes 

		Yes 









		If no, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers. 

		 

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

		 

		Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) entry, exit and progress data is determined and collected by school district IEP teams through the IEP process. In 2013, AOE began to implement the use of the integrated ECO IEP. Instruments used to gather ECO entry, exit and progress data is a local IEP decision, however Teaching Strategies Gold is the state approved universal PreK progress monitoring assessment that is required two times per year. Vermont does not use Teaching Strategies Gold conversion tables. IEP teams are 

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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 pe

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

		Indicator Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children?  

		Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children?  

		Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children?  

		Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children?  



		No 

		No 





		If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately? [if yes, go to option 2] 

		If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately? [if yes, go to option 2] 

		If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately? [if yes, go to option 2] 



		 

		 









		 

		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		[begin option 1] 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		28.00% 

		28.00% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		35.73% 

		35.73% 



		37.04% 

		37.04% 



		36.08% 

		36.08% 



		36.75 

		36.75 



		37.03% 

		37.03% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 









		FFY18 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 

		Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities 

		Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities 

		Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities 

		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 

		Total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		398 

		398 

		398 



		1,160 

		1,160 



		37.03% 

		37.03% 



		38.12% 

		38.12% 



		34.31% 

		34.31% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 









		 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 



		13,806 

		13,806 







		Percentage of respondent parents 

		Percentage of respondent parents 

		Percentage of respondent parents 

		Percentage of respondent parents 



		8.40% 

		8.40% 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable  

		 

		We have noted in our data that our most challenging areas are the same from FFY2017 to FFY2018. For example, parents rated items around staff proving support, training, and special assistance lower than staff availability and being treated as equal members of IEP teams. These data provide Vermont with a platform with which to work with our Parent Training and Information Center – the Vermont Family Network – in addressing parent concerns.  

		Although the response rate was higher compared to last year, Vermont will continue to work with our vendor for greater representation, and greater response rates. Is continuing to look into a few possible reasons for slippage.  There was a quick turnaround for responses as surveys were disseminated at the end of the summer rather than end of the school year; the summer gap as well as change in dissemination window may have impacted response rates.  We also note that there is a specific age grouping that ref

		 

		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. 

		 

		Analysis of the survey data utilizing Rasch modeling was completed with Winsteps v.3.91 software. The statistical summary of the 2019 analysis is found below. The two surveys, one for parents of preschool students and one for parents of students in Kindergarten through Grade 12, were combined for the purpose of the Rasch analysis.  

		 

		Standard: A 95% likelihood of a response of “agree,” “strongly agree” or “very strongly agree” with the item on the NCSEAM survey’s Partnership Efforts scale: “The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the school.” 

		 

		PART B Preschool Special Education 

		Percent at or above: 600/550 51%/56% (SE of the mean = 2.7%) 

		Number of Valid Responses: 143 Measurement reliability: 0.89-0.94 

		Mean Measure: 613 Measurement SD 153 

		PART B Grades K - 12 

		Percent at or above: 600/550 31%/42% (SE of the mean = 1.2%) 

		Number of Valid Responses: 1017 Measurement reliability: 0.92-0.95 

		Mean Measure: 547 Measurement SD 148 

		PART B ALL 

		Percent at or above: 600/550 34%/44% (SE of the mean = 0.4%) 

		Number of Valid Responses: 1160 Measurement reliability: 0.92-0.95 

		Mean Measure: 555 Measurement SD 150 

		 

		[end option 1] 

		[begin option 2] 

		Historical Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 







		Preschool 

		Preschool 

		Preschool 

		Preschool 



		Baseline Year 

		Baseline Year 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Preschool 

		Preschool 

		Preschool 



		Baseline Data 

		Baseline Data 



		Data 

		Data 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		School age 

		School age 

		School age 



		Baseline Year 

		Baseline Year 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		School age 

		School age 

		School age 



		Baseline Data 

		Baseline Data 



		Data 

		Data 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		 

		  

		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Target B >= 

		Target B >= 

		Target B >= 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Preschool Children Reported Separately 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities 

		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 

		Total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		Preschool 

		Preschool 

		Preschool 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		School age 

		School age 

		School age 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 

		The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 



		 

		 







		Percentage of respondent parents 

		Percentage of respondent parents 

		Percentage of respondent parents 

		Percentage of respondent parents 



		 

		 









		[end option 2] 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  



		NO 

		NO 





		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 

		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 

		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 



		 

		 





		If yes, provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 

		If yes, provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 

		If yes, provide sampling plan [Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 



		 

		 









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

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Was a survey used?  

		Was a survey used?  

		Was a survey used?  

		Was a survey used?  



		Yes 

		Yes 





		If yes, is it a new or revised survey? 

		If yes, is it a new or revised survey? 

		If yes, is it a new or revised survey? 



		No 

		No 





		If yes, provide a copy of the survey 

		If yes, provide a copy of the survey 

		If yes, provide a copy of the survey 



		 

		 





		[upload the survey as attachment]   

		[upload the survey as attachment]   

		[upload the survey as attachment]   



		 

		 









		 

		The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. (yes/no) YES 

		If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. 

		 

		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. 

		To determine if the parents who responded to this survey were representative of the parents of all the children receiving special education services, race/ethnicity, disability, gender, and age demographics of the children whose parents responded to the survey were compared with the same demographics of all of the children whose parents were mailed a survey.  The chart attached collapses several disability categories to comply with reporting requirements of the Agency of Education’s privacy and data policie

		 

		The largest difference between population and respondents in a disability category is 2.60%, in the Emotional Disturbance group. In categories of race/ethnicity, disabilities other than Emotional Disturbance, and gender, the respondent group differs from the population proportion by less than 2.00%. By age group, the largest difference between population and respondents is in the 12 to 17 year old category, at 3.41%. All other age categories have differences of less than 2.10% between the population and the

		 

		Vermont is seeking to strategize with our survey vendor: to analyze incoming responses by region, by district, by language etc.; to update contract of survey vendor with the goal of increasing representation from all groups; to verify documentation of attempts made for no response (wrong address /phone info); and to perhaps incentivize respondent participation.  Vermont is enhancing it’s technical assistance / professional development library, where resources will be made available to the field. 

		 

		We have recently renewed a long-standing relationship with the Vermont Family Network as active collaborators. 

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at State University of New York – Potsdam administers this survey on the behalf of Vermont Agency of Education. The survey was completed in August and an analysis was completed in September 2019.  

		Demographics of Respondent’s Children vs. All Special Education Children 

		Demographic Characteristic 

		Demographic Characteristic 

		Demographic Characteristic 

		Demographic Characteristic 

		Demographic Characteristic 



		Count of Respondent Children 

		Count of Respondent Children 



		Percent of Respondent Children 

		Percent of Respondent Children 



		Count of Eligible Children 

		Count of Eligible Children 



		Percent of Eligible Children 

		Percent of Eligible Children 



		Over/Under Representation* 

		Over/Under Representation* 







		Race/Ethnicity 

		Race/Ethnicity 

		Race/Ethnicity 

		Race/Ethnicity 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Non-White** 

		Non-White** 

		Non-White** 



		87 

		87 



		7.50% 

		7.50% 



		1,128 

		1,128 



		8.17% 

		8.17% 



		-0.67% 

		-0.67% 





		White 

		White 

		White 



		1,073 

		1,073 



		92.50% 

		92.50% 



		12,678 

		12,678 



		91.83% 

		91.83% 



		0.67% 

		0.67% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		1,160 

		1,160 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		13,806 

		13,806 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Disability 

		Disability 

		Disability 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Autism Spectrum Disorder 

		Autism Spectrum Disorder 

		Autism Spectrum Disorder 



		110 

		110 



		9.48% 

		9.48% 



		1,052 

		1,052 



		7.62% 

		7.62% 



		1.86% 

		1.86% 





		Developmental Delay 

		Developmental Delay 

		Developmental Delay 



		238 

		238 



		20.52% 

		20.52% 



		2,715 

		2,715 



		19.67% 

		19.67% 



		0.85% 

		0.85% 





		Emotional Disturbance 

		Emotional Disturbance 

		Emotional Disturbance 



		145 

		145 



		12.50% 

		12.50% 



		2,085 

		2,085 



		15.10% 

		15.10% 



		-2.60% 

		-2.60% 





		Intellectual Disability 

		Intellectual Disability 

		Intellectual Disability 



		40 

		40 



		3.45% 

		3.45% 



		589 

		589 



		4.27% 

		4.27% 



		-0.82% 

		-0.82% 





		Multiple Disabilities 

		Multiple Disabilities 

		Multiple Disabilities 



		25 

		25 



		2.16% 

		2.16% 



		209 

		209 



		1.51% 

		1.51% 



		0.64% 

		0.64% 





		Other Health Impairment 

		Other Health Impairment 

		Other Health Impairment 



		220 

		220 



		18.97% 

		18.97% 



		2,379 

		2,379 



		17.23% 

		17.23% 



		1.73% 

		1.73% 





		Specific Learning Disability 

		Specific Learning Disability 

		Specific Learning Disability 



		306 

		306 



		26.38% 

		26.38% 



		3,673 

		3,673 



		26.60% 

		26.60% 



		-0.23% 

		-0.23% 





		Speech or Language Impairment 

		Speech or Language Impairment 

		Speech or Language Impairment 



		62 

		62 



		5.34% 

		5.34% 



		959 

		959 



		6.95% 

		6.95% 



		-1.60% 

		-1.60% 





		All Other Disabilities*** 

		All Other Disabilities*** 

		All Other Disabilities*** 



		14 

		14 



		1.21% 

		1.21% 



		145 

		145 



		1.05% 

		1.05% 



		0.16% 

		0.16% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		1,160 

		1,160 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		13,806 

		13,806 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Gender 

		Gender 

		Gender 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Female 

		Female 

		Female 



		397 

		397 



		34.22% 

		34.22% 



		4,749 

		4,749 



		34.40% 

		34.40% 



		-0.17% 

		-0.17% 





		Male 

		Male 

		Male 



		763 

		763 



		65.78% 

		65.78% 



		9,057 

		9,057 



		65.60% 

		65.60% 



		0.17% 

		0.17% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		1,160 

		1,160 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		13,806 

		13,806 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Age 

		Age 

		Age 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		3 to 5 

		3 to 5 

		3 to 5 



		183 

		183 



		15.78% 

		15.78% 



		1,895 

		1,895 



		13.73% 

		13.73% 



		2.05% 

		2.05% 





		6 to 11 

		6 to 11 

		6 to 11 



		482 

		482 



		41.55% 

		41.55% 



		5,572 

		5,572 



		40.36% 

		40.36% 



		1.19% 

		1.19% 





		12 to 17 

		12 to 17 

		12 to 17 



		447 

		447 



		38.53% 

		38.53% 



		5,791 

		5,791 



		41.95% 

		41.95% 



		-3.41% 

		-3.41% 





		18 to 21 

		18 to 21 

		18 to 21 



		48 

		48 



		4.14% 

		4.14% 



		548 

		548 



		3.97% 

		3.97% 



		0.17% 

		0.17% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		1,160 

		1,160 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		13,806 

		13,806 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 









		*Over/Under Representation is the percent of respondent children minus the percent of eligible population. 

		**Non‐White includes Hispanic, African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native and Asian or Pacific Islander and multiracial. 

		***All Other Disabilities Includes: Deaf, Deaf‐Blindness, Hard of Hearing & Hearing Loss, Orthopedic Impairment, Traumatic Brain Injury and Visual Impairment. 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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 racia

		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 assistan

		Indicator Data 

		 

		Not Applicable  

		Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 

		Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

		 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		0% 

		0% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target  

		Target  

		Target  



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 







		Target 

		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

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

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

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

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

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



		YES 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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 

		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 

		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 

		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 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification 



		Number of districts in the State [if the State answers yes to whether they have established a minimum n and/or cell size, change this heading to “Number of Districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size”] 

		Number of districts in the State [if the State answers yes to whether they have established a minimum n and/or cell size, change this heading to “Number of Districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size”] 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		0 

		0 

		0 



		0 

		0 



		54 

		54 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? Yes 

		 

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

		Disproportionate representation seeks to measure whether any racial or ethnic group is identified for special education services at a higher rate than other groups. Vermont uses a combination of accepted risk ratio techniques to provide an analysis that account for our state’s small and largely homogeneous population. Weighted risk ratios are used when populations are large and diverse enough to support their accuracy; in other cases, alternate risk ratios are used. Vermont uses a minimum cell size of 11 fo

		 

		Vermont has a 3-criterion system that works in combination to identify LEA’s with disproportionate representation in special education. A challenge for Vermont in identifying disproportionate representation is the homogeneity of Vermont’s student population. In both regular education and special education settings, more than 90 percent of the total student population has historically been reported as white. In addition, the counts of children receiving special education in each LEA are relatively small, ave

		 

		Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals 10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio calculation is used. These calculations are described in the I

		Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals 10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio calculation is used. These calculations are described in the I

		https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf

		https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf



		. 



		 

		Criterion 2: Greater than 10 students receiving special education services in the race/ethnicity category of analysis in a given LEA. Vermont uses a minimum cell size because risk ratios can be substantively impacted by the addition of just one student in a race/ethnicity category containing fewer than 11 students. Calculations are unreliable in identifying disproportionate representation for such small groups. Furthermore, the Vermont Agency of Education “small ‘n’ rule” prohibits public reporting of stude

		 

		Criterion 3: A difference greater than  or equal to 10 between the actual count of special education students in a race/ethnicity category and the expected count of special education students in the race/ethnicity category. The expected count is calculated using the proportion of the LEA student population in a race/ethnicity category and total number of special education students in that LEA. This criterion prevents spurious identification of an LEA when a combination of “small ‘n’” sizes across race/ethni

		 

		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. 

		Vermont used child count data and student census data to complete the calculations and apply the criteria described above. No LEA in the State was identified with disproportionate representation based on these criteria. 

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		As part of Vermont’s commitment to developing methodology that will allow us to examine significant discrepancy and disproportionality within our small state, Vermont is dedicating resources to ensure we are collecting and analyzing data that are reflective of student needs, which will lead to reliable and 

		valid decision-making in the years ahead regarding representation. We are working with our IDC and NCSI partners on our methodology and implementing best practices. 

		 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

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

		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		 

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

		 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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 et

		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 assistan

		 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. 

		Indicator Data 

		 

		Not Applicable  

		Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 

		Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

		 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		0% 

		0% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target  

		Target  

		Target  



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		0% 

		0% 



		 

		 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 







		Target 

		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 









		FFY18 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 specific disability categories 

		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 

		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 



		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 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification 



		Number of districts in the State [if the State answers yes to whether they have established a minimum n and/or cell size, change this heading to “Number of Districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size”] 

		Number of districts in the State [if the State answers yes to whether they have established a minimum n and/or cell size, change this heading to “Number of Districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size”] 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		0 

		0 

		0 



		0 

		0 



		54 

		54 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		0% 

		0% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? Yes 

		 

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

		 

		Disproportionate representation seeks to measure whether any racial or ethnic group is identified for special education services in certain disability categories at a higher rate than other groups. Six disability categories are examined: autism, specific learning disabilities, other health impairments, emotional disturbance, speech and language impairments, and intellectual disability. Vermont uses a combination of accepted risk ratio techniques to provide an analysis that account for our state’s small and 

		 

		Vermont has a 3-criterion system that works in combination to identify LEA’s with disproportionate representation in particular special education disability categories. A challenge for Vermont in identifying disproportionate representation is the homogeneity of Vermont’s student population. In both regular education and special education settings, more than 90 percent of the total student population has historically been reported as white. In addition, the counts of children receiving special education in e

		 

		Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio calculation is used. These calculations are described in the ID

		Criterion 1: LEA-level Weighted Risk Ratio greater than 3.0 or LEA-level Alternate Risk Ratio greater than 3.0. Weighted risk ratios are the preferred method of analysis, but when the comparison populations are very small, the weighted risk ratio can become volatile, with one additional student resulting in a large change in the result. Therefore, when the sum of the comparison groups equals10 students or fewer, the simpler alternate risk ratio calculation is used. These calculations are described in the ID

		https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf

		https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/idc_ta_guide_for_508-010716.pdf



		. 



		 

		Criterion 2: Greater than 10 students receiving special education services for the specified disability in the race/ethnicity category of analysis in a given LEA. Vermont uses a minimum cell size because risk ratios can be substantively impacted by the addition of just one student in a race/ethnicity and disability category containing fewer than 11 students. Calculations are unreliable in identifying disproportionate representation for such small groups. Furthermore, the Vermont Agency of Education (VERMONT

		 

		Criterion 3: A difference greater than or equal to 10 between the actual count of special education students with a specific disability in a race/ethnicity category and the expected count of special education students with that disability in the race/ethnicity category. The expected count is calculated using the proportion of the LEA student population in a race/ethnicity category and total number of students with the disability being examined in that LEA. This criterion prevents spurious identification of 

		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.  

		The AOE used child count data and student census data to complete the calculations and apply the criteria described above. No LEA in the State was identified with disproportionate representation in any disability category based on these criteria.  

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)  

		As part of Vermont’s commitment to developing methodology that will allow us to examine significant discrepancy and disproportionality within our small state, Vermont is dedicating resources to ensure we are collecting and analyzing data that are reflective of student needs, which will lead to reliable and 

		valid decision-making in the years ahead regarding representation. We are working with our IDC and NCSI partners on our methodology and implementing best practices. 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

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

		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

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

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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. 

		a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received. 

		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). 

		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 

		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 assistan

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		69.74% 

		69.74% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target  

		Target  

		Target  



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		97.71% 

		97.71% 



		98.48% 

		98.48% 



		97.89% 

		97.89% 



		97.74% 

		97.74% 



		97.58% 

		97.58% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 







		Target 

		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received 

		(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received 

		(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received 

		(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received 

		(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) 

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



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		349 

		349 

		349 



		339 

		339 



		97.58% 

		97.58% 



		100% 

		100% 



		97.13% 

		97.13% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b) 10 

		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. [display if the number of children included in a but not b is not 0] 

		There were ten (10) students from three (3) LEAs who received evaluations beyond the 60-day timeline. The range of dates beyond the 60-day timeline were 61 – 84 days. Reasons for the delays included miscalculation of due dates, parent scheduling conflicts, delay in cognitive evaluation results from psychologist, and difficulty with obtaining translation or interpreter services. 

		 

		Indicate the evaluation timeline used: 

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

		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).  

		 

		What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?  

		X State monitoring 

		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.  

		 

		Monitoring was completed on a 6-year cycle through the end of SY 2018-2019. Using a state developed spreadsheet, LEAs submit self-reported data related to initial evaluations on NOV 1, FEB 1 APR 1 and JUN 1.  After Vermont reviews each quarterly submission for compliance, each LEA receives written feedback identifying student-level issues of noncompliance and offers differentiated technical assistance to enable the LEA to meet 100% compliance for each subsequent submission. At the end of the monitoring cycl

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		5 

		5 

		5 

		5 



		5 

		5 



		0 

		0 



		0 

		0 









		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		Based on a review of updated data from the four (4) LEAs who had late initial evaluations in FFY2017, Vermont has determined that each LEA is now meeting 100% compliance with federal regulations related to indicator 11. Vermont also verified that the LEA area of non-compliance was corrected within one year from identification and that this is not a systemic issue. 

		 

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

		Based on an updated review of data, Vermont has determined that although late, each of the five (5) students reported in FFY2017 received an initial evaluation and the LEA is now compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 11. 

		 

		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		 

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

		 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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. 

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

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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 assistan

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		 

		Not Applicable 

		Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 

		 

		Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

		 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		86.44% 

		86.44% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 







		Target 

		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 









		 

		  

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 



		 

		 







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

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

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

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



		88 

		88 





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

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

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



		5 

		5 





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

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

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



		79 

		79 





		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.  

		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.  

		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.  



		4 

		4 





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

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

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



		0 

		0 





		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. 

		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. 

		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 

		0 









		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Numerator 

		Numerator 

		(c) 



		Denominator 

		Denominator 

		(a-b-d-e-f) 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		Calculation: (c)/ (a-b-d-e-f) 



		79 

		79 



		79 

		79 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		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 0 

		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. [display if number of children provided above is not 0] 

		Attach PDF table (optional)  

		What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?  

		X State monitoring 

		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. Notification letters were sent to the eight (8) LEAs slated for FFY2018 Compliance Monitoring which for this indicator involves the LEA completion of an state-developed spreadsheet. Vermont requested from each LEA the child's name, date birth, the date of referral to Part B, date of the transition meeting, as well as the date an IEP was developed and the date of pa

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

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

		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

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

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		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 m

		 (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 t

		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 assistan

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2009 

		2009 



		22.6% 

		22.6% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target  

		Target  

		Target  



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		74.04% 

		74.04% 



		74.34% 

		74.34% 



		91.49% 

		91.49% 



		88.03% 

		88.03% 



		100% 

		100% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 







		Target 

		Target 

		Target 

		Target 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 









		FFY18 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 aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition 

		Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition 

		Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition 

		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 

		Number of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		57 

		57 

		57 



		80 

		80 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		71.25% 

		71.25% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 









		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Vermont is aligning reporting practices with OSEP expectations according to the December 16, 2019 webinar that requires all incidences of non-compliance to be reported. 

		What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?  

		X State monitoring 

		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.  

		Monitoring was completed on a 6-year cycle through the end of SY 2018-2019. LEAs self-select and submit a minimum of (10) students with post-secondary transition plans and complete a self-review using a the NTACT Indicator 13 checklist. Submissions are required quarterly on NOV 1, FEB 1 

		APR 1 and JUN 1. After Vermont reviews quarterly submissions for compliance, each LEA receives written feedback identifying student-level issues of non-compliance and offers differentiated technical assistance to enable the LEA to meet 100% compliance for subsequent submissions.  FFY2018 data were from the November 1st submission as Vermont did not collect a new data pull prior to the end of the school year. At the end of the school year, Vermont notifies each LEA of final compliance standings in a summary 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16?  

		Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16?  

		Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16?  

		Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16?  



		No 

		No 





		If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?  

		If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?  

		If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?  



		 

		 





		If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator?  

		If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator?  

		If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator?  



		 

		 









		If no, please explain 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		The FFY2018 monitoring cycle consisted of eight (8) LEAs, with only three (3) meeting 100% compliance at the initial data submission. After the initial submission, and with immediate differentiated technical assistance, four (4) of the remaining LEAs were able to correct issues of non-compliance to meet 100% compliance for federal regulations related to this indicator. One (1) LEA was provided with intensive technical assistance and despite this was not able to exceed 80% compliance by the end of the school

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY17 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 

		Findings of Noncompliance Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year 



		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		OSEP acknowledged that the state had 100% compliance in FFY2017 and is not required to report on findings of non-compliance. 

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

		OSEP acknowledged that the state had 100% compliance in FFY2017 and is not required to report on findings of non-compliance. 

		FFY17 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY17 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 

		Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified 



		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 

		Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY17 APR 



		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 



		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected 







		FFY2014 

		FFY2014 

		FFY2014 

		FFY2014 



		 39 

		 39 



		 39 

		 39 



		0 

		0 





		FFY2015 

		FFY2015 

		FFY2015 



		8 

		8 



		8 

		8 



		0 

		0 





		FFY2016 

		FFY2016 

		FFY2016 



		14 

		14 



		14 

		14 



		0 

		0 









		[the following text fields are displayed for each years’ findings of noncompliance] 

		FFY 2014, 15, 16 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected 

		Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements 

		Based on a review of updated data for LEAs identified with non-compliance in FFY2014, FFY2015, and FFY2016 – Vermont has determined that each LEA is now meeting 100% with federal regulations related to post-secondary transition plans. 

		 

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

		Based on a review of updated data, Vermont has determined that the LEAs reported in FFY2014 have corrected issues of non-compliance within one year of identification for each of (39) students and that all IEPs were 100% compliant for post-secondary transition plans. Vermont has determined that each LEA is now 100% compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 13.   

		  

		Based on a review of updated data, Vermont has determined that the LEAs reported in FFY2015 have corrected issues of non-compliance within one year of identification for each of (8) students and that all IEPs were 100% compliant for post-secondary transition plans. Vermont has determined that each LEA is now 100% compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 13. 

		 

		Based on a review of updated data, Vermont has determined that the LEAs reported in FFY2016 have corrected issues of non-compliance within one year of identification for each of (14) students and that all IEPs were 100% compliant for post-secondary transition plans. Vermont has determined that each LEA is now 100% compliant for federal regulations related to indicator 13. 

		 

		FFY 20xx Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected 

		Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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. 

		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. 

		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. 

		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 effec

		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 effec





		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 e

		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; 

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

		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); 

		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); 

		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). 

		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 enro

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Historical Data 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Baseline  

		Baseline  



		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		2009 

		2009 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 





		A 

		A 

		A 



		24.22% 

		24.22% 



		Data 

		Data 



		50.38% 

		50.38% 



		48.89% 

		48.89% 



		38.79% 

		38.79% 



		22.22% 

		22.22% 



		21.94% 

		21.94% 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		2009 

		2009 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		56.05% 

		56.05% 



		56.05% 

		56.05% 



		56.05% 

		56.05% 



		56.05% 

		56.05% 



		56.05% 

		56.05% 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		56.40% 

		56.40% 



		Data 

		Data 



		70.61% 

		70.61% 



		62.22% 

		62.22% 



		69.63% 

		69.63% 



		64.81% 

		64.81% 



		62.58% 

		62.58% 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		2009 

		2009 



		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		71.97% 

		71.97% 



		Data 

		Data 



		77.48% 

		77.48% 



		73.33% 

		73.33% 



		80.84% 

		80.84% 



		74.07% 

		74.07% 



		78.71% 

		78.71% 









		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 

		Target A >= 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 





		Target B >= 

		Target B >= 

		Target B >= 



		56.50% 

		56.50% 



		56.50% 

		56.50% 





		Target C >= 

		Target C >= 

		Target C >= 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 









		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		FFY18 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 

		Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school 

		Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school 

		Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school 

		Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school 



		144 

		144 







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

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

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

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



		33 

		33 





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

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

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



		72 

		72 





		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) 

		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) 

		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) 



		12 

		12 





		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). 

		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). 

		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). 



		11 

		11 









		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Number of respondent youth 

		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 

		Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 

		A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 

		A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 



		33 

		33 



		144 

		144 



		21.94% 

		21.94% 



		24.25% 

		24.25% 



		22.92% 

		22.92% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 





		B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2) 

		B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2) 

		B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2) 



		105 

		105 



		144 

		144 



		62.58% 

		62.58% 



		56.50% 

		56.50% 



		72.92% 

		72.92% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 





		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) 

		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) 

		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) 



		128 

		128 



		144 

		144 



		78.71% 

		78.71% 



		72.00% 

		72.00% 



		88.89% 

		88.89% 



		Y 

		Y 



		N 

		N 









		 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 

		Part 



		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Reasons for slippage, if applicable 







		A 

		A 

		A 

		A 



		 

		 





		B 

		B 

		B 



		 

		 





		C 

		C 

		C 



		 

		 









		Please select the reporting option your State is using:  

		X Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY17 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 e

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  

		Was sampling used?  



		No 

		No 





		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 

		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 

		If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 



		 

		 





		If yes, provide sampling plan. [upload sampling plan as attachment] 

		If yes, provide sampling plan. [upload sampling plan as attachment] 

		If yes, provide sampling plan. [upload sampling plan as attachment] 



		 

		 









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

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		Was a survey used?  

		Was a survey used?  

		Was a survey used?  

		Was a survey used?  



		Yes 

		Yes 





		If yes, is it a new or revised survey? 

		If yes, is it a new or revised survey? 

		If yes, is it a new or revised survey? 



		No 

		No 





		If yes, attach a copy of the survey [upload survey as attachment] 

		If yes, attach a copy of the survey [upload survey as attachment] 

		If yes, attach a copy of the survey [upload survey as attachment] 



		 

		 









		Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 

		The individuals and parents who responded to Vermont's Post-Secondary Outcomes Survey were mostly representative of the children with IEPs who exited high school during the 2017-2018 school year by race/ethnicity, disability, and gender demographics. Those who responded to the survey (or whose parents responded on their behalf) were compared by demographic category to all who were mailed a survey notice and phoned for a survey.  The chart below, in the additional information section, suppresses race and eth

		 

		With the exception of Emotional Disturbance, the largest difference between the survey recipient population and respondents in a disability category is 2.83%(Specific Learning Disability). However, children with Emotional Disturbance and their parents represented at an 8.89% smaller subset of the respondent population than the survey recipient population.  

		 

		Those who exited high school special education at younger ages or by dropping out were also less likely to respond to the survey. High schoolers with IEPs who exited at ages 14-18 (or the parents of those who were still under age 18 at the time of the survey notice) represented a 13.25% smaller portion of the respondent group than of all survey recipients. Those who dropped out (or their parents) represented 12.22% less of the respondent group than of the group who received surveys. The 14 to 18 age group c

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Yes / No 

		Yes / No 







		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?  

		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?  

		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?  

		Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school?  



		No 

		No 









		If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. 

		Vermont analyzed the representativeness of it’s survey respondents in both FFY2017 and FFY 2018. Efforts are underway to work with the vendor to improve our response rates and representativeness overall for future data collections, analyses, and submissions. 

		 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at State University of New York – Potsdam administers this survey on the the behalf of Vermont Agency of Education. The survey was completed in October and data were received in November 2019  

		 

		Representativeness Table 

		Demographic Characteristic  

		Demographic Characteristic  

		Demographic Characteristic  

		Demographic Characteristic  

		Demographic Characteristic  



		Count of Respondent Children  

		Count of Respondent Children  



		Percent of Respondent Children 

		Percent of Respondent Children 



		Count of Eligible Children 

		Count of Eligible Children 



		Percent of Eligible Children 

		Percent of Eligible Children 



		Over/Under Representation* 

		Over/Under Representation* 







		Race/Ethnicity 

		Race/Ethnicity 

		Race/Ethnicity 

		Race/Ethnicity 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Non-White** 

		Non-White** 

		Non-White** 



		-- 

		-- 



		-- 

		-- 



		50 

		50 



		8.20% 

		8.20% 



		-- 

		-- 





		White 

		White 

		White 



		-- 

		-- 



		-- 

		-- 



		560 

		560 



		91.80% 

		91.80% 



		-- 

		-- 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		144 

		144 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		610 

		610 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Disability 

		Disability 

		Disability 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Autism Spectrum Disorder 

		Autism Spectrum Disorder 

		Autism Spectrum Disorder 



		17 

		17 



		11.81% 

		11.81% 



		53 

		53 



		8.69% 

		8.69% 



		3.12% 

		3.12% 





		Emotional Disturbance 

		Emotional Disturbance 

		Emotional Disturbance 



		28 

		28 



		19.44% 

		19.44% 



		172 

		172 



		28.20% 

		28.20% 



		-8.75% 

		-8.75% 





		Intellectual Disability 

		Intellectual Disability 

		Intellectual Disability 



		15 

		15 



		10.42% 

		10.42% 



		48 

		48 



		7.87% 

		7.87% 



		2.55% 

		2.55% 





		Other Health Impairment 

		Other Health Impairment 

		Other Health Impairment 



		23 

		23 



		15.97% 

		15.97% 



		100 

		100 



		16.39% 

		16.39% 



		-0.42% 

		-0.42% 





		Specific Learning Disability 

		Specific Learning Disability 

		Specific Learning Disability 



		47 

		47 



		32.64% 

		32.64% 



		183 

		183 



		30.00% 

		30.00% 



		2.64% 

		2.64% 





		All Other Disabilities*** 

		All Other Disabilities*** 

		All Other Disabilities*** 



		14 

		14 



		9.72% 

		9.72% 



		54 

		54 



		8.85% 

		8.85% 



		0.87% 

		0.87% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		144 

		144 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		610 

		610 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Gender 

		Gender 

		Gender 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Female 

		Female 

		Female 



		51 

		51 



		35.42% 

		35.42% 



		235 

		235 



		38.52% 

		38.52% 



		-3.11% 

		-3.11% 





		Male 

		Male 

		Male 



		93 

		93 



		64.58% 

		64.58% 



		375 

		375 



		61.48% 

		61.48% 



		3.11% 

		3.11% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		144 

		144 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		610 

		610 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Age 

		Age 

		Age 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		14 to 18 

		14 to 18 

		14 to 18 



		63 

		63 



		43.75% 

		43.75% 



		346 

		346 



		56.72% 

		56.72% 



		-12.97% 

		-12.97% 





		19 to 22 

		19 to 22 

		19 to 22 



		81 

		81 



		56.25% 

		56.25% 



		264 

		264 



		43.28% 

		43.28% 



		12.97% 

		12.97% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		144 

		144 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		610 

		610 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 





		Exit Reason 

		Exit Reason 

		Exit Reason 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		Dropout 

		Dropout 

		Dropout 



		15 

		15 



		10.42% 

		10.42% 



		134 

		134 



		21.97% 

		21.97% 



		-11.55% 

		-11.55% 





		All other reasons**** 

		All other reasons**** 

		All other reasons**** 



		129 

		129 



		89.58% 

		89.58% 



		476 

		476 



		78.03% 

		78.03% 



		11.55% 

		11.55% 





		Totals 

		Totals 

		Totals 



		144 

		144 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		610 

		610 



		100.00% 

		100.00% 



		0.00% 

		0.00% 









		*Over/Under Representation is the percent of respondent children minus the percent of eligible population. 

		**Non‐White includes Hispanic, African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native and Asian or Pacific Islander and multiracial. 

		***All Other Disabilities Includes: Deaf, Deaf‐Blindness, Hard of Hearing & Hearing Loss, Orthopedic Impairment, Traumatic Brain Injury and Visual Impairment, Multiple Disabilities, Speech or Language Impairment,  

		**** Includes graduated with high school diploma, received certificate, and reached maximum age 

		--Data with values of 10 or fewer have been suppressed to protect student identifiable information.  

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR  

		Vermont analyzed the representativeness of it’s survey respondents in both FFY2017 and FFY 2018. Efforts are underway to work with the vendor to improve our response rates and representativeness overall for future data collections, analyses, and submissions. 

		 

		  

		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 (EMTHPARTS)). 

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Select yes to use target ranges [option 1 is without ranges for Targets table, option 2 is with ranges. Historical tables will display target ranges as reported previously for both options.] 

		 

		Prepopulated Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints 



		11/11/2019 

		11/11/2019 



		3.1 Number of resolution sessions 

		3.1 Number of resolution sessions 



		6 

		6 





		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints 



		11/11/2019 

		11/11/2019 



		3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements 



		1 

		1 









		 

		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. [selection of this option will make the numerator and denominator fields in the FFY18 SPP/APR Data table editable in both options] 

		 

		Provide an explanation below. 

		 

		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		 

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		55.00% 

		55.00% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		60% 

		60% 



		60% 

		60% 



		60% 

		60% 



		60% 

		60% 



		60% 

		60% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		100% 

		100% 



		0% 

		0% 



		11.11% 

		11.11% 









		[begin option 1] 

		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		60% 

		60% 



		60% 

		60% 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 



		3.1 Number of resolutions sessions 

		3.1 Number of resolutions sessions 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		1 

		1 

		1 



		6 

		6 



		11.11% 

		11.11% 



		60.00% 

		60.00% 



		16.67% 

		16.67% 



		N 

		N 



		N 

		N 









		[end option 1] 

		[begin option 2] 

		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 

		(low) 



		2018 

		2018 

		(high) 



		2019 

		2019 

		(low) 



		2019 

		2019 

		(high) 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 

		3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements 



		3.1 Number of resolutions sessions 

		3.1 Number of resolutions sessions 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 

		(low) 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 

		(high) 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[end option 2] 

		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Due to small numbers, Vermont does not meet target.  Of the 5 resolutions not resolved through settlement: 3 were dismissed and 2 were withdrawn.  

		The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2017. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held. Vermont is not required to meet this target because there were a total of 6 resolution sessions held. 

		 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		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 (EMTHPARTS)). 

		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. 

		Indicator Data 

		Select yes to use target ranges [option 1 is without ranges for Targets table, option 2 is with ranges. Historical tables will display target ranges as reported previously for both options.] 

		Prepopulated Data 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 

		Source 



		Date 

		Date 



		Description 

		Description 



		Data 

		Data 





		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 



		11/11/2019 

		11/11/2019 



		2.1 Mediations held 

		2.1 Mediations held 



		28 

		28 





		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 



		11/11/2019 

		11/11/2019 



		2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints 



		2 

		2 





		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 

		SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests 



		11/11/2019 

		11/11/2019 



		2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints 

		2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints 



		16 

		16 









		 

		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 [selection of this option will make the numerator and denominator fields in the FFY18 SPP/APR Data table editable in both options] 

		Provide an explanation below. 

		 

		Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  

		Vermont will extend targets through federal fiscal year (FFY) 2019 with improvements over baseline. New targets for results indicators were set after presenting data to stakeholder groups and receiving their feedback and advisement. The aim was to have targets which were rigorous yet achievable. Key stakeholder input was obtained through the Special Education Advisory Council, the Vermont Special Education Administrators Council Executive Board, and through a live call-in webinar hosted by the State Directo

		Vermont is taking a new approach to its SPP/APR reporting and has assigned indicators across the Special Education Programming Team. Stewards of these indicators will be  working with representative stakeholders, including parents, to examine trends, make comparison to targets, and engage in root causes analyses in order to promote the benefits of using the SPP/APR as a tool for understanding compliance needs and prioritizing continuous improvement. The State Director will also be working with the five diff

		Vermont anticipates forming a Special Education Youth Council with the intent of engaging individuals with disabilities in a dialogue about the indicators, measures, and patterns/trends in data. This perspective is necessary in ensuring we are getting our targets set correctly and understanding from the student perspective how we can improve practices.   

		Historical Data 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 

		Baseline 



		2005 

		2005 



		63.00% 

		63.00% 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 





		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2013 

		2013 



		2014 

		2014 



		2015 

		2015 



		2016 

		2016 



		2017 

		2017 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		76.00% 

		76.00% 



		83.33% 

		83.33% 



		70.00% 

		70.00% 



		91.67% 

		91.67% 



		70.83% 

		70.83% 









		[begin option 1] 

		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 



		2019 

		2019 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		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.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints 



		2.1 Number of mediations held 

		2.1 Number of mediations held 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		2 

		2 

		2 



		16 

		16 



		28 

		28 



		70.83% 

		70.83% 



		82.00% 

		82.00% 



		64.29% 

		64.29% 



		N 

		N 



		Y 

		Y 









		[end option 1] 

		[begin option 2] 

		Targets 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 

		FFY 



		2018 

		2018 

		(low) 



		2018 

		2018 

		(high) 



		2019 

		2019 

		(low) 



		2019 

		2019 

		(high) 





		Target >= 

		Target >= 

		Target >= 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		FFY18 SPP/APR Data 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints 

		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.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints 



		2.1 Number of mediations held 

		2.1 Number of mediations held 



		FFY17 Data 

		FFY17 Data 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 

		(low) 



		FFY18 Target 

		FFY18 Target 

		(high) 



		FFY18 Data 

		FFY18 Data 



		Status 

		Status 



		Slippage 

		Slippage 





		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 



		 

		 









		[end option 2] 

		Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 

		Our panel of experienced mediators has not changed, neither has our process of assigning mediators We looked at the 10 cases that did not reach an agreement during mediation. Considering this analysis, we do not think this is a systemic issue. The 2 cases related to due process were dismissed; of the 8 others, 3 reached agreement after mediation session ended, 1 was dismissed, 2 went to administrative complaint, and 2 reached no agreement.  

		Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 

		Prior FFY Required Actions  

		<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 

		Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 

		  

		Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan 

		Instructions and Measurement 

		Monitoring Priority: General Supervision 

		Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator. 

		Measurement 

		The State’s SPP/APR includes an SSIP that is a comprehensive, ambitious, yet achievable multi-year plan for improving results for children with disabilities. The SSIP includes the components described below. 

		Instructions 

		Baseline Data: In its FFY 2013 SPP/APR, due February 2, 2015, the State must provide FFY 2013 baseline data that must be expressed as a percentage and which is aligned with the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. 

		Targets: In its FFY 2013 SPP/APR, due February 2, 2015, the State must provide measurable and rigorous targets (expressed as percentages) for each of the five years from FFY 2014 through FFY 2018. The State’s FFY 2018 target must demonstrate improvement over the State’s FFY 2013 baseline data. 

		Updated Data: In its FFYs 2014 through FFY 2018 SPPs/APRs, due February 2016 through February 2020, the State must provide updated data for that specific FFY (expressed as percentages) and that data must be aligned with the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. In its FFYs 2014 through FFY 2018 SPPs/APRs, the State must report on whether it met its target. 

		Overview of the Three Phases of the SSIP 

		It is of the utmost importance to improve results for children with disabilities by improving educational services, including special education and related services. Stakeholders, including parents of children with disabilities, local educational agencies, the State Advisory Panel, and others, are critical participants in improving results for children with disabilities and should be included in developing, implementing, evaluating, and revising the SSIP and included in establishing the State’s targets unde

		Phase I: Analysis (which the State must include with the February 2, 2015 submission of its SPP/APR for FFY 2013): 

		▪ Data Analysis; 

		▪ Data Analysis; 

		▪ Data Analysis; 



		▪ Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity; 

		▪ Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity; 



		▪ State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities; 

		▪ State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities; 



		▪ Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies; and 

		▪ Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies; and 



		▪ Theory of Action. 

		▪ Theory of Action. 





		Phase II: Plan (which, in addition to the Phase I content (including any updates)) outlined above, the State must include with the February 1, 2016 submission of its SPP/APR for FFY 2014): 

		▪ Infrastructure Development; 

		▪ Infrastructure Development; 

		▪ Infrastructure Development; 



		▪ Support for local educational agency (LEA) Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices; and 

		▪ Support for local educational agency (LEA) Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices; and 



		▪ Evaluation. 

		▪ Evaluation. 

		▪ Evaluation. 

		A. Data Analysis 

		A. Data Analysis 

		A. Data Analysis 



		B. Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation 

		B. Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation 



		C. Stakeholder Engagement 

		C. Stakeholder Engagement 











		Phase III: Implementation and Evaluation (which, in addition to the Phase I and Phase II content (including any updates)) outlined above, the State must include with the February 1, 2017 submission of its SPP/APR for FFY 2015, and update in 2018, 2019, and 2020) the Results of Ongoing Evaluation and Revisions to the SSIP. 

		Specific Content of Each Phase of the SSIP 

		Refer to FFY 2013-2015 Measurement Table for detailed requirements of Phase I and Phase II SSIP submissions. 

		Phase III should only include information from Phase I or Phase II if changes or revisions are being made by the State and/or if information previously required in Phase I or Phase II was not reported. 

		Phase III: Implementation and Evaluation 

		In Phase III, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress implementing the SSIP. This includes: (A) data and analysis on the extent to which the State has made progress toward and/or met the State-established short-term and long-term outcomes or objectives for implementation of the SSIP and its progress toward achieving the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities (SiMR); (B) the rationale for any revisions that wer

		As required in the Instructions for the Indicator/Measurement, in its FFYs 2014 through 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report data for that specific FFY (expressed as actual numbers and percentages) that are aligned with the SiMR. The State must report on whether the State met its target. In addition, the State may report on any additional data (e.g., progress monitoring data) that were collected and analyzed that would suggest progress toward the SiMR. States using a subset of the population from the indicat

		The State must provide a narrative or graphic representation (e.g., a logic model) of the principal activities, measures and outcomes that were implemented since the State’s last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019). The evaluation should align with the theory of action described in Phase I and the evaluation plan described in Phase II. The State must describe any changes to the activities, strategies, or timelines described in Phase II and include a rationale or justification for the changes. If the State

		The State must summarize the infrastructure improvement strategies that were implemented, and the short-term outcomes achieved, including the measures or rationale used by the State and stakeholders to assess and communicate achievement. Relate short term outcomes to one or more areas of a systems framework (e.g., governance, data, finance, accountability/monitoring, quality standards, professional development and/or technical assistance) and explain how these strategies support system change and are necess

		The State must summarize the specific evidence-based practices that were implemented and the strategies or activities that supported their selection and ensured their use with fidelity. Describe how the evidence-based practices, and activities or strategies that support their use, are intended to impact the SiMR by changing program/district policies, procedures, and/or practices, teacher/provider practices (e.g., behaviors), parent/caregiver outcomes, and/or child outcomes. Describe any additional data (e.g

		The State must describe the specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts and how the State addressed concerns, if any, raised by stakeholders through its engagement activities. 

		Additional Implementation Activities 

		The State should identify any activities not already described that it intends to implement in the next fiscal year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 APR, report on activities it intends to implement in FFY19, i.e., July 1, 2019-June 30, 2020) including a timeline, anticipated data collection and measures, and expected outcomes that are related to the SiMR. The State should describe any newly identified barriers and include steps to address these barriers. 

		Indicator Data 

		Upload your State Systemic Improvement Plan. 

		 

		  

		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 

		Chief State School Officer 

		X 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: Jacqueline Kelleher 

		Title: State Director of Special Education 

		Email: Jacqui.kelleher@vermont.gov  

		Phone: 802-828-5382 

		Submitted on: January 31, 2020 

		[System populated with date and time of submission] 
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes 


Representativeness Table 


Demographic Characteristic  


Count of 


Respondent 


Children  


Percent of 


Respondent 


Children 


Count of Eligible 


Children 


Percent of Eligible 


Children 


Over/Under 


Representation* 


Race/Ethnicity 


Non-White** -- -- 50 8.20% -- 


White -- -- 560 91.80% -- 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Disability 


Autism Spectrum Disorder 17 11.81% 53 8.69% 3.12% 


Emotional Disturbance 28 19.44% 172 28.20% -8.75% 


Intellectual Disability 15 10.42% 48 7.87% 2.55% 


Other Health Impairment 23 15.97% 100 16.39% -0.42% 


Specific Learning Disability 47 32.64% 183 30.00% 2.64% 


All Other Disabilities*** 14 9.72% 54 8.85% 0.87% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Gender 


Female 51 35.42% 235 38.52% -3.11% 


Male 93 64.58% 375 61.48% 3.11% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Age 


14 to 18 63 43.75% 346 56.72% -12.97% 


19 to 22 81 56.25% 264 43.28% 12.97% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


Exit Reason 


Dropout 15 10.42% 134 21.97% -11.55% 


All other reasons**** 129 89.58% 476 78.03% 11.55% 


Totals 144 100.00% 610 100.00% 0.00% 


*Over/Under Representation is the percent of respondent children minus the percent of eligible population. 


**Non‐White includes Hispanic, African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native and Asian or Pacific Islander and multiracial. 


***All Other Disabilities Includes: Deaf, Deaf‐Blindness, Hard of Hearing & Hearing Loss, Orthopedic Impairment, Traumatic Brain 
Injury and Visual Impairment, Multiple Disabilities, Speech or Language Impairment,  


**** Includes graduated with high school diploma, received certificate, and reached maximum age 


--Data with values of 10 or fewer have been suppressed to protect student identifiable information.  
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational 


Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec 


FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 
Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 


through 5 
2,074 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational 


Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec 


FS089; Data group 613) 
12/4/2019 


a1. Number of children attending a regular 


early childhood program and receiving the 


majority of special education and related 


services in the regular early childhood program 


1,518 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational 


Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec 


FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 
b1. Number of children attending separate 


special education class 
7 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational 


Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec 


FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 
b2. Number of children attending separate 


school 
6 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational 


Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec 


FS089; Data group 613) 


12/4/2019 
b3. Number of children attending residential 


facility 
0 


 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of 


children 


with IEPs 


aged 3 


through 5 


served 


Total 


number of 


children 


with IEPs 


aged 3 


through 5 


FFY17 Data 
FFY18 


Target 


FFY18 


Data 
Status Slippage 


A. A regular early childhood 


program and receiving the 


majority of special education 


and related services in the 


regular early childhood 


program 


1,518 2,074 75.61% 71.78% 73.19% Y N 


B. Separate special education 


class, separate school or 


residential facility 


13 2,074 0.70% 6.19% 0.63% Y N 
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Indicator 8: Parent involvement 


Demographics of Respondents' Children vs. All Special Education Children 


Demographic Characteristic 


Count of 


Respondent 


Children 


Percent of 


Respondent 


Children 


Count of Eligible 


Children 


Percent of Eligible 


Children 


Over/Under 


Representation* 


Race/Ethnicity 


Non-White** 87 7.50% 1,128 8.17% -0.67%


White 1,073 92.50% 12,678 91.83% 0.67% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


Disability 


Autism Spectrum Disorder 110 9.48% 1,052 7.62% 1.86% 


Developmental Delay 238 20.52% 2,715 19.67% 0.85% 


Emotional Disturbance 145 12.50% 2,085 15.10% -2.60%


Intellectual Disability 40 3.45% 589 4.27% -0.82%


Multiple Disabilities 25 2.16% 209 1.51% 0.64% 


Other Health Impairment 220 18.97% 2,379 17.23% 1.73% 


Specific Learning Disability 306 26.38% 3,673 26.60% -0.23%


Speech or Language 


Impairment 
62 5.34% 959 6.95% -1.60%


All Other Disabilities*** 14 1.21% 145 1.05% 0.16% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


Gender 


Female 397 34.22% 4,749 34.40% -0.17%


Male 763 65.78% 9,057 65.60% 0.17% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


Age 


3 to 5 183 15.78% 1,895 13.73% 2.05% 


6 to 11 482 41.55% 5,572 40.36% 1.19% 


12 to 17 447 38.53% 5,791 41.95% -3.41%


18 to 21 48 4.14% 548 3.97% 0.17% 


Totals 1,160 100.00% 13,806 100.00% 0.00% 


*Over/Under Representation is the percent of respondent children minus the percent of eligible population.


**Non‐White includes Hispanic, African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native and Asian or Pacific Islander and multiracial. 


***All Other Disabilities Includes: Deaf, Deaf‐Blindness, Hard of Hearing & Hearing Loss, Orthopedic Impairment, Traumatic Brain 
Injury and Visual Impairment. 
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Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21) 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment 


Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data 


group 74) 


12/4/2019 
Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 
13,154 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment 


Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data 


group 74) 


12/4/2019 A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 inside the regular class 80% or 


more of the day 


10,259 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment 


Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data 


group 74) 


12/4/2019 B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 inside the regular class less than 


40% of the day 


593 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment 


Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data 


group 74) 


12/4/2019 
c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 in separate schools 
670 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment 


Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data 


group 74) 


12/4/2019 
c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 in residential facilities 
150 


SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment 


Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data 


group 74) 


12/4/2019 


c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 in homebound/hospital 


placements 


15 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of 


children with IEPs 


aged 6 through 21 


served 


Total number of 


children with 


IEPs aged 6 


through 21 


FFY17 


Data 


FFY18 


Target 


FFY18 


Data 
Status Slippage 


A. Number of children 


with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 inside the 


regular class 80% or 


more of the day 


10,259 13,154 77.82% 79.00% 77.99% N N 


B. Number of children 


with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 inside the 


regular class less than 


40% of the day 


593 13,154 4.61% 7.00% 4.51% Y N 


C. Number of children 


with IEPs aged 6 


through 21 inside 


separate schools, 


residential facilities, or 


homebound/hospital 


placements [c1+c2+c3] 


835 13,154 6.03% 3.75% 6.35% N Y 
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Indicator 2: Drop Out 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups 


(EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 


85) 


8/27/2019 


Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited 


special education by graduating with a regular high 


school diploma (a) 


478 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups 


(EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 


85) 


8/27/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited 


special education by receiving a certificate (b) 
4 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups 


(EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 


85) 


8/27/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited 


special education by reaching maximum age (c) 
14 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups 


(EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 


85) 


8/27/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited 


special education due to dropping out (d) 
138 


SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups 


(EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 


85) 


8/27/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited 


special education as a result of death (e) 
3 
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Owed Data Tables for FFY2017 
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs 


Indicator Data 


Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs 978 1,098 1,067 1,112 1,105 1,017 1,091 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no 
accommodations 


544 635 645 689 665 654 700 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with 
accommodations 


354 368 331 313 317 260 221 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against 
alternate standards 


48 63 69 77 77 56 44 


Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs 978 1,100 1,068 1,112 1,105 1,016 1,090 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no 
accommodations 


679 634 595 603 537 505 623 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with 
accommodations 


220 372 380 395 439 407 300 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against 
alternate standards 


48 62 67 78 79 58 42 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment 


Group 
Group 


Name  


Number of 


Children with 


IEPs 


Number of Children 


with IEPs 


Participating 


FFY16 


Data 


FFY17 


Target 


FFY17 


Data 
Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,468 7,130 95.87% 99.25% 95.47% N N 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment 


Group 
Group 


Name  


Number of 


Children with 


IEPs 


Number of Children 


with IEPs 


Participating 


FFY16 


Data 


FFY17 


Target 


FFY17 


Data 
Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,469 7,123 95.73% 99.25% 95.37% N N 
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Owed Data Tables for FFY2017 
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs 
Indicator Data 


Reading Proficiency Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score 
and a proficiency was assigned 


944 1,057 1,042 1,075 1,055 966 958 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no 
accommodations scored at or above proficient 


against grade level 


74 76 84 79 77 74 67 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with 
accommodations scored at or above proficient 


against grade level 


45 37 32 37 35 28 14 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate 
standards scored at or above proficient against 


grade level 


41 51 42 49 43 35 30 


Math Proficiency Data by Grade 


Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS 


a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score 
and a proficiency was assigned 


944 1,057 1,038 1,072 1,051 966 958 


b. IEPs in regular assessment with no 
accommodations scored at or above proficient 


against grade level 


123 83 65 51 46 36 19 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with 
accommodations scored at or above proficient 


against grade level 


28 37 12 17 25 11 3 


f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate 
standards scored at or above proficient against 


grade level 


15 22 15 19 23 21 13 


FFY18 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 


FFY16 


Data 


FFY17 


Target 


FFY17 


Data 
Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,097 1,050 13.31% 12.20% 14.79% Y N 


FFY18 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 


FFY16 


Data 


FFY17 


Target 


FFY17 


Data 
Status Slippage 


A OVERALL 7,086 684 8.51% 7.30% 9.65% Y N 
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Indicator 3B FFY18 Data 


Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade  
Grade  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  HS  


a. Children with IEPs  990  1,107 1,120 1,106 1,176 1,048 1,055 
b. IEPs in regular assessment with no 
accommodations   588 689 705 582 634 611 661 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations  294  315 326 424 419 304 217 
f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate 
standards  45  62 64 63 72 67 44 


Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade  
Grade  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  HS  


a. Children with IEPs  990  1,107 1,119 1,106 1,176 1,048 1,056 
b. IEPs in regular assessment with no 
accommodations  669  656 548 522 541 505 623 


c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations   209 349 485 486 513 411 257 
f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate 
standards  45  63 65 62 73 69 46 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment  


Group  Group Name   
Number of 


Children with 
IEPs  


Number of Children 
with IEPs 


Participating  
FFY17 Data  FFY18 Target  FFY18 Data  Status  Slippage  


A  OVERALL 7,602 7,186 95.47% 99.25% 94.53% N N 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment  


Group  Group  
Name   


Number of 
Children with 


IEPs  


Number of Children 
with IEPs 


Participating  
FFY17 Data  FFY18 Target  FFY18 Data  Status  Slippage  


A  OVERALL 7,602 7,197 95.37% 99.25% 94.67% N N 
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1 National Life Drive, Davis 5, Montpelier, VT 05620-2501 


(p) 802-828-1130 | (f) 802-828-6430 | education.vermont.gov 
 


Freedom and Unity: Tackling Data Challenges Together 


by Wendy Geller, Ph.D., Director of Data Management and Analysis 


This piece was posted to the Agency of Education’s Leadership Blog on December 3, 2019 


Every day, schools, districts, and states generate, consume and rely on data and data systems 


for their operations. From enrollment to attendance, to knowing who’s teaching what course, 


our education system needs IT and data infrastructure to perform its important work. Sure, 


both State Education Agencies (SEAs) and Local Education Agencies (LEAs) are obligated by 


state and federal laws to collect, manage, protect and report certain data. But we also need these 


data to make decisions, set budgets and run the critical functions of our organizations.  


In today’s environment of rapid technological change, reduced student counts and increasing 


costs, data are crucial to identifying challenges, visualizing opportunities and implementing 


solutions. This means our education system doesn’t just need data to survive, it needs data to 


thrive.  


To know what we’re doing well and where we can grow, we first need to know what’s 


happening. Data help us explore that. They’re our best approximation of the world around us. 


We can collect and examine them to try to know and understand our conditions through the 


scientific method. They are important because it’s extremely hard to make progress on our long-


term goals if we don’t have a means to measure what and how well we’re doing right now. 


But, ask yourself, do any of the following apply to you? 


• Are your IT and data systems old and hard to use? 


• Are your systems held together by people with special knowledge that isn’t shared with 


others? 


• Do you have lots of different ways data come into your organization, but those data 


don’t live together in an easy-to-access, shared, intuitive tool? 


• Do your systems make completing basic reporting requirements burdensome and so 


time consuming that putting data together to explore interesting questions is extremely 


difficult? 


If you answered yes to any of the questions above, I hear you and share your pain. 


The silver lining is that Vermont is grappling with these challenges in good company with other 


education agencies, branches of government and private sector organizations across the nation 


and the globe. 


It’s hard, complicated, unsung work and the stakes are high.  For those exact reasons, it’s 


important that we do it. 


I used the term “infrastructure” to describe data and IT systems because that’s exactly what 


they are. Just like the roads and bridges surrounding and connecting your home to your 


community and to the rest of our state, when your data systems are well-designed and 



https://education.vermont.gov/leadership-blog/freedom-and-unity-tackling-data-challenges-together
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maintained you don’t tend to notice them, even though you benefit a lot from what they do for 


you each day. 


On balance, infrastructure isn’t something that organizations regularly focus on, though, unless 


there’s something very wrong with those systems that’s apparent and frustrating to everyone. 


But, even then, it’s not a given that resources will be deployed to address those challenges 


quickly. 


If we want to be data-driven organizations, if we want to have the information we need on 


hand when we must take important decisions, if we want to be able to leverage data to support 


improved outcomes for kids, then it’s time to deploy those resources. It’s time to pay attention 


to data infrastructure. 


We at the Vermont Agency of Education (AOE) know we have a lot to improve on. Our current 


internal structures and tools for managing and using data are not up to the challenges of today, 


much less to the demands of being leveraged for the future. 


We also know we need to partner with Local Education Agency (LEA) staff to make our efforts 


successful as a state. While improvements at AOE will certainly streamline data management 


and use capabilities, SU/SD staff engagement is essential to the overall success of this 


transformation. 


Improvement at the state level alone will not yield the sort of paradigm shift we need to create 


strong, resilient and responsive education data infrastructure. In Vermont, we’ve chosen to 


operate in a federated manner. Now, we need to unite that Federation to make this crucial 


effort. 


This work is going to require some culture change, both at the AOE and in the greater #VTed 


field. It’s going to require us to have the courage to look at what it actually takes to do this work 


well, to make a plan to do it and then marshal our discipline to follow through. 


We’ll have to take a hard look at our collective statewide resources and be strategic about how 


we deploy updates and solutions. It’s going to require us to compromise and engage with one 


another, to help each other, and to take responsibility for understanding our strengths and 


weaknesses.  It’s going to require us all to roll up our sleeves. 


It will also call us to be brave enough to agree that we’re not going to make any more excuses, 


only adjustments, together. As Vermonters, I believe we’ll be good at this. After all, our state 


motto is “Freedom and Unity.” 


In this spirit, AOE is tackling the following challenges as part of how we advance our data and 


IT infrastructure: 


• A disjointed approach to tool and skill modernization across IT and Data Teams 


• Many, disparate points of data collection spread out across various IT platforms and in 


different teams throughout the agency 


• Too many data sets that aren’t integrated in a consistent, logical way 


• No single, unified data model (method and means of organizing and relating data 


together) 
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• Data collection and management processes not having been documented in a 


standardized way 


• Data governance not applied uniformly 


• Heavy reliance on processes that cannot be scaled 


• Heavy reliance on manual work to meet compliance reporting 


• Data staff spread out around the agency in various teams, making day-to-day 


collaboration challenging 


We recognize things need to change and we are taking steps to adjust. 


In October of 2018, at the direction of Secretary French, the AOE underwent a reorganization. 


For the first time, a Data Management and Analysis Division was created. This transition 


brought together data and measurement teams formerly scattered across the agency, giving us a 


unified structure and a common purpose. 


Our explicit role is to be the bridge between the Agency of Digital Services (ADS) technical and 


AOE program staff. We are the translators between the IT and the education and administration 


functions of our organization. We are the data stewards, the data scientists, the experts in 


measurement and the data analysts. We help others use data to support their work in empirical 


ways. 


Next, we developed a set of strategic priorities for the three to five years ahead. They are 


breakthrough objectives. If we can make meaningful progress in these areas, it will be game-


changing for Vermont’s education data infrastructure. As we move forward with this work, we 


will refine them, but broadly, they are: 


1. Modernize, standardize and fully leverage collection, management, storage and data 


analysis platforms, tools and methodologies. Ultimately, we’ve got to have the right tools to 


do the job. Think about it: It’s a real bear to try to hang drywall with a screwdriver. 


2. Move from a reactive culture to a proactive culture. that supports innovation and 


continuous improvement. We need to be flexible and responsive, both to the needs of the 


field and advances in data science. We need to be able to harness our information to help 


take decisions that are forward thinking instead of reactive. We can always be better. We 


should strive to improve how we work as well as our capacity to support the work of 


others. Vermont students, taxpayers and residents deserve no less. 


3. Effectively coordinate to execute cross-functional workflows. By prioritizing a close 


examination of how we work, we’re establishing standard operating procedures, workflow 


documentation and instantiating business process management best practices. If you 


improve your processes, you can improve your work.    


4. Strengthen security and privacy frameworks while reducing burden of supporting secure 


and sound data handling.  At AOE, we take our federal and state student data privacy 


responsibilities very seriously. This can be a tough task with the tiny size conditions we 


have here. Therefore, we’re taking every opportunity to create processes and automation 


that help us uphold the imperative to protect student data while providing as much 


information as possible to the public. 


5. Empower AOE and stakeholders with data to support an evidence and result-based 


approach to decision making. The AOE is committed to transparency. We’re in the process 
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of creating tools that are more flexible and provide more interactivity for public 


reporting. This modernization will eventually allow us more opportunity to take on one-off 


projects and respond to changing data needs. We’d like to be able to take on the analysis 


efforts that we as Vermonters want and need, beyond our statutorily-mandated reporting 


and analysis requirements (which are hefty). Our goal is to answer this call while balancing 


our constrained resources. 


To advance this work, we’ve begun a sustained process of engagement with SU/SD 


stakeholders around data infrastructure, data needs, and the challenges and opportunities 


ahead. Our goal is to create collaboration, build a shared understanding of our roles and 


responsibilities around education data in Vermont, and identify high leverage work we can 


tackle together in the months and years ahead. 


We’ve started this effort by working with the field on the Student Longitudinal Data System 


(SLDS) over recent months, but we’ll be expanding our focus to consider broader themes and 


initiatives as we make collective progress. 


Like any road or bridge that helps us get where we need to go, data infrastructure is 


crucial.  We need to take care of it together, so we welcome your involvement in strengthening 


Vermont’s data landscape. Your participation is key to our shared success. Let’s get to work. 
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Indicator 1: Graduation 
ACGR 4/5/6 Year Comparison Table & 5 Year ACGR 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Cohort Graduate Count Adjusted Cohort Count Graduation Rate 


4 YEAR 651 963 67.60% 


5 YEAR 796 972 81.89% 


6 YEAR 810 1,014 79.88% 


5 Y Cohort Data 


Source Date Description Data 


SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-


Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; 


Data group 696) 


9/20/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs graduating 


with a regular diploma 
796 


SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-


Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; 


Data group 696) 


9/20/2019 
Number of youth with IEPs eligible to 


graduate 
972 


SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort 


Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data 


group 695) 


9/20/2019 
Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort 


graduation rate table 
81.89% 


FFY18 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 


FFY17 Data FFY18 Target FFY18 Data Status Slippage 
(y/n) 


796 972 82.14% 86.00% 81.89% N N 
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Vermont Agency of Education 
General Supervision and Monitoring System 


PUBLIC COMMENT OPEN UNTIL 2/1/2020. Please submit comments using the Agency of 
Education’s general supervision and monitoring stakeholder input form and instructions. 


Introduction and Overview 
The Agency of Education (AOE), as the State Education Agency (SEA), is responsible for the 
overall provision of a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) to eligible Vermont students 
with disabilities and does this through the implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA). At the center of this law is the state’s obligation to ensure the delivery of 
FAPE to all students residing within the state, ages 3 through 21, as prescribed by 34 CFR 
§300.101. In ensuring FAPE, the SEA, is responsible for general supervision and monitoring to 
ensure that the requirements of IDEA are carried out so that each educational program for 
children with disabilities meets the educational standards of the SEA, in accordance with 34 
CFR §300.149(a), §§300.600 through 300.602, §§300.606 through 300.608, and 20 USCS §1416. In 
Vermont, local education agencies (LEAs) are required to provide appropriate special education 
and related services, and the SEA is required to establish continuous improvement activities as 
well as monitor, and enforce regulations governing special education programs in the Vermont 
public schools and all institutions wholly or partly supported by the state. [16 VSA §§2941 and 
2943].  


OSEP’s accountability framework, called Results Driven Accountability (RDA), brings into 
focus the educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities while 
balancing those results with the compliance requirements of IDEA. Protecting the rights of 
children with disabilities and their families is a key responsibility of State Educational Agencies 
(SEAs) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) for Part B, and Lead Agencies and early 
intervention service programs for Part C [birth to age 3], but it is not sufficient if children are 
not attaining the knowledge and skills necessary to accomplish the ideals of IDEA: equality of 
opportunity, full participation, independent living, and economic self-sufficiency.1


States also have a responsibility under federal law [34 CFR §300.600(a)(2)] to have a system of 
general supervision for monitoring special education activities at the LEA level. Using this 
general supervision and monitoring system (GSMS), states are accountable for enforcing 
requirements and ensuring continuous improvement designed for educational benefit and 
increased functional outcomes for students with disabilities. It is also important for LEAs to 
have policies and procedures in place to ensure that IDEA is implemented in accordance with 
the federal regulations. In Vermont, the LEA is considered to be the Supervisory Union (SU) or 
Supervisory District (SD) and Vermont’s system is designed to ensure LEA compliance with 


                                                      
1  https://sites.ed.gov/idea/idea-files/2018-determination-letters-on-state-implementation-of-idea/  
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federal and state regulations, in order to improve services and results for students with 
disabilities.  


All components of Vermont’s GSMS have been developed according to the high standards set 
forth by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) to assess and ensure the effectiveness 
of efforts to educate children and students with disabilities [34 CFR §300.1(d)]. This system 
consists of several components (some of which are still under development) that relate to and 
inform the others. These components include:   


1. The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) which measures 
state/local progress on 17 specific indicators. This serves as the primary accountability 
mechanism for states and LEAs.  


2. Policies, procedures and effective implementation that are aligned and supportive of the 
implementation of IDEA. 


3. Data processes and results that are used for decision making about program management 
and continuous improvement efforts.  


4. Targeted technical assistance and professional development are directly connected to the 
SPP/APR and can vary from minimal to substantial intervention. All technical assistance 
and improvement activities are based on SEA priorities related to leadership, support and 
oversight. 


5. Effective dispute resolution integrated to inform monitoring activities, and to determine 
stakeholder understanding/barriers to improving student outcomes  


6. Integrated monitoring activities selected to ensure continuous examination of performance 
for compliance and results. 


7. Improvement, correction, incentives and sanctions are intended to improve educational 
results and functional outcomes for each and every Vermont child/student with a disability.  


8. Fiscal management and accountability for each and every student (ages 3 through 21) 
includes a review of fiscal resources to ensure funds are being used in accordance with 
federal and state requirements.  


This document outlines the monitoring and enforcement component of Vermont’s GSMS which 
aligns with other educational initiatives to ensure equitable access and opportunity for eligible 
students with disabilities in the state of Vermont. 


Guiding Principles 
Vermont believes that only through coordinated efforts across the education system will we be 
able to positively affect the school and life trajectory of students with disabilities. To that end, 
Vermont’s special education policies and procedures support federal, state and local 
implementation of IDEA. All parties responsible for special education and related services must 
abide by state and local policies or procedures, as well as federal regulations for IDEA Parts B 
(ages 3 through 21) and Part C (birth to age 3). In Vermont state-level authority is given to the 
Agency of Education for all activities related to Part B of IDEA; and for all roles and 
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responsibilities related to implementation of Part C of IDEA, as determined in the current 
interagency agreement [Add hyperlink]between the Agency of Education and the Agency of 
Human Services. Local-level authority is given to LEAs, other public agencies (e.g.: state and 
local juvenile and adult correctional facilities) and approved independent (private) schools as 
described in the applicable federal regulations [Citation needed] and established by Vermont 
State laws [SBE 2228.2]. 


Vermont’s integrated general supervision and monitoring system (GSMS) for students ages 3 
through 21 focuses on: 


1. A coherent system for LEAs which seamlessly integrates LEA Special Education 
Determinations with monitoring and support activities used to make those determinations. 


2. A strong focus on results (in addition to compliance) as a source of support and technical 
assistance for LEAs. 


3. Coordination with existing agency structures, processes and protocols to avoid adding 
new or additional structures, and where possible to reduce burden and duplication at the 
state and local level. 


Aligning Education Initiatives in Vermont 
Vermont is committed to improving the learning of each and every student in the state. 
Vermont is a state with a demonstrated commitment to quality and equity in education and a 
legacy of public engagement. The Agency’s vision is that each and every learner completes his 
or her public education with the knowledge and skills necessary for success in college, 
continuing education, careers, and citizenship. The public education system in Vermont 
provides flexible learning environments rich with 21st-century tools that promote self-
development, academic achievement, and active engagement in learning. It operates within a 
framework of high expectations for each and every learner with support from educators, 
families and the community. To accomplish these goals, the mission of the Agency, and the 
State Board of Education, is to provide leadership, support, and oversight to ensure that the 
Vermont public education system enables each and every student to be successful.  


Agency of Education Theory of Action for Continuous Improvement  


Because the AOE is fully committed to continuous improvement for Vermont Education Quality 
Standards, IDEA requirements, and Every Student Succeeds Act expectations, then, it will 
operate from a shared vision and collective responsibility, and apply a systemic approach to 
continuous improvement by:  


• using quantitative and qualitative data, evidence, research, and current technology for 
ongoing assessment and evaluation of the efficacy of their work;  


• co-operating and collaborating across divisions on projects, professional projects, policy 
development and implementation efforts, and field technical assistance and professional 
learning; 
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• applying a project-management approach to strategically plan and adapt its work to 
meet the changing needs of the field; 


• engaging in partnerships with community members, families, institutes of higher 
education, other governmental agencies, and other relevant stakeholders;  


• supporting school systems through consistent and transparent messaging, useful and 
timely resources, and differentiated coaching or professional learning for improvement 
efforts; and  


• ultimately helping educators improve achievement and well-being for all Vermont 
learners  


Then the AOE may assist school systems with their efforts in continuous improvement, AOE 
teams work together for delivering quality education and for continuously improving 
educational practices and processes with the ultimate goal of providing equitable and quality 
education to each and every Vermont learner. The framework [LINK] developed by the 
Education Quality Assurance team – in collaboration with other AOE teams – will be updated 
as needed. 


Collaboration and Cooperation for Continuous Improvement  


Vermont’s ESSA State Plan and Education Quality Standards (EQS) are the foundation for 
education in Vermont. All Vermont public schools need to demonstrate their success in meeting 
EQS and by doing so, schools are simultaneously demonstrating their success in meeting ESSA 
requirements. Education Quality Standards can be broken into five domains demonstrating the 
diversity of the work done in schools. These domains, listed below, are intended to provide 
feedback and accountability performance measures for all Vermont public schools.  


• Academic Proficiency - How well do schools provide students with opportunities to 
develop their skills and knowledge to be career and college ready? 


• High Quality Staffing - How well do schools provide students with educators who are 
well trained and qualified to meet the needs of all student? 


• Investment Priorities - How well do schools provide quality experiences at a price that 
the community believes is appropriate? 


• Personalization - How well do schools provide students with opportunities to shape 
their own learning and to provide authentic engagement? 


• Safe, Healthy Schools - How well do schools provide environments where students feel 
healthy, safe and supported in achieving their goals? 


Vermont’s GSMS is aligned with these domains and utilizes data sets produced from multiple 
state initiatives to provide differentiated support and technical assistance [2 CFR 200.301 as well 
as uniform grant guidance] to ensure that each and every Vermont student is receiving a free 
and appropriate education (FAPE) as defined in IDEA. 
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Policies and Procedures 
IDEA State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) 


In accordance with IDEA, states are required to have a performance plan in place that evaluates 
the state's implementation of Part B and describes how the state will improve such 
implementation. This plan has been called the Part B State Performance Plan (SPP), now 
incorporated into the Annual Performance Report (APR). IDEA also requires states to report 
annually to the public and OSEP on the state’s and districts’ performance on a set of seventeen 
compliance and performance indicators through the APR filed annually on February 1st . The 
district performance report in Vermont is called the LEA Special Education Determination 
(LSED) and is issued annually. The SPP/APR and LSED documents [Add hyperlink]are publicly 
available and previous years are available on the OSEP website [Add hyperlink]. 


States must use the indicator targets established in the State Performance Plan (SPP) under 34 
CFR §300.601 and the priority areas described in 34 CFR §300.600(d) to analyze the performance 
of each LEA. The annual targets for state improvement are set periodically by a group of 
statewide stakeholders and the IDEA B State Advisory Panel. The indicators used in the 
SPP/APR and LSED measure both compliance and results in the areas of graduation and 
dropout rates, statewide assessment (participation and proficiency), suspension/expulsion, least 
restrictive environment/placement, parent involvement, child find (including disproportionate 
representation by race/ethnicity that is the result of inappropriate identification), early 
childhood environments and outcomes, transition services (Part C to B, Post-secondary, and 
secondary), dispute resolution, as well as Vermont’s progress towards improving outcomes for 
students through the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).  


IDEA also requires that Vermont report to the public on the performance of each LEA located in 
the state on the targets in the State’s SPP/APR within 120 days following the Vermont’s 
submission to OSEP. Although states are required to post these at a minimum on the SEA’s 
website, they may not report to the public any information on performance that would result in 
the disclosure of personally identifiable information about individuals children or students, 
where the available data are insufficient to yield statistically reliable information. [34 CFR 
§300.602] 


LEA Special Education Determinations  
The U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) also requires 
states to make annual determinations on the performance of each Local Education Agency 
(LEA) in implementing the requirements and purposes of IDEA, with regard to the provision of 
special education and related services. Determinations are a way of designating the status of 
LEAs into one of four categories as outlined in 34 CFR §300.603. These categories are: 


• Meets Requirements  
• Needs Assistance 
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• Needs Intervention 
• Needs Substantial Intervention 


34 CFR §300.604 outlines enforcement regulations related to the above categories and the SEA 
will use these enforcement activities when developing differentiated monitoring and supports 
for LEAs based upon their determination category. IDEA identifies specific technical assistance 
or enforcement actions that must occur under specific circumstances when SEAs or LEAs are 
not determined to “meet requirements.” In the case of the SEA, OSEP is responsible for the 
feedback and enforcement actions; and in the case of the LEA, it is the SEA that is responsible 
for the feedback and enforcement actions. Figure 1 below shows the intergovernmental 
relationship between the federal, state, and local education agencies as it relates to data 
collection and feedback.  


Prior to this document, Vermont’s determinations were based mostly on performance related to 
compliance indicators from the SPP/APR including suspension/expulsion, child find (including 
disproportionate representation by race/ethnicity that is the result of inappropriate 
identification), and post-secondary transition. Going forward, and following OSEP’s lead, 
Vermont is implementing a revised accountability system under the IDEA known as Results 
Driven Accountability (RDA), which shifts efforts for accountability from a primary emphasis 
on compliance to a framework that focuses on improved results for students with disabilities, 
while continuing to ensure compliance with the requirements found in IDEA. 


 
Figure 1: Data from four LEAs comes to the SEA (VT AOE) through multiple data sets. Data is 
compiled by the AOE and reported to OSEP. Feedback flows from OSEP to the AOE through the 
general supervision and monitoring system. Feedback from the AOE flows to the LEA through the 
general supervision and monitoring system. 
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LEA Special Education Determinations (LSED) 
Vermont’s RDA determination system incorporates factors for compliance and results 
indicators as reported to OSEP in the SPP/APR. Calculations are based on individual LEA 
performance toward achieving state targets in both compliance and results indicators. The Part 
B Compliance Matrix measures LEA performance on APR indicators related to suspension and 
expulsion, disproportionate representation, child find activities, and transitions of students with 
disabilities (both C to B and post-secondary transitions). A total of 45 points can be earned on 
up to nine (9) individual compliance factors. In addition, there are also non-APR indicator 
performance measures related to compliance for IDEA on annual IEP and triennial evaluations 
timelines and timely resolution of findings of noncompliance. Findings of noncompliance will 
be calculated as minus 1 point for each finding of noncompliance in the current year, and minus 
2 points for each unresolved finding of noncompliance (considered long-standing 
noncompliance). The Part B Results Matrix measures LEA performance on APR indicators 
related to graduation rate, performance and participation on statewide assessments (3-8 grade), 
educational environment for both school age and preschool students (ages 3-21), and preschool 
outcomes (ages 3-5). A total of 90 points can be earned on up to eighteen (18) individual results 
factors. There are also performance measures related to compliance for IDEA timely and 
accurate data submissions. A total of 10 points can be earned on up to ten (10) factors – 1 point 
for each timely submissions and 1 point each for accurate submissions. The final factor used in 
the LSED calculation is grantee’s comprehensive pre-award risk assessment (fiscal/grantee risk 
rating) which can be up to 5 points. The scoring criteria is summarized in Table 1 below.   


 
Compliance = 8 areas – up to 45 points / Results = 18 areas – up to 90 points / Fiscal = 1 area – up 
to 5 points / Timely/Accurate = 10 areas – up to 10 points… TOTAL = 150 points 


Table 1: Scoring Criteria for Awarding LEA Performance Points (up to 150 points) 


Point Value  
Description  
Note: needs modeling to determine the delta from targets and possible options 
for weighting 


5 
The LEA Meets or exceeds the state target for the performance indicator 


Comprehensive pre-award risk assessment rating = LOW risk 


4 The LEA is 1% to 5% below the state target for the performance indicator 


3 
The LEA is 6% to 10% below the state target 


Comprehensive pre-award risk assessment rating = MODERATE risk 


2 The LEA is 11% to 15% below the state target 
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1 
The LEA is more than 15% below the state target 


Comprehensive pre-award risk assessment rating = HIGH risk 


Other 
Performance 
Measures 


• Timely and accurate data submissions are awarded 1 point for each 
item (up to 10 points) 


• Findings of noncompliance will be calculated as minus 1 point for each 
finding of noncompliance in the current year, and minus 2 points for 
each unresolved finding of noncompliance (considered long-standing 
noncompliance) 


Bonus 
Points 


• Although not yet at target, if the LEA is moving closer to target from 
previous to current in 60% (11 out of 18 factors) or more of the 
RESULTS indicators (1, 3, 5, 6, 7) then 1 bonus point will be added into 
the final determination score.  


• Additional bonus point (1) can be earned by participation in the State 
Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).  


Some LEAs may not have data for one or more indicators. Therefore, the points awarded will be 
assigned as N/A and will not be included in the calculations for LSED. This might occur 
because: 


• The LEA does not have data generated for this indicator (LEA was not in that year’s 
monitoring cycle); 


• The LEA number of students for this indicator is fewer than Vermont’s minimum n-size; 


• The LEA was receiving intensive technical assistance due to systemic issues and 
monitoring activities were suspended until the next school year.  


Determination levels for LEAs are based on total points awarded with these determination 
levels guiding the type and intensity of the technical assistance provided to LEAs. If an LEA 
scores less than 2 points on any compliance factor, targeted assistance will be provided as soon as 
reasonably possible to the LEA in the relevant performance area. See Appendix ___ for an 
example of the LSED. 


Differentiated Monitoring and Levels of Support (DMS) 
Vermont’s Agency of Education special education staff are part of the Student Support Services 
Division which prioritizes resources for technical assistance and support based on the LEA 
Special Education Determination (LSED). The SEA’s differentiated monitoring and support 
system (DMS) is designed to mitigate potential risks as it fulfills its responsibility to monitor 
IDEA sub-grantees. Based upon the LSED status, LEAs can expect a variety of monitoring 
activities, technical assistance and support. Monitoring activities vary based on levels of 



https://education.vermont.gov/documents/edu-general-supervision-and-monitoring-stakeholder-input-form





PUBLIC COMMENT OPEN UNTIL 2/1/2020. Please submit comments using the Agency of 
Education’s general supervision and monitoring stakeholder input form and instructions. 


General Supervision and Monitoring 
System 
(Revised: December 2019) 


Page 9 of 32 
DRAFT v.9  


 


intensity required in reviewing the available data. These activities may include file reviews, 
desk audits, on-site visits, and selective monitoring reviews. LEAs will be notified at the 
beginning of each school year of their LSED status, level of expected monitoring engagement, 
status of any improvement or corrective action plan activities from the previous school year, 
and notification of on-site visit if applicable. On-site visits will typically be scheduled either in 
the late fall or late spring and will be coordinated as often as possible with on-site visits by other 
SEA teams (examples: fiscal, VTmtss, Title, EQA, etc.). A final report of monitoring activities 
will be issued to the LEA during the summer. This final report will include a brief summary of 
monitoring activities, a summary of common themes and trends found in the data, findings of 
noncompliance if appropriate, and general supervision requirements. An example of this report 
can be found in Appendix ___ 


Table 2 outlines the relationship between the LSED status, monitoring activities, and 
differentiated technical assistance and support available to LEAs. (needs modeling to determine 
the points/spread for each category – current levels are the %) 


Table 2: LSED Status in Relationship to Differentiated Technical Assistance and Support 


LSED Status 
Monitoring 
Activity 


Differentiated Technical 
Assistance and Support includes 
any or all of the following: 


Frequency and 
Duration of 
LSED Status 


Required Enforcement 
Action(s) Based on 
LSED Status 


Meets 
requirement 
(85%-100%) 


Total Points  


127-150 


• File Review • Notification regarding LSED 
status sent to LEA 
Superintendent and Special 
Education Director 


• Written recognition to state 
and local school board by 
State Director of Special 
Education  


• Technical Assistance and 
support may include 
targeted or intensive as 
requested by LEA 


• Not 
applicable 


• Voluntary 
participation in 
universal technical 
assistance offered 
by the SEA 


Needs 
assistance 
(between 64-
84.9%) 


• File Review 


• Desk Audit 


• On-site Visit 
-Targeted 


• Notification regarding LSED 
status sent to LEA 
Superintendent and Special 
Education Director  


• Two (2) or 
more 
consecutive 
years 


YEAR 1 


• Voluntary 
participation in 
technical 
assistance 
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LSED Status 
Monitoring 
Activity 


Differentiated Technical 
Assistance and Support includes 
any or all of the following: 


Frequency and 
Duration of 
LSED Status 


Required Enforcement 
Action(s) Based on 
LSED Status 


Total Points 


96-126 


• Written notification of 
noncompliance to state and 
local school board State 
Director of Special Education 


• Collaborative Improvement 
Plan – LEA/SEA determine 
necessary steps and 
timelines for improved 
performance. This may 
include allowing for 
negotiated timelines to 
address best practice issues; 
findings of noncompliance 
may be subject to a 
corrective action plan, 
imposition of special 
conditions or withholding of 
funds until deficiencies are 
corrected 


• Technical Assistance and 
support may include 
universal, targeted or 
intensive as determined by 
either the LEA or SEA; 


• Targeted Visit – determined 
by LEA request, or the 
results of SEA identified 
equity gaps, desk audit 
findings for program or 
fiscal monitoring, or special 
program monitoring status. 


determined by the 
SEA based on 
identified needs 


• Notification of 
potential 
consequences for 
on-going systemic 
issues 


YEAR 2 


One or more of the 
following: 


• Mandated 
participation in 
technical 
assistance as 
determined by the 
SEA 


• designation as a 
higher-risk 
grantee by the 
SEA 


• directed use of 
IDEA funds to the 
areas identified by 
the SEA 


Needs 
intervention 


• File Review 


• Desk Audit 
• Notification regarding LSED 


status sent to LEA 


• Three (3) 
consecutive 
years 


One or more of the 
following: 
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LSED Status 
Monitoring 
Activity 


Differentiated Technical 
Assistance and Support includes 
any or all of the following: 


Frequency and 
Duration of 
LSED Status 


Required Enforcement 
Action(s) Based on 
LSED Status 


(between 45% 
- 63.9%) 


Total Points 


67-95 


• On-site Visit 
– Priority 


Superintendent and Special 
Education Director  


• Written notification of 
noncompliance to state and 
local school board by State 
Director of Special Education 


• Required Improvement or 
Corrective Action Plan – 
SEA may impose special 
conditions or withholding of 
funds until deficiencies are 
corrected 


• Technical Assistance and 
support as needed – SEA 
determined to help LEA 
with implementation of 
program improvements; 
may include targeted or 
intensive 


• Priority Visit – determined 
by results of SEA identified 
equity gaps, desk audit 
findings from program or 
fiscal monitoring, or special 
program monitoring status 


• any of the 
actions listed 
in needs 
assistance 


• required 
corrective 
action plan or 
compliance 
agreement 


• withholding funds 
up to 50% of the 
IDEA grant 


Needs 
substantial 
intervention 
(below 44.9%)  


Total Points 


0-95 


• File Review 


• Desk Audit 


• On-site Visit 
- Systemic 


• Notification regarding LSED 
status sent to LEA 
Superintendent and Special 
Education Director  


• Written notification of 
improvement/corrective 
action plan to state and local 


• Immediate 
enforcement 


One or more of the 
following: 


• recovery of 
IDEA funds 
previously 
disbursed 


• withholding 
IDEA funds 
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LSED Status 
Monitoring 
Activity 


Differentiated Technical 
Assistance and Support includes 
any or all of the following: 


Frequency and 
Duration of 
LSED Status 


Required Enforcement 
Action(s) Based on 
LSED Status 


school board by State 
Director of Special Education 


• Required Improvement or 
Corrective Action Plan –SEA 
may impose special 
conditions, withhold funds, 
or limit LEA ability to apply 
for discretionary funds, until 
deficiencies are corrected 


• LEA Progress monitoring 
reviewed quarterly by SEA 


• Technical Assistance and 
support is determined by the 
SEA to help LEA with 
implementation of program 
improvements; may include 
targeted or intensive 


• Systemic Visit – determined 
by results of SEA identified 
equity gaps, desk audit 
findings for program or 
fiscal monitoring, or special 
program monitoring status 


• referral to legal for 
appropriate 
enforcement 


Technical assistance 


Technical assistance serves multiple functions to assist LEAs in improving results and 
compliance. The SEA provides LEAs with a range of assistance to improve performance and 
build capacity to improve student outcomes. Technical assistance is provided by the special 
education program team staff in three levels of engagement: 


Universal   available to all LEAS, includes webinars, technical assistance calls/virtual 
meetings, FAQs, and other guidance document produced by the SEA, 
engagement based on LEA choice to improve student outcomes.  
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Targeted  offered individually to LEAs based on the results of a discrete issue or a 
general supervision/monitoring activity, may require short or long-term 
engagement between LEA/SEA to improve student outcomes.  


Intensive  required for a small number of LEAs based on the results of a discrete 
issue or general supervision/monitoring activity, may require sustained 
and in-depth engagement between LEA/SEA to improve student 
outcomes. 


In addition, the SEA disseminates information to LEAs about promising and evidence based 
practices [20 USC 1232d(b)(3)(B-D)]. Evaluations of technical assistance and professional 
development involve evidence of a change of practice resulting in improved outcomes and 
compliance, as well as building sustainability and capacity. Follow-up activities are built into 
the technical assistance design to determine whether improvement activities are carried out 
consistent with the technical assistance provide.  


Monitoring Activities 


Monitoring activities will include file reviews, desk audits, and on-site visits based upon the 
LSED status. For LEAs whose LSED status remains as meets requirements, a file review or desk 
audit will be completed on a three-year cycle.  


File Reviews include:   


• Analysis of data submitted for the SPP/APR 


o Indicator 4 – Suspension/Expulsion (related to racial/ethnic groups) 


 Policies and procedure review 


o Indicator 9 & 10 – Disproportionate Representation related to potential 
inappropriate identification based on  


 Racial/ethnic groups 


 Racial/ethnic groups in specific disability categories 


o Indicator 11 – Child Find  


 Form 2/Form 4 for initial evaluation 


 Policies and procedures related to child find 


o Indicator 12 - Part C to Part B Transition 


 Form 6B for initial Part B services 


 Does data align with Part C Indicator 8 data collected 


o Indicator 13 - Post-secondary Transition Plan 


 IEPs submitted for review and verification of compliance 
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o Indicators 6 and 7 – Preschool Environments and Outcomes 


 Review of 619 data for children ages 3-5 


• Annual IEP/Triennial Date Review 


• Comprehensive Pre-Award Risk Assessment Results 


• Previous local determination status (review minimum 3-year history) 


Desk Audits include a more comprehensive data review from one or more additional datasets 
with a final report issued at the end of the monitoring cycle. This may include review of policies 
and procedures or actual data collections related to:  


• Best practices related to access, opportunity and equity for students with disabilities 
including those with significant cognitive disabilities (1% threshold) 


• Communication from the community reporting potential issues at the LEA 


• Dispute Resolution Findings – admin complaints, mediation, due process 


• ESSA Determinations – including snapshot data 


• Fiscal Monitoring results (identified in Nov/done in Jan, closeouts by May 1st) 


• Full use of MOE/CEIS funds 


• How CTE Students are receiving special education and related services. 


• IFR Reports – areas of concern identified in these reports may trigger a desk audit 


• Independent School Contracts and Enrollments 


• Issues of long-standing non-compliance 


• Review of LEA policies and procedures related to special educators, paraprofessionals, 
child find activities, disproportionate representation, family engagement practices 


• Review of prek/ECSE monitoring data  


• Use of IDEA funds and completion/implementation of workplan items from grant 
application 


• VTmtss Self-Assessment Survey Results 


Site Visits – Targeted/Priority/Systemic - Each on site visit involves: 


• Prep work (up to 30 days) to analyze data from file reviews and desk audits 


• The on-site visit (2-5 days) to conduct family/staff/administration interviews, observe 
classrooms, and surveys  


• analysis of data from the actual visit (5-30 days) 


• development of the final report (5-days) 
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Timeline and Deadlines 
The state’s timeline for issuing determinations, assigning levels of support, and district 
fulfillment of requirements is outlined in the table below.  


Table 3: Monitoring Cycle  


Due Date for LEA Response from AOE Monitoring Activity Data Timeframe for data 
collection 


Dec. 15 January 15 Child Count – Dec. 1 


Adverse Effect Docs 


Indicators 11,12,13 


Indicators 9, 10 to LEAs 


Improvement Plans for 
Annual Date Review 


June 1 – Dec. 1 


March 15 April 15 Indicators 11-13 Dec. 2 – March 1 


June 15  July 15 Indicators 11-13 March 2 – May 31 


July 15 Sept. 15  Child Count Exits – 
 June 30 


LEA Response – 
Oct. 15  


Associated 
improvement 
Plans submitted 
for approval – 
Dec. 15 


Send to LEA –  
Sept. 15 


Analysis to LEA – 
Nov. 15  


Annual IEP Date Review 


Triennial Eval Date 
Review 


Based on Previous 
Year’s Child Count 
Data 


Aug. 1  Released to LEAs: 


Local Determinations 


Identify LEAs scheduled 
for program monitoring 
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Due Date for LEA Response from AOE Monitoring Activity Data Timeframe for data 
collection 


List of findings from 
previous year submitted 
in a report to LEA 


Sept. 1 Training 
verification forms 
– Sign in Sheets 
for staff/TA  


Oct. 1  


Closeout Reports 
and LEA special Ed  


Profiles (to be 
developed) from 
previous school 
year. 


Pre/Post School Year 
Inservice Training or TA 
Modules related to 
Indicator 13, or AOE 
Required TA in CAPs 


June 1 – Aug. 31 


Fiscal Monitoring Results 
from Previous School Year 


LEAs identified internally 
in November/LEAs 
notified January 


Special Monitoring  


Selective Reviews 
When issues of concern are brought to SEA’s attention regarding an LEA’s implementation of 
IDEA, a selective review may be conducted to determine the level of concern and assistance 
needed.  For example, the SEA may determine an LEA needs a comprehensive on-site review or 
targeted technical assistance, depending on the information provided, the source of that 
information, and other relevant factors. Selective reviews take into account (but are not limited 
to) the following data elements: stakeholder concerns, phone log information, complaint log 
information, dispute resolution requests, email correspondence, and critical and/or special 
investigative audits and findings related to special education. These may happen at any time 
and are unrelated to the differentiated monitoring process, except that a selective review may 
be deemed necessary as a result of the findings in one or more monitoring activities. 


Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions 
OSEP Memo 09-02 (Appendix 4), describes how the SEA must demonstrate substantial 
compliance for purposes of State Determinations. In order to demonstrate that previously 
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identified noncompliance has been corrected, the SEA must account for all instances of 
noncompliance, identified through: 


• review of data collected through a state data system, 


• monitoring procedures such as self-assessments, and  


• on-site monitoring visits. 


This memo also outlines the steps the SEA must take in order to report that previously 
identified noncompliance has been corrected. These actions include:  


• requiring an LEA to change policies, procedures, and practices that contributed to or 
resulted in noncompliance,  


• determining that the LEA is correctly implementing specific regulatory requirement(s) 
based upon the SEAs review of updated data from a data system, or subsequent 
monitoring visit. 


In addition, the SEA must also ensure that the LEA has corrected each individual case of 
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. In which case 
the SEA can review a reasonable sample of previously noncompliant files to verify that the 
noncompliance was corrected. Regardless of the specific level of noncompliance, if the SEA 
finds noncompliance in an LEA the SEA must notify the LEA in writing of the noncompliance, 
and the requirement that the noncompliance be corrected as soon as possible, but in no case 
more than one year from written notification by the SEA. 


Based upon this guidance provided by OSEP, and in the absence of a statewide IEP system, all 
monitoring activities will require the SEA to have READ-ONLY electronic access to software 
used for producing special education documentation (examples are not limited to: DocuSped, 
Goalview, Powerschool, etc). Read-only access will be granted by the LEA to the SEA during 
the course of the monitoring activity and at the end of the school year, the LEA and SEA will 
determine the timeframe for continued access based on the need for subsequent tracking of 
improvement or corrective action plans.  


The SEA will randomly choose student files for new and on-going monitoring activities based 
on the sampling chart on the following page. 
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Table 4: Sampling Chart 


Most Current 
Dec. 1 Child Count 


Minimum File 
Review 
Sample Size 


Sub-Sample Size 
Potential Number 
of LEAs 


<100 15 4 7 


101 – 200 20 5 16 


201 – 300 25 6 20 


300 – 450 30 8 9 


451 – 700 40 10 6 


701+ 50 12 n/a 


The SEA will provide the LEA with a list of student perm numbers that were accessed 
electronically as part of the final monitoring report.  
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APPENDIX 1: LEA Special Education Determination (LSED) 


LEA NAME: [LEA NAME] 


Determination Status: [Determination] 


Due to submission deadlines for multiple data collections, the data used in your determination 
is based upon the most recent data filed with OSEP for the SPP/APR 


Table 1: Part B Compliance Matrix for SY20xx-20xx – Performance Measures 


Performance Measure 
(based on SPP/APR) 


State 
Target 


FFY2017 


LEA 
Performance 


FFY2017 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 


FFY2016 
Points 
Awarded 


Indicator 4A Suspension/Expulsion 


Percent of significant discrepancy, by 
race/ethnicity, in the rate of 
suspensions and expulsions greater than 
10 days in a school year for students 
with IEPs. 0% 


Indicator 4B Suspension/Expulsion 


Percent that LEA policies, procedures, or 
practices contribute to the significant 
discrepancy and do not comply with 
requirements related to the 
development and implementation of 
IEPS. 0% 


Indicator 9 Disproportionate 
Representation 


Percent of disproportionate 
representation of racial and ethnic 
groups in special education and related 
services that is the result of 
inappropriate identification.  0% 


Indicator 10 Disproportionate 
Representation 0% 
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Performance Measure 
(based on SPP/APR) 


State 
Target 


FFY2017 


LEA 
Performance 


FFY2017 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 


FFY2016 
Points 
Awarded 


Percent of disproportionate 
representation of racial and ethnic 
groups in specific disability categories that 
is the result of inappropriate 
identification. 


Indicator 11 Child Find 


Percent of children evaluated within 60 
days of receiving parental consent for 
initial evaluation, or if appropriately 
delayed sufficient documentation was 
provided.  100% 


Indicator 12 Part C to B Transition 


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 birthday. 100% 


Indicator 13 Post-Secondary Transition 


Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and 
above with an IEP that includes 
appropriate measurable post-secondary 
goals that are annually updated and 
based upon an age-appropriate 
transition assessments, transition 
services, including course of study that 
will reasonably enable the student to 
meet those post-secondary goals, and 
annual IEP goals related to the 
student’s transition service needs. 100% 
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Table 2: Part B Compliance Matrix for SY20xx-20xx – Other Compliance Performance 
Measures 


OTHER Compliance Performance 
Measures 


State 
Threshold 


LEA 
Performance 


 FY20xx 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 
FY20xx 


Points 
Awarded 


Annual IEP Date Reviews  95% 


Triennial Evaluation Date Reviews 95% 


Table 3: Correction of Findings of Non-Compliance 


Correction of Findings of Non-Compliance 


Includes any findings from multiple special 
education monitoring activities including: fiscal, 
dispute resolution and program monitoring. 


Current 
LEA non-
compliance 
FY20xx 


Previous 
LEA non- 
compliance 
FY20xx 


Points 
Awarded 


Total Findings of noncompliance identified  Ex. 3 Ex. 4 


Findings of non-compliance verified as corrected 
w/in one year Ex. 1 Ex. 3 


Findings not yet verified as corrected Ex. 2 Ex. 1 


Table 4: Part B Results Matrix: SY20xx-20xx – Performance Measures 


Performance Measure 
(based on SPP/APR) 


State 
Target 


FFY2017 


LEA 
Performance 


FFY2017 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 


FFY2016 


Points 
Awarded 


 


Indicator 1 Graduation Rate 


Percent of youth with IEPs graduating 
from high school with a regular 
diploma. (NOTE: VT has only one 
diploma for all students) 86% 
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Performance Measure 
(based on SPP/APR) 


State 
Target 


FFY2017 


LEA 
Performance 


FFY2017 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 


FFY2016 


Points 
Awarded 


 


Indicator 3B Participation for Students 
with IEPs 


Percent of children with IEPs 
participating in statewide assessment for 
READING (grades 3-9) 99.25% 


Percent of children with IEPs 
participating in statewide assessment for 
MATH (grades 3-9) 99.25% 


Indicator 3C Performance for Students 
with IEPs 


Percent of children with IEPs proficient 
on statewide assessment for READING 
(grades 3-9) 12.20% 


Percent of children with IEPs proficient 
on statewide assessment for MATH 
(grades 3-9) 7.30% 


Indicator 5 Educational Environments 
(ages 6-21) 


A. Percent of children with IEPs 
inside the regular classroom 80% 
or more of the school day. 79% 


B. Percent of children with IEPs 
inside the regular classroom less 
than 40% of the school day. 7.00% 


C. Percent of children with IEPs in 
separate schools, residential 
facilities, or homebound/hospital 
placements.  3.75% 
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Performance Measure 
(based on SPP/APR) 


State 
Target 


FFY2017 


LEA 
Performance 


FFY2017 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 


FFY2016 


Points 
Awarded 


 


Indicator 6 Preschool Environments 
(ages 3-5) 


A. Percent of children with IEPs 
attending regular early childhood 
program and receiving the 
majority of special education and 
related services in the regular 
early childhood program. 71.78% 


B. Percent of children with IEPs 
attending separate special 
education class, separate school or 
residential facility.  6.19% 


Indicator 7 Preschool Outcomes (ages 3-
5) 


Outcome A: Positive Social-Emotional 
Skills 


1. Percent of preschool children 
functioning below age 
expectations, who substantially 
increased their rate of growth by 
the time they turned six years of 
age or exited the program. 86.65% 


2. Percent of preschool children who 
were functioning within age 
expectations by the time they 
turned six years of age or exited 
the program. 40.91% 


Indicator 7 Preschool Outcomes (ages 3-
5) 87.30% 
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Performance Measure 
(based on SPP/APR) 


State 
Target 


FFY2017 


LEA 
Performance 


FFY2017 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 


FFY2016 


Points 
Awarded 


 


Outcome B: Acquisition and use of 
knowledge and skills 


1. Percent of preschool children 
functioning below age 
expectations, who substantially 
increased their rate of growth by 
the time they turned six years of 
age or exited the program. 


2. Percent of preschool children who 
were functioning within age 
expectations by the time they 
turned six years of age or exited 
the program. 32.49% 


Indicator 7 Preschool Outcomes (ages 3-
5) 


Outcome C: Use of appropriate 
behaviors to meet needs 


1. Percent of preschool children 
functioning below age 
expectations, who substantially 
increased their rate of growth by 
the time they turned six years of 
age or exited the program. 86.00% 


2. Percent of preschool children who 
were functioning within age 
expectations by the time they 
turned six years of age or exited 
the program. 54.71% 


Table 5: Part B Results Matrix: SY20xx-20xx – Other Performance Measures 
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OTHER Performance Measures 
used for LSED 


Submission 
Deadlines 


LEA 
Performance 
FY20xx 


Previous 
LEA 
Performance 
FY20xx 


Points 
Awarded 


Timely Data Submissions  


A. December 1st Child Count  


B. Adverse Effect 
Documentation 


C. June 30th Exit Data 


D. IDEA Grant Application to 
AOE 


E. Other Submission Requests 
(LEA specific) 


A. Dec. 15 


B. Dec. 15 


C. July 15 


D. July 1  


E. TBD 


A.    


B.    


C.  


D.    


E.  


A.    


B.    


C.  


D.    


E.    


Accurate Data Submissions  


A. December Child Count  


B. Adverse Effect 
Documentation 


C. June Exit Data 


D. IDEA Grant Claims from 
previous year 


E. Other Submission Request 
(LEA specific) 


A. Dec. 15  


B. Dec. 15 


C. July 15 


D. July 1 


E. TBD 


A.    


B.    


C.  


D.    


E.    


A.    


B.    


C.  


D.    


E.    


Fiscal/Grantee Risk Rating (low, 
moderate, high)  


Bonus Point: LEA has moved closer 
to target in 60% or more of the 
RESULTS indicators (11 out of 18 
factors) 


   


Bonus Point: LEA is participating in 
SSIP 
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APPENDIX 2: Tools used for Monitoring Activities 


These are currently a list of file names for tools used in monitoring that will eventually be 
published on the AOE website (after branding and accessibility checks).  


• File Review checklist 
• Disability Determination Checklist 
• Educational Benefit Process and Charts 
• Indicator 11 – Child Find Data Collection Sheet 
• Indicator 12 – Part C to B Transition Data Collection Sheet 
• Indicator 13 – Post-secondary Transition Plan Data Collection Sheet 
• LEA Self-Review for FAPE 
• Classroom Observation Form 
• Interview Questions for specific roles 
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APPENDIX 3: SPP/APR Indicator List 
SPP/APR Indicators and State Targets for FY2020 


States must use the indicator targets established in the State Performance Plan (SPP) under 34 
CFR §300.601 and the priority areas described in 34 CFR §300.600(d) to analyze the performance 
of each LEA. The annual targets for state improvement are set periodically by a group of 
statewide stakeholders and the IDEA B State Advisory Panel. The indicators used in the 
SPP/APR measure both compliance and results in the areas of graduation and dropout rates, 
statewide assessment (participation and proficiency), suspension/expulsion, least restrictive 
environment/placement, parent involvement, child find (including disproportionate 
representation by race/ethnicity that is the result of inappropriate identification), early 
childhood environments and outcomes, transition services (Part C to B, Post-secondary, and 
secondary), dispute resolution, as well as Vermont’s progress towards improving outcomes for 
students through the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). The SEA  


The U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) requires states 
to make annual determinations on the performance of each Local Education Agency (LEA) in 
implementing the requirements and purposes of IDEA, with regard to the provision of special 
education and related services. Determinations are a way of designating the status of LEAs into 
one of four categories as outlined in 34 CFR §300.603. These categories are: 


• Meets Requirements  
• Needs Assistance 
• Needs Intervention 
• Needs Substantial Intervention 


34 CFR §300.604 outlines enforcement actions related to the above categories and the SEA will 
use these enforcement activities when developing differentiated monitoring and supports for 
LEAs based upon their determination category. IDEA identifies specific technical assistance or 
enforcement actions that must occur under specific circumstances when SEAs or LEAs are not 
determined to “meet requirements.” In the case of the SEA, OSEP is responsible for the 
enforcement actions; and in the case of the LEA, it is the SEA that is responsible for the 
enforcement actions. 
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SPP/APR Indicators and Measurement Table 


Indicator 
State 
Targets 


Indicator 1: Graduation from High School with a Regular Diploma 


% of youth with IEPs who graduated with a regular diploma 86.00% 


Indicator 2: Drop-Out 


% of youth with IEPs aged 14-21 who exited due to drop out 3.20% 


Indicator 3B: Statewide Assessment 


% participation rate for MATH assessments 99.25% 


Indicator 3B: Statewide Assessment 


% participation rate for READING assessments 99.25% 


Indicator 3C: Statewide Assessment 


% proficiency rate for MATH assessments 7.35% 


Indicator 3C: Statewide Assessment 


% proficiency rate for READING assessments 12.25% 


Indicator 4A:  Suspension/Expulsion >10 days for students on IEPs 


% of districts with significant discrepancy 0% 


Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion >10 days for students on IEPs 


% of districts with significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity 0% 


Indicator 5A: Educational Environments (ages 6-21) 


% of students with disabilities inside regular class > 80% of the day 79.00% 


Indicator 5B: Educational Environments (ages 6-21) 


% of students with disabilities inside regular class < 40% of the day 7.00% 


Indicator 5C: Educational Environments (ages 6-21) 


% of students with disabilities in separate schools/facilities 3.75% 
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Indicator 
State 
Targets 


Indicator 6A: Early Childhood Environments (ages 3-5) 


% of children receiving ECSE services in regular early learning program 71.78% 


Indicator 6B: Early Childhood Environments (ages 3-5) 


% of children attending separate special ed class, school or residential 
facility 


 


6.19% 


Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes 
Outcome A1: Positive Social Emotional Skills & Relationships 


% of increased rate of growth by six years of age or exited 87.13% 


Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes 
Outcome A2: Positive Social Emotional Skills & Relationships 


% of functioning within age expectations by six years of age or exited 41.41% 


Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes 
Outcome B1: Acquisition & Use of Knowledge and Skills 


% of increased rate of growth by six years of age or exited 87.80% 


Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes 
Outcome B2: Acquisition & Use of Knowledge and Skills 


% of functioning within age expectations by six years of age or exited 32.99% 


Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes 
Outcome C1: Use of Appropriate Behaviors 


% of increased rate of growth by six years of age or exited 86.50% 


Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes 
Outcome C2: Use of Appropriate Behaviors 


% of functioning within age expectations by six years of age or exited 55.21% 


Indicator 8: Parent Involvement 


% of parents who report the school facilitated parent involvement 38.12% 


Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation in Special Education 0% 
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Indicator 
State 
Targets 


% districts with significant disproportionate representation of 
racial/ethnic groups due to inappropriate identification 


Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability 
Categories 


% districts with significant disproportionate representation of 
racial/ethnic groups due to inappropriate identification 0% 


Indicator 11: Child Find 


% children evaluated within 60-day timeframe 100% 


Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition 


% of children found Part B eligible with IEP implemented by 3rd 
birthday 100% 


Indicator 13: Secondary Transition with IEP Goals 


% of students ages 16+ with complaint post-secondary transition plans 100% 


Indicator 14A: Post-School Outcomes- % of youth with IEPs who exited 
secondary schools 


Enrolled in higher education within one year of exit 24.25% 


Indicator 14B: Post-School Outcomes- % of youth with IEPs who exited 
secondary schools 


Competitively employed within one year of exit 56.50% 


Indicator 14C: Post-School Outcomes- % of youth with IEPs who exited 
secondary schools 


Enrolled in other post-secondary education or are otherwise employed 72.00% 


Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions  


% of hearings requests that were resolved through resolution settlement 
agreement 60.00% 


Indicator 16: Mediation 


% of mediations resulting in mediation agreements 82.00% 
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Indicator 
State 
Targets 


Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Yes/No 


 
QUESTIONS: Contact us via email at AOE.SpecialEd@vermont.gov  
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APPENDIX 4: OSEP Memo 09-02 


Reporting on Corrections of Noncompliance in the SPP/APR 
US Department of Education Memo: Reporting on Correction of Noncompliance in the Annual 
Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act  
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