FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

Introduction to the State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

General Supervision System:

The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

I ntroduction

Included herein are the State’s systems which are designed to drive improved results for children with disabilities and to
ensure that the Idaho State Department of Education (SEA) and local educational agencies (LEAS) meet the regquirements of
IDEA Part B. Thisintroduction includes descriptions of the State’s:

A. General Supervision System: The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met,
e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

1. The SDE hasin place general supervision policies, procedures and practices which provided |eadership and
guidance to LEASs through technical assistance and relationship building for the purpose of helping LEAs achieve
high-quality implementation of educational programs to increase student achievement and functional outcomes for
children with disabilities while balancing those results with the compliance requirements of IDEA.

2. If the performance of a LEA did not meet the State targets, the SDE provided technical assistance and
support to LEAs from SDE central office staff, special education regional coordinators and contractors and
addressed the identified deficiencies.

3. When issues of noncompliance were identified as “findings,” the SDE tracked the process of correcting those
“findings’ viathe Compliance Tracking Tool (CTT). The SDE ensured that issues of LEA noncompliance weree
corrected as soon as possible, but in no case, later than 365 days after the receipt of the State's notice of
identification of "findings." The SDE implemented OSEP's 09-02 memo when verifying correction of
noncompliance by applying two tests - prongs 1 and 2:

Prong 1 —the LEA is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100%

compliance) based on a review of updated data e.g. data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring
or the State data collection system.

Prong 2 —the LEA corrects each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the

jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

B. Theldaho State Department of Education’s Dispute Resolution Program:

Program Description: Several mechanisms were available through the State Department of Education (SDE) to
assist in resolving IDEA disputes. These processes were: facilitation, informal conflict resolution, mediation, state
complaints, due process hearings, and expedited due process hearings. The Dispute Resolution office had ateam of 18
contractors and three hearing officers to manage the caseload for Idaho. Idaho made a concerted effort to promote early
dispute resolution processes in an effort to resolve disputes at the least adversarial level appropriate. Contractors and
hearing officers were assigned on arotational basis and were trained by the SDE Dispute Resolution office.

The growth in facilitation was considerable and accounted for the majority of al activity in dispute resolution. I1daho
had 131 facilitation requests in 2013-14 with 106 facilitations held at 90% agreement rate. This comparesto 10
mediations held and 18 state complaints investigated. The growth of facilitations accounted for the 64% casel oad
increase in dispute resolution activity in the last four years.

Technical Assistance System:
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The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to

LEAs.

Technical Assistance System: The mechanisms that the State hasin place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality,
evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAS;

. A. Technical Assistance Provided by the Idaho SDE to LEAS:

Instructional webinars were made available at the Idaho Training Clearinghouse website on a variety of specia
education topics including Alternate Assessments, Accessible Instructional Materials, Assistive Technology,
Charter Schools, Early Childhood, Educational Services for the Deaf and Blind, English Language Learners, IDEA
Dispute Resolution, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, School-based Medicaid, Secondary
Transitions, Specific Learning Disability and Idaho’s Continuous |mprovement Monitoring System. In addition, on
the SDE’s website informative and instructive documents and forms were posted, which also included the Idaho
State Specia Education Manual. Specia Education Division personnel in the SDE office and in regional field offices
provided technical assistance on a case-by-case basisto answer queries from LEAS, parents, and other individuals
viaphone, and email. The SDE develops technical assistance trainings for statewide initiatives, Corrective Action
Plans, and LEA program requests.

B. Technical Assistance provided by |daho SDE — Special Education Division for special educator s throughout
the State of Idaho in the following areas:

4/20/2015

1. New Teaching Trainings — Regional trainings were held for new specia education teachers each year.
These trainings provided participants with: resources and supports, areview and discussion of IDEA
compliance requirements, examples of compliance for practice, and an opportunity for networking, questions,
and reflection.

2. Secondary Transition Training — Regiona trainings were held for special education teachers working with
Secondary Students transitioning from school to higher education or to vocational training. These trainings
provided participants with skills and knowledge required for writing high quality transition IEPs that are
compliant with the requirements of Indicator 13. Resources were provided including occupational interest
scales and other tools to help students and |EP teams develop Individual Transition Plans (ITPs) that ensure a
student’s prospect for quality post school outcomes.

3. Early Childhood Training — Regional trainings were held for special education teachers working with
children in early childhood programs and children transitioning into elementary LEAs. These trainings
provided participants with: areview of federal reporting and compliance requirements, essential knowledge to
build high quality and compliant early childhood IEPSs, increased skills and accuracy for integrating the ECO
process into the IEP process, sample documents and resources, and an opportunity for practice and
reflection.

4. Aligning IEPsto the Common Core Training — Regional trainings were held for specia education teachers
on how to Align |EP goals to the Common Core. These trainings provided participants with information and
resources for: incorporating appropriate supports and accommodations in the | EP to meet student needs and
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enable access to the general education curriculum, aligning goals with grade-level academic standardsto

facilitate student attainment of grade-level academic standards, delivering high-quality, evidence-based,

individualized instruction, providing lessons with a Universal Design for Learning (UDL) and assistive
technology (along with accessible instructional materials) to ensure access (if needed).

Technical Assistanceis provided to the following Stakeholder’s Boards, Commissions, Councils,
Divisions, and Committees - The Idaho State Department of Education — Special Education Division
provided technical assistance, and collaboration with stakeholders which is not limited to but includes: The
Special Education Director's Advisory Council, The Special Education Advisory Panel, |daho Parents
Unlimited, The Vocational Rehabilitation Agency, The Idaho Professional Technical Division, The Idaho
Council for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing, The Idaho Council for the Blind and Visually Impaired, The Idaho
Education Services for the Deaf and Blind, The Education Trand ators Certification Board, Community Center
Boards, Disability Rights of I1daho, The Disability Coordinators for Institutions of Higher Learning, The
Idaho Department of Labor, The Idaho Council for Developmental Disabilities (Employment First Initiative),
The Specific Learning Disability Executive Leadership Committee, The Charter School Commission, The
Charter School Network, 1daho Department of Health and Welfare — Medicaid Division, and The Early
Childhood Council.

. C. Technical Assistanceis also provided by the Idaho SDE — Special Education Division through Focus Visitsin
Collaboration with the Statewide System of Support Division (SSoS):

1. Theldaho State Department of Education — Specia Education Division, in collaboration with the SSoS

Division, strategically partnered with district and school leaders to create an aligned, coherent, and
coordinated education system focused on common goal's around improving learning and achievement outcomes
for al children.

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) requires every state to have "a statewide system of intensive
and sustained support and improvement for LEAS" that ensures the necessary supports are in place at every
level of the educational system so students are getting the help they need to reach their full potential. Idaho's
Statewide System of Support focused on the instructional core; teachers and students in the presence of
content. While the focusis ultimately on the instructional core, research on school and district improvement
emphasizes the importance and complexity of the many influences upon LEAs. Assuch, itiscritical that our
Statewide System of Support provides assistance in all of these components of the LEA's system including
special education.

Joining together with the SSoS Division, to provide onsite focus visits for systemic improvement, provided a
range of services that touch upon the many layers within the system, such as the Idaho Building Capacity
(IBC) Project, parent and community involvement, implementation of Response to Intervention (RT1),
Superintendents Network of Support, and LEA Special Education Programs.

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.
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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 children with disabilities;

A. Professional Development Opportunities were made available through the Center of Disabilities and
Human Development, Univer sity of 1daho, 875 Perimeter Drive M S 4061, M oscow, | D 83844-4061, Phone:
(208) 885-6132, Fax: (208) 885-6145, (funded through special education grantsthrough the Idaho State
Department of Education — Special Education Division):

The Center of Disabilities and Human Devel opement supported the following:
1. Autism Supports:

Autism Suports is designed to improve educational services to children with Autism by building the
capacity of school personnel and teams to assess, set goals, determine placement, and implement
instructional strategies and supports across a variety of environments within the school.

2. Theldaho Assistive Technology Project:

The Idaho Assistive Technology Project (IATP) is afederally funded program administered by the Center
on Disabilities and Human Development at the University of Idaho. The goal of the IATP isto increase the
availability of assistive technology devices and services for older persons and |dahoans with disabilities.

3. ldaho AT4All:

The website lists a variety of used equipment available for sale, give-away or loan, including wheelchairs &
scooters, walkers, personal care items, items for vision and hearing impairments, hospital beds, computers,
adapted vehicles, and more!

4. ldaho Training Clearinghouse:

The Idaho Training Clearinghouse (ITC), awebsite listing all current special education related trainings
across the state, is sponsored by the Idaho State Department of Education to link special educators and
parents of students with disabilities with training opportunities across multiple agencies and parent groups.
There are numerous archived webinars covering alarge variety of special education subjects available for use
in professional development.

B. Professional Development Opportunities available through the Idaho Results Center, Boise State
University, Ron and Linda Yanke Family Resear ch Park 220 E. Parkcenter Blvd., Boise, | D 83706-3940
(funded through special education grantsthrough the | daho State Department of Education — Special
Education Division) .

The Idaho Results Center supported the following statewide initiatives through training
and technical assistance:

§ Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS)
8§ Specia Education New Teacher Orientation and Training
8 Advanced Tiered Academic Trainings

The Idaho Results Center also:

§ Standardizes training delivery, content, etc. across Idaho.
8 Déliverstechnical assistance viaa“Train the Trainer” model for special education personnel.
8 Provides technical assistance for statewide initiatives.

Stakeholder Involvement:

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.
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For this February 2015 submission of Idaho’s SPP/APR, input was solicited from avariety of stakeholders. The Idaho
Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), the Early Childhood Coordinating Council (EC3) (combined with parents of
preschoolers), the Idaho Interagency Council on Secondary Transition (IICST) (including community partners), individuals
with disabilities, higher education, the Idaho Parent Information Center, and the Special Education Directors Advisory
Council (DAC) all took an active role in the development of this SPP/APR, and provided the SDE with quality input on
improving performance in anumber of the indicator aress.

Planning sessions were held with the Idaho State Department of Education (SDE) personnel including the Special

Education Director and all Special Education Coordinators. Indicators and required measurement methods were discussed
and indicators assigned to individual coordinators and specialists as related to areas of expertise and assignment within the
Division of Special Education. Thisinternal team comprised of staff with data analysis expertise and content area expertise
in each area discussed criteria for measurable and rigorous targets and improvement activities. This team drafted the
SPP/APR using this information. The draft, along with the raw data, was presented to stakeholder groups for input on all
content targets and improvement activities.

In addition, collaborative discussions across all SDE Divisions ensured that the SDE Strategic Plan and all Leadership Team
activities were incorporated into the SPP as appropriate. The Assessment and Accountability Division, Content Division,
Elementary & Secondary Education Act Division, Statewide System of Support Division, Student Engagement &
Postsecondary Readiness Division, and Information Technology Division joined the Special Education Divisionin
conducting data and infrastructure analysis.

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2012 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 2012 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 2012 APR in 2014, is available.

Idaho reported annudly (in February) to the public on the Staté s progress and/or dippage in meeting the “ measurable and
rigorous targets’ found in the SPP and the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targetsin the SPP. Idaho' s
Annua Performance Report (APR) was posted on the State website at: http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/specia edu
[publicReporting.htm.

In February, reports on the performance of each district against the state targets were posted at: http:/www.sde.idaho.gov
[site/specia _edu/publicReporting.htm. Notification of the posting was disseminated through the SDE Quality Assurance &
Reporting Coordinator’ s monthly email. In addition, aformal, annual report was made available to the Idaho State Board of
Education, LEA superintendents, specia education directors, school boards, the Specid Education Advisory Pand, the
Idaho Interagency Secondary Council, and at conferences and meetings that occured throughout the year.
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Indicator 1: Graduation

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2008

90.00%

90.00% 90.00%

10.50% 90.00%

Target 2 90.00%

15.30% 72.30% 72.40% 86.50% 88.80% 89.20% 87.30% 74.30%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 2 90.00% 90.00% 90.00% 90.00% 90.00% 90.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Targets match the same targets set by the ESEA waiver for all students. The ESEA committee held five focus
groups with key educational stakeholder groups to gather initial ideas and input on Idaho’s application for
ESEA flexibility including setting graduation targets. The focus groups included members of the Idaho State
Board of Education, legislators, parents, business leaders, community members, representatives of the
Idaho School Boards Association, Idaho Association of School Administrators, Idaho Education Association,
Northwest Professional Educators, and Idaho Commission on Hispanic Affairs.

Generating a graduation rate for all subgroups under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
also required collaboration between three SDE divisions: Information Technology, Public School Finance,
and Special Education. Public School Finance collects data with the assistance of Information Technology.
Special Education assists in ensuring the data are clean by comparing it to special education data sources
and resolving differences with districts reporting conflicting data in Attendance and Enrollment compared to
Child Count or Exiting Data. Information Technology uses the clean data to generate graduation rates for all
subgroups for reporting under ESEA.

A monitoring workgroup comprised of District special education directors from both charter and traditional
school districts met three times during the year to review data, processes and procedures, and to provide
input for improvement and additional training needs. The SDE continues to solicit suggestions, and insights
from these groups were extremely valuable to the development of the SPP/APR.

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data
Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 931
Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 1,262
2012-13 Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table Calculate F

Explanation of Alternate Data

4/20/2015 Page 6 of 105



FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

Idaho did not report an adjusted cohort graduation rate during 2012-2013. Idaho has an approved timeline extension
request, and will not report an adjusted cohort graduation rate until SY 2013-14. Special Education and Title 1 of ESEA
follow the same graduation requirements and expectations.

Explanation of Data Discrepancy

Please explain why the calculated total does not match the adjusted cohort graduation rate reported to the CSPR.

Idaho did not report an adjusted cohort graduation rate during 2012-2013. Idaho has an approved timeline extension
request, and will not report an adjusted cohort graduation rate until SY 2013-14.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPs in the current Number of youth with IEPs in the FEY 2012 FEY 2013 FEY 2013

Data Target Data

year's adjusted cohort graduating with a current year's adjusted cohort
regular diploma eligible to graduate

931 1,262 74.30% 90.00% 73.77%

Graduation Conditions Field

Provide the four-year graduation cohort rate. The four-year graduation rate follows a cohort, or a group of students, who begin as first-time 9th
graders in a particular school year and who graduate with a regular high school diploma in four years or less. An extended-year graduation rate
follows the same cohort of students for an additional year or years. The cohort is "adjusted" by adding any students transferring into the
cohort and by subtracting any students who transfer out, emigrate to another country, or die during the years covered by the rate.

Under 34 C.F.R. 8§200.19(b)(1)(iv), a "regular high school diploma" means the standard high school diploma awarded to students in a State that
is fully aligned with the State's academic content standards and does not include a GED credential, certificate of attendance, or any
alternative award. The term "regular high school diploma" also includes a "higher diploma" that is awarded to students who complete
requirements above and beyond what is required for a regular diploma.

The conditions that |daho youth must meet in order to graduate with aregular diploma (for students who enter high school
at the 9th grade level in Fall 2009 or later) include 29 credits for core instruction, 17 credits for electives, a Post secondary
Readiness Plan completed at the end of 8th grade, and a score of proficient or advanced in reading, math, and language usage
on the Idaho State Achievement Test. In addition, Idaho allows for an alternate mechanism, to be used for all students, if
they do not achieve a score of proficient or advanced in reading, math, and language usage, however, they must follow an
appeal procedure in their local school district. The alternate mechanism or aternate pathway must meet IDAPA Rules
Governing Thoroughness 08.02.03 in which 90% of the criteria of the measure(s) must be based on academic proficiency
and performance, the measure(s) must be aligned to a minimum of 10th grade content standards and aligned to subject
matter, and the measure(s) must be valid and reliable. For students with disabilities on IEPs, in order to meet their
individua needs to demonstrate achievement, if accommodations or adaptations are made to the District and State’s regular
graduation requirement, including the Idaho State Achievement Test, the | EP team shall document them in the |EP.

College Entrance Exam:

All students must take one (1) of the following college entrance examinations before the end of the student’s eleventh grade
year: COMPASS, ACT or SAT.

Senior Project:

All students must complete a senior project by the end of grade twelve (12).
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Condition to graduate on an | EP route to graduate:

Under Idaho administrative code (IDAPA) 08.02.03.109.07 Diplomas and graduation, school districts shall use aregular
diplomafor students who are eligible for special education at the completion of their secondary program. The transcript
serves as arecord of individual accomplishments, achievements, and courses completed. A modified or differentiated
diploma or certificate may not be used for students who are dligible for specia education unless the same diploma or
certificate is granted to students without disabilities. Graduation criteria established by the |IEP team is only available for a
student with an |EP. Students who will meet graduation requirements through an individualized plan for graduation
developed by the IEP team will include the plan in the student’s IEP.  The |EP team specifically addresses completion of
the student’s secondary program by adapting the course content, course objectives, instructional strategies, grading, and
assessments, and/or identifying alternate methods for demonstrating competence. The student’s plan for graduation must
include at |least one evaluation measure in the core academic area(s.) The plan must also include a description of the
student’s participation in statewide assessments. The plan may also use other indicators to support the identified method
of evaluation when determining the graduation requirements for individual students receiving special education services.
Students who graduate on this plan will receive aregular diploma per 1daho code, however they will be reported as a
non-graduate for accountability purposes.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 2: Drop Out

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2013

Target < 2.40% 2.40% 2.20% 2.20% 2.10% 2.10%

0.54% 2.97% 2.60% 2.30% 1.40% 1.20% 1.50% 3.60%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target < 5.08% 4.58% 4.08% 3.58% 3.08% 2.58%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Dropout rates are reported annually to school districts. In their monitoring self-assessment process, Districts must explore
the root cause of dropout rates that fail to meet the state goal and write an improvement plan to address the underlying
issues. These plans may be revised annually, as needed, based on new data.

Input was gathered from a variety of stakeholders. The Special Education Advisory Panel, including awide array of
stakeholders, received a presentation and report on all indicators in the Fall meeting. Discussion and input followed.
Dropout rates and technical assistance brainstorming also was accomplished during the Idaho Interagency Council on
Secondary Transition meeting Spring 2014. 1daho Interagency Council on Secondary Transition (11CST) includes
representatives from: Department of Labor, Assistive Technology Project, Idaho Center for the Blind and Visually
Impaired, District High School Transition Teacher, District Specia Education Director, Disability Services from state
universities, and community colleges, Professiona Technological Education, Department of Corrections, Juvenile
Corrections, Idaho School for the Deaf and Blind, Disability Rights Idaho, Vocational Rehabilitation, Health and Welfare,
Idaho Council on Disabilities, Idaho Parents Unlimited, Special Education Higher Education Faculty, and the State
Department of Education. A Special Education Workgroup met twice to consider data for the indicators and provided input
and recommendations. Data was presented at the following conferences, Idaho Council for Exceptiona Children (CEC),
Specia Education Directors Conference, Idaho Association of School Administrators (IASA) Annual Conference, with
broad stakeholder input solicited. Recommendations were taken into consideration as improvement planning occurred.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) Total number of all youth with FEY 2012 FEY 2013 FEY 2013

Data* Target* Data

who exited special education due to IEPs who left high school (ages
dropping out 14-21)

331 6,512 3.60% 5.08% 5.08%
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W Use a different calculation methodology

Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above.

Per OSEP Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement table, Idaho chose the option to report indicator 2 “using the same data
source and measurement that the State used for its FFY 2010 APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012 ESEA dropout
event rate: [(number of (special education) students enrolled in grades 9-12 who dropped out) divided by the (total number

of (specia education) students enrolled in grades 9-12) times 100] .

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 3A: Districts Meeting AYP/AMO for Disability Subgroup

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.
B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.

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

Baseline Data: 2006

77.00%

71.00%

65.00%

59.00%

53.00%

47.00%

41.00%

Target =

4.62% 14.00% 18.00% 8.00% 14.50% 11.70% 0%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:] Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target =

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In the 2013-2014 school year, all students who participated in regular assessments (with or without accommodations)
participated in the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium's final field tests for English language arts and mathematics.
Students who participated in alternative assessments were given the option to participate in the National Center and State
Collaborative Alternate Assessment field test or participate in Idaho legacy | SAT Alternate Assessment in Language arts,
reading and mathematics. All students, with the exception of approximately 2/3 of our students who participate in
aternate assessment, participated in the various field tests. For this reason, Idaho does not have performance data to
report. The stakeholder groups determined that |daho can not set baseline until the 2014/2015 school year reported upon
completion of the first year's proficiency scores reported for the new ISAT test.

Idaho applied for and received approval from the United States Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education for a one-year waiver from the following statutory and regulatory requirements under Title 1, Part A
of the ESEA and their associated regulatory provisions:

ESEA sections 1111(b)(1)(B) and 1111(b)(3)(C)(i) which require a State education Agency to apply the same academic
achievement standards, and to use the same academic assessments, for all public school children in the state;

ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(C)(xii) which requires the provision of individual achievement reports; and

ESEA sections 1111(h)(2)(C)(ii) and 1111(h)(2)(B) which require an SEA and LEASto report performance against annual
measurabl e objectives.

Idaho's waiver approval is attached.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

= O

Does your State have an ESEA Flexibility Waiver of determining AYP? Yes No

Are you reporting AYP or AMO? AYP AMO

NubeEr 6f disifes in Number of districts that Number of districts that FEY 2012 FEY 2013 FEY 2013

the State

met the minimum "n meet the minimum "n" size Data* Target* Data
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size AND met AMO

143 133 0 0% 0%

= Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The state of Idaho conducted full census field testing on the Smarter Balanced ELA and Math assessments. 100% of
Idaho's students who participated in regular assessments with or without accommodations were required to participate in
thisfield test. Additionally, one third of our students (eligible for alternate assessment) participated in the National Center
and State Collaborative Alternate Assessment in spring of 2014. The only proficiency scores |daho has from spring 2014
summative assessments would be the proficiency level of approximately 1200 significantly cognitively impaired students

who did participate in our legacy summative alternate assessment. These scores do not present afair representation of
district progress towards AMOs.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.

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

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

Historical Data

Group Baseline
Name Year
A Target = 99.00% 99.10% 99.20% 99.30% 99.20% 99.20%
2006
Grade 3 Data 98.00% 99.62% 99.15% 99.80% 99.20% 91.90% 96.32%
B Target = 98.50% 98.60% 98.70% 98.80% 98.70% 98.70%
2006
Grade 4 Data 98.50% 99.78% 99.14% 99.70% 98.70% 93.20% 96.31%
c Target 2 99.30% 99.40% 99.50% 99.60% 99.50% 99.50%
2006
Grade 5 Data 99.20% 99.80% 99.21% 99.50% 99.10% 94.10% 96.53%
2 b Target 2 98.20% 98.30% 98.40% 98.50% 98.40% 98.40%
g 2006
[
g Grade 6 Data 99.10% 99.58% 98.05% 98.30% 97.60% 94.90% 96.97%
e Target = 98.00% 98.10% 98.20% 98.30% 98.20% 98.20%
2006
Grade 7 Data 98.50% 98.88% 98.06% 98.30% 97.70% 94.40% 96.99%
F Target = 97.40% 97.50% 97.60% 97.70% 97.60% 97.60%
2006
Grade 8 Data 98.20% 98.34% 98.18% 98.90% 97.30% 95.30% 96.54%
G Target = 95.60% 95.70% 95.80% 95.90% 95.80% 95.80%
2006
HS Data 99.50% 96.42% 96.55% 96.20% 92.10% 88.30% 91.40%
A Target =
Grade 3 2013
rade Data 99.60%
B Target =
Grade 4 2013
rade Data 99.90%
c Target 2
Grade s 2013
rade Data 99.60%
£ D Target 2
g Grade 6 2013
rade Data 99.60%
E Target 2
Grade 7 2013
rade Data 99.50%
E Target =
Grade 8 2013
rade Data 99.70%
Target 2
:fs 2013
98.90%
Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:I Yellow — Baseline
FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
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>
GQ o3 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Gri s 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Grg g 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
(o2}
= 0>
g Giade B 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
o
>
GYE o7 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Ger_e 8 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
G>
s 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
Az
Grade 3 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Grid_e 4 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Grgd_e 5 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
= D>
s Grade 6 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Grid_e 7 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
>
Ger_e 8 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
G>
e 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The stakeholder groups determined that 1daho can not set baseline until the 2014/2015 school year reported upon
completion of the first year's proficiency scores reported for the new |SAT test. No students participated in this test due
to Idaho electing for statewide field testing of the new SBAC. The stateholders recommended that 1daho maintain a 95%
participation rate during the 2014/2015 school year.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Group Name Numbe_r of Children Number of C_hl_ldre_n with IEPs FEY 2012 Data* FFY 2013 FEY 2013 Data
with IEPs Participating Target*

A 2,437 2,386 96.32% 95.00% 97.91%
Grade 3

B 2,325 2,229 96.31% 95.00% 95.87%
Grade 4

c 2,246 2,174 96.53% 95.00% 96.79%
Grade 5

4/20/2015
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Group Name Numbgr of Children Number of C‘hllldre‘n with IEPs FEY 2012 Data* FFY 2013 FEY 2013 Data
with |IEPs Participating Target*

D 2,125 2,044 96.97% 95.00% 96.19%
Grade 6

E 2,101 1,960 96.99% 95.00% 93.29%
Grade 7

F 1,897 1,766 96.54% 95.00% 93.09%
Grade 8

: S 1,249 1,061 91.40% 95.00% 84.95%

Explanation of Group E Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all studentsto participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported and an increase in parents opting their students out of field test participation.

Explanation of Group F Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported and an increase in parents opting their students out of field test participation.

Explanation of Group G Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported and an increase in parents opting their students out of field test participation.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Group Name Numbe_r of Children ~ Number of C_hl_Idre_n with IEPs FEY 2012 Data* FFY 2013 FEY 2013 Data
with IEPs Participating Target*

A 2,435 2,365 99.60% 95.00% 97.13%
Grade 3

B 2,321 2,235 99.90% 95.00% 96.29%
Grade 4

¢ 2,244 2,175 99.60% 95.00% 96.93%
Grade 5

D 2,122 2,018 99.60% 95.00% 95.10%
Grade 6

E 2,100 1,941 99.50% 95.00% 92.43%
Grade 7

F 1,899 1,777 99.70% 95.00% 93.58%
Grade 8

|_(|3 S 1,359 1,142 98.90% 95.00% 84.03%

Explanation of Group E Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported and an increase in parents opting their students out of field test participation.

Explanation of Group F Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported and an increase in parents opting their students out of field test participation.

Explanation of Group G Slippage
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In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported and an increase in parents opting their students out of field test participation.

Public Reporting Information

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

http:/mww.sde.idaho.govi/site/special _edu/publicReporting.htm
http:/AMww.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/results.htm

M Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Asexplained in Indicator 3A, Idaho was given approval to allow our students to participate in the Smarter Balanced regular
assessment or National Center and State Collaborative alternate assessment field testsin ELA and mathematics. For this
reason, |daho is unable to report on participation. Idaho will be able to report participation in December 2015. Attached is
the raw data regarding the number of students with an |EP who participated in the various field test or our legacy ISAT

aternate assessment.  Idaho iswilling to address any questions or concerns you may have about reporting on this
indicator.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.

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

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

Historical Data

?\lfr:g Baj:;irne FFY 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
A s Target = 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
Grade 3 Data 41.70% 44.90% 51.30% 4950% 50.70% 77.20% 51.50%
B - Target 2 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
Grade 4 Data 41.70% 44.90% 51.30% 49.50% 50.70% 77.20% 51.50%
c - Target > 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
Grade 5 Data 41.70% 44.90% 51.30% 4950% 50.70% 77.20% 5150%
:%” b Target > 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
E Grade 6 2000 Data 41.70% 44.90% 51.30% 49.50% 50.70% 77.20% 51.50%
e Target > 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
Grade 7 2000 Data 41.70% 44.90% 51.30% 49.50% 50.70% 77.20% 51.50%
F Target > 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
Grade 8 2000 Data 21.70% 44.90% 51.30% 4950% 50.70% 77.20% 51.50%
G s Target > 53.09% 56.30% 59.60% 62.81% 66.40% 66.40% 86.00%
HS Data 41.70% 44.90% 51.30% 49.50% 50.70% 77.20% 51.50%
A s Target = 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
Grade 3 Data 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 39.70%
B - Target 2 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
Grade 4 Data 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 39.70%
c - Target > 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
Grade 5 Data 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 30.70%
< b Target 2 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
2 Grade 6 2000 Data 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 39.70%
e Target > 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
Grade 7 2008 Data 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 39.70%
F Target > 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
Grade 8 2008 Data 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 39.70%
G - Target = 48.18% 49.80% 53.30% 56.68% 61.28% 61.28% 84.00%
HS Data 54.70% 41.20% 40.60% 42.10% 41.70% 40.40% 66.80% 39.70%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:I Yellow — Baseline
FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
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>
Grg d_€‘ 3 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
>
GYSI d_e 2 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
>
Grg d_e 5 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
(2]
£ D>
g Gra d_e 6 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
x
>
GFE d_e 7 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
>
Grz d_e 8 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
G2
HS 76.00% 79.00% 82.00% 85.00% 88.00% 91.00%
Az
Grade 3 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%
>
Gr‘z d_e 4 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%
>
Grg d_e 5 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%
= D2
g Gra d_e 6 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%
>
GFE d_e 7 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%
>
Grz d_e 8 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%
G2
HS 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00% 89.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Asexplained in Indicator 3A, Idaho was given approval to allow our studentsto participate in the Smarter Balanced regular
assessment or National Center and State Collaborative alternate assessment field testsin ELA and mathematics. For this
reason, ldaho is unable to report on performance. Idaho will be able to report performance in December 2015. Attached is
the raw data regarding the number of students with an |EP who participated in the various field test or our legacy |SAT
aternate assessment. Idaho iswilling to address any questions or concerns you may have about reporting on this
indicator.

The stakeholder groups determined that 1daho can not set baseline until the 2014/2015 school year reported upon
completion of thefirst year's proficiency scores reported for the new 1SAT test. Once the baseline is set the stakeholder
group suggested an annual increase of 3% annual increase each year for each grade level.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Children with IEPS 1 per of Children with IEPs FFY 2013

Group Name  who received a valid . FFY 2012 Data* FFY 2013 Data
Proficient Target*
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score and a
proficiency was
assigned
Graﬁie 3 145 97 51.50% 76.00% 66.90%
Gra?ie 4 135 % 51.50% 76.00% 71.11%
Gra%e 5 128 81 51.50% 76.00% 63.28%
Gra[;e 6 133 97 51.50% 76.00% 72.93%
Graie 7 14 75 51.50% 76.00% 65.79%
Gra'; o8 102 71 51.50% 76.00% 69.61%
fs 738 218 51.50% 76.00% 29.54%

Explanation of Group G Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis

attributed to proficiency not being reported due to parents opting their students taking the legacy tests.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Children with IEPs
who received a valid

Group Name score and a Number OLS(;:'S:: WIth IEES FFY 2012 Data* F'I":; 2&1*3 FFY 2013 Data
proficiency was 9
assigned

A ) ) .
Grade 3 149 83 39.70% 74.00% 59.06%
GraE;e 4 135 88 39.70% 74.00% 65.19%
Gra(t:i o5 131 92 39.70% 74.00% 70.23%
Gr a?j e6 141 94 39.70% 74.00% 66.67%
GraI(Eje 7 122 73 39.70% 74.00% 59.84%
Graze 8 108 72 39.70% 74.00% 66.67%

|_(|3 S 709 102 39.70% 74.00% 14.39%

Explanation of Group G Slippage

In SY 2013-2014 Idaho required all students to participate in the Smarter Balanced Field Test. We believe the dippageis
attributed to proficiency not being reported due to parents opting their students taking the legacy tests. We believe the
slippage in the math proficiency rates at the high school level is due to the fact that there were no counts to report for

Regular Assessments with Accommaodations for level 4.

Public Reporting Information

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

http:/mww.sde.idaho.govi/site/special_edu/publicReporting.htm

4/20/2015
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http:/Mmww.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/results.htm

= Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Asexplained in Indicator 3A, Idaho was given approval to allow our students to participate in the Smarter Balanced regular
assessment or National Center and State Collaborative alternate assessment field testsin ELA and mathematics. For this
reason, ldaho is unable to report on performance. Idaho will be able to report performance in December 2015. Idaho has
not set performance targets due to the field testing for FFY 2013. The performance information that has been included is
data from the legacy alternative summative assessment that was done and reported on. One thing to note in the High
School Math proficiency rating is that there were no counts to report for Regular Assessments with accommodations for

leve 4.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table

4/20/2015 Page 21 of 105



FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

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; and

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

0%

Target < 0% 0% 0%

0.87% 2.40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:I Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target < 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The State Department of Education collected 618 discipline data from each district on the number of suspensions and
expulsions. These data were reviewed for significant discrepancies according to the definition included on the next page
FFY 13 under State’'s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology, and based on the number of students
enrolled with |EPs in each district. Results were shared with stakehol ders and the Special Education Advisory Panel for
comments and input.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

r

F Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of districts in the State

Number of districts that have a significant Number of districts that met the State’s FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013

discrepancy minimum n-size Data* Target* Data

0 133 0% 0% 0%

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

" 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
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State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The SDE redefined and recal culated significant discrepancy in April 2012 as aresult of the Office of Special Education
APR clarification process. The e-formula was replaced with a state-level suspension/expulsion rate for all children with
disabilities to set the suspension/ expulsion-rate bar measure. The state bar is the state level suspension / expulsion rate
plus one percentage point.

In Idaho, “ Significant discrepancy” is defined as 1% or more above the current year's state average by comparing the rates
of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs within the
State.

That is, the total number of students with disabilities who were suspended/expelled divided by the total number of
students with disabilitiesin the state. The formulais:

# of SWDs suspended/expelled > 10 days

State level suspension/expulsion rate = x 100
Total # of SWDsin the state

Application of data:
15

State level suspension/expulsion rate = ----------- x 100 = 0.06

24334

The state bar is 0.06% + 1.00 = 1.06%.

A district will have significant discrepancy if its suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities from any
racial/ethnic group is equal to or higher than the state-level bar of 1.06% for FFY 2013 data.

For Indicator 4a, |daho has established a minimum “n” size of at least 10 children with |EPs enrolled in the school district.
Based on the application of thisminimum “n,” 10 of 143 districts in Idaho were excluded (143 - 10 = 133) from the
caculation for thisindicator in FFY 2013.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings

FFY 2012 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY2013 using 2012-2013 data)

Description of review

For FFY 2013, no districts were found to have significant discrepancy. In FFY 2011, six (6) districts were identified as
having asignificant discrepancy. Based on the examination of 2010-11 data, the Idaho State Department of Education
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reviewed the district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of |EPs, the use
of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards; ensuring that these policies, procedures and
practices comply with IDEA regulations, as required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

This review was conducted by the Quality Assurance and Reporting Coordinator (QARC) during focused visits with the
districts. The monitoring included reviewing the district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the development
and implementation of | EPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards; ensuring
that these policies, procedures and practices comply with IDEA regulations, as required by 34 CFR 8§300.170(b). The
QARC aso conducted areview and analysis of 1) the student’s Individualized Education Program (1EP) current at the time
of the discipline actions; 2) discipline records and reports specific to the suspension and/or expulsion of the student; 3)
functional behavior assessments; 4) manifestation determinations; and 5) the districts discipline policy. No findings of non
compliance were made based on these reviews. If non compliance had been identified during the review of policies,
procedures and practices, the SDE would have required the district to revise its policies, procedures, and practices relating
to the devel opment and implementation of 1EPs, the use of positive behaviora interventions and supports, and procedural
safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, pursuant to 34 CFR 8§300.170(b). Idaho verifies correction of non
compliance consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

{* 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 8300.170(b). If YES, select one of the following:

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

FCliS @) el e e as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance 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; and

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2009

0%

0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

&

Number of districts in the State

Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of those districts
that have policies,
procedures, or practices
Number of districts that that contribute to the

have a significant significant discrepancy and
discrepancy, by race or do not comply with Number of districts in the FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013
ethnicity requirements State Data* Target* Data

0 0 143 0% 0% 0%

IF All races and ethnicities were included in the review

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The SDE redefined and recal culated a significant discrepancy in April 2012 as aresult of the Office of Specia Education
APR clarification process. The e-formulawas replaced with a state-level suspension/expulsion rate for al children with
disabilities to set the suspension/ expulsion-rate bar measure. The state bar is the state level suspension/expulsion rate plus
one percentage point.

In Idaho, “ Significant discrepancy” is defined as 1% or more above the current year’'s state average by comparing the rates
of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs within the
State.
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That is, the total number of students with disabilities who were suspended/expelled divided by the total number of
students with disabilities in the state. The formulais:

# of SWDs suspended/expelled > 10 days

State level suspension/expulsion rate = x 100

Total # of SWDs in the state
Application of data:

15
State level suspension/expulsion rate = ----------- x 100 = 0.06

24334

The state bar is 0.06% + 1.00 = 1.06%.

A district will have significant discrepancy if its suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities from any
racial/ethnic group is equa to or higher than the state-level bar of 1.06% for FFY 2013 data.

For Indicator 4a, |daho has established aminimum “n” size of at least 10 children with |EPs enrolled in the school district.
Based on the application of this minimum “n,” 10 of 143 districtsin Idaho were excluded ( 143 - 10 = 133) from the
caculation for thisindicator in FFY 2013.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings

FFY 2012 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY2013 using 2012-2013 data)
Description of review
FFY 2013, no districts were found to have significant discrepancy. In FFY 2011, six (6) districts were identified as having a
significant discrepancy. Based on the examination of 2010-11 data, the Idaho State Department of Education reviewed the
district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the devel opment and implementation of | EPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards; ensuring that these policies, procedures and practices
comply with IDEA regulations, as required by 34 CFR 8§300.170(b).

This review was conducted by the Quality Assurance and Reporting coordinator (QARC) during focused visits with the
districts. The monitoring included reviewing the district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the development
and implementation of |EPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedura safeguards; ensuring
that these policies, procedures and practices comply with IDEA regulations, as required by 34 CFR 8§300.170(b). The
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QARC aso conducted areview and analysis of 1) the student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP) current at the time
of the discipline actions; 2) discipline records and reports specific to the suspension and/or expulsion of the student; 3)
functional behavior assessments; 4) manifestation determinations; and 5) the districts discipline policy. No findings of non
compliance were made based on these reviews. If non compliance had been identified during the review of policies,
procedures and practices, the SDE would have required the district to revise its policies, procedures, and practices relating
to the devel opment and implementation of |EPs, the use of positive behaviora interventions and supports, and procedural
safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, pursuant to 34 CFR 8§300.170(b). Idaho verifies correction of non
compliance consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

{* 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 8300.170(b).

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

FIEHTIES G e e i) as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected
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Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: 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))

Historical Data

Baseline Year

Target =
A 2005

Data

Target <
B 2005

Data

Target <
C 2005

63.80%

60.00% 61.00% 62.00% 63.00% 64.00% 64.00% 64.00%
61.80% 62.50% 63.30% 62.81% 62.30% 60.70% 60.40%
8.60% 8.40% 8.20% 8.00% 7.90% 7.90% 7.90%
8.70% 9.40% 9.30% 9.40% 10.80% 11.30% 11.40%
1.60% 3.70% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50%
1.80% 2.00% 1.60% 1.40% 1.70% 1.30% 1.20%

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:l Yellow — Baseline

Target A 2 65.00% 66.00% 67.00% 68.00% 69.00% 70.00%
Target B < 7.90% 7.42% 6.94% 6.46% 5.98% 5.50%
Target C < 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

SDE staff met with the Idaho Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), the Director’'s Advisory Council (DAC), and
other Idaho State Department of Education (ISDE) divisions. Discussions were held related to Indicator 5 and input was
used to determine targets. [Broad stakeholder input was also solicited at regional special education director meetings, the
Idaho Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) Conference, the annual Idaho Association of Special Education
Administrators Conference, and regional Idaho School Superintendents Association (ISSA) meetings).

Prepopulated Data

Source

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

Date

7/3/2014

Description

Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21

Data

24,332

Overwrite Data

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014

A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class

80% or more of the day

14,628
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Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment 7132014 B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 2,636

Data Groups (EDFacts file spec less than 40% of the day
C002; Data group 74)

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014 c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 231

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014 c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 39

SY 2013-14 Child

Count/Educational Environment c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital
) 7/3/2014 24
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec placements

C002; Data group 74)

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with Total number of children FEY 2012 FEY 2013 FEY 2013

IEPs aged 6 through 21 with IEPs aged 6 through

* *
—— o1 Data Target Data

A. Number of children with IEPs

aged 6 through 21 inside the 14,628 24332 60.40% 65.00% 60.12%

regular class 80% or more of the
day

B. Number of children with IEPs

aged 6 through 21 inside the 2,636 24,332 11.40% 7.90% 10.83%

regular class less than 40% of
the day

C. Number of children with IEPs
aged 6 through 21 inside

separate schools, residential 294 24,332 1.20% 1.50% 1.21%

facilities, or homebound/hospital
placements [c1+c2+c3]

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: 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(2)(3)(A))

Historical Data

Baseline Year

Target 2 31.40%
A 2011
Data 30.40% 41.70%
Target < 49.80%
B 2011
50.30% 52.70%
Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:] Yellow — Baseline
FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Target A = 32.40% 33.40% 34.40% 35.40% 36.40% 37.40%
Target B < 49.30% 48.30% 47.30% 46.30% 45.30% 44.30%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Targets were set based on data analysis and stakeholder input. In setting targets and addressing the needs of students 3-5
years of age, Idaho utilized three (3) specific stakeholder groups: Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Early
Childhood Coordinating Council (EC3), and Special Education Directors Advisory Council (DAC). Each of three
stakeholder groups represent different stakeholder members. SEAP represents: higher education, parents, juvenile
corrections, LEA superintendent, adult corrections, special education directors, teachers, Vocational Rehabilitation,
Department of Health and Welfare, 1daho Parents Unlimited, charter schools, and Start Department of Education staff.
ECS represents: the medical community, state legidatures, higher education, 1daho Educational Services for the Deaf and
Blind, Community Council of Idaho, IDEA Part C, parents, state child care, child welfare, judicial system, State
Department of Insurance, infant/child mental health, mental health, Head Start, public health, early intervention providers,
regional EC3 representative, Developmental Disabilities Council, and Medicaid. DAC consists of severa specia
education directors in Idaho from large/small and rural/urban districts to reflect the wide range of demographics across the
state.

Prepopulated Data

Source Description Overwrite Data

SY 2013-14 Child 7/3/2014 Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 3,260
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Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec
C089; Data group 613)

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

al. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and
7/3/2014 receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular 987
early childhood program

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 b1. Number of children attending separate special education class 1,487

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 b2. Number of children attending separate school 236

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 b3. Number of children attending residential facility 2

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with EFY 2013

Total number of children FFY 2012 FFY 2013

1255 e il 12 with IEPs aged 3 through 5 Data* Target* Data

attending

A. Aregular early childhood
program and receiving the
majority of special education and 987 3,260 41.70% 32.40% 30.28%
related services in the regular
early childhood program

B. Separate special education
class, separate school or 1,725 3,260 52.70% 49.30% 52.91%
residential facility

Explanation of A Slippage

The state of Idaho does not fund preschool programs for non-disabled students, resulting in a significant number of
services for students with disabilities being delivered in strictly special education placements. LEAS, whenever possible,
utilize their local Head Start program as their regular early childhood educational setting. I1n addition, Idaho does not
alocate any state funding for additional Head Start slots, so availability islimited.

The slippage is attributed to students that were in inclusive environments in Kindergarten then moved on to 1st grade and
students that entered Kindergarten who received their specia education servicesin a separate location. Due to the small
number of students serviced in Kindergarten, any services provided in a separate location will have an impact on this
indicator.

Idaho ensures that all LRE considerations apply to preschool students with disabilities who are entitled to receive special
education and related services. Settings for implementing 1EPs for students 3 through 5 years of age are the same asfor al
other school-age children. LEASs are not required to initiate such programs solely to satisfy L RE requirements. However,
the LEA must meet the individual needs of preschool children with disabilitiesin least restrictive environments by
providing alternative settings, which may include:

* Providing opportunities for participation (including part-time) of preschool children with disabilitiesin other
preschool settings operated for preschool children without disabilities by other agencies (Head Start, NAEY C
accredited preschools, licensed child care, other regular early childhood programs).

* Placing preschool children with disabilities in the following:

4/20/2015 Page 31 of 105



FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

0 Private school programs for preschool children without disabilities; or
0 Private preschool programs that integrate children with and without disabilities; and
0 Locating classes for preschool children with disabilities in elementary schools and integrating

those children in typical kindergarten, recess music, art, library, reading time, and other activities as
individually appropriate.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Year FFY 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target 2 93.00% 93.50% 93.50% 93.50%
Al 2013

Data 92.80% 92.50% 92.80% 90.80% 89.40%

Target 2 56.50% 57.00% 57.00% 57.00%
A2 2013

Data 55.60% 56.30% 58.10% 58.00% 59.40%

Target 2 92.70% 93.20% 93.20% 90.80%
B1 2013

Data 92.20% 91.40% 91.90% 90.90% 90.00%

Target 2 51.00% 51.50% 52.30% 50.50%
B2 2013

Data 50.20% 52.30% 53.30% 53.40% 50.50%

Target 2 90.70% 91.20% 91.20% 91.20%
C1l 2013

Data 90.20% 91.10% 91.50% 91.10% 88.40%

Target 2 66.20% 67.00% 67.80% 68.40%
Cc2 2013

Data 65.70% 67.80% 68.80% 69.40% 68.40%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:] Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Target Al 2 84.70% 85.20% 84.70% 84.20% 85.70% 85.20%
Target A2 2 53.88% 54.38% 54.88% 55.38% 55.88% 56.38%
Target B1 2 78.05% 78.55% 79.05% 79.55% 80.05% 80.55%
Target B2 2 27.371% 27.87% 28.37% 28.87% 29.37% 29.87%
Target C1 2 83.31% 83.81% 84.31% 84.81% 85.31% 85.81%
Target C2 2 65.41% 65.91% 66.41% 66.91% 67.41% 67.91%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Targets were set based on analysis of the data and stakeholdersinput. In setting targets and addressing the needs of
students 3-5 years of age, Idaho utilized three (3) specific stakeholder groups, Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP),
Early Childhood Coordinating Council (EC3), and Specia Education Directors Advisory Council (DAC). Each of three
stakeholder groups represents different stakeholder members. SEAP represents: higher education, parents, juvenile
corrections, LEA superintendent, adult corrections, special education directors, teachers, Vocational Rehabilitation,
Department of Health and Welfare, 1daho Parents Unlimited, charter schools, and Start Department of Education staff.
ECS represents: the medical community, state legislatures, higher education, Idaho Educational Services for the Deaf and
Blind, Community Council of Idaho, IDEA Part C, parents, state child care, child welfare, judicial system, State
Department of Insurance, infant/child mental health, mental health, Head Start, public health, early intervention providers,
regional EC3 representative, Developmental Disabilities Council, and Medicaid. DAC consists of specia education
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directorsin Idaho from large/small and rural/urban districts to reflect the demographics across the state.

FFY 2013 baseline was collected from the 928 students receiving special education services whom had received services for
at least six months from 143 school districts. Idaho believes that the quality of datawill improve due to the new ECO/IEP

and the technical assistance afforded the districts and a better understanding of early childhood outcomes.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

‘ Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

928

Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

Number of
Children

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 2

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 116
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 310
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 343
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 157

FFY 2012 FFY 2013
Data* Target*

Numerator Denominator

FFY 2013
Data

Al. Of those preschool children who entered or exited
the preschool program below age expectations in

the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the
program. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased 653 771 89.40% 84.70% 84.70%
their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of
age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
A2. The percent of preschool children who were
functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by 500 908 50.40% 53.88% 53.88%

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

Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 4
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 192
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 478
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 219
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 35

FFY 2012 FFY 2013
Data* Target*

Numerator Denominator

FFY 2013
Data

B1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited
the preschool program below age expectations in
Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased 697 893 90.00% 78.05%
their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of
age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

78.05%
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FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013
Data* Target* Data

Numerator Denominator

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. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

254 928 50.50% 27.37% 27.37%

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

Number of
Children

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 3

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 12
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 206
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 368
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 239

FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013
Data* Target* Data

Numerator Denominator

C1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited
the preschool program below age expectations in
Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased 574 689 88.40% 83.31% 83.31%
their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of
age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

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. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

607 928 68.40% 65.41% 65.41%

Was sampling used? No

Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF)? No
Provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” and list the instruments and procedures used to gather
data for this indicator.

Idaho embedded al of the elements of the ECO Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF-R) in to the Early Childhood
Individual Education Plan (ECO/IEP). Additionally, Idaho utilizes the “ Decision Tree for Summary Rating Discussions’
developed by the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (5/09) to make same-age peer comparisons. “ Comparable to
same-aged peers’ is defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 utilizing the Decision Tree.

It was determined that the ECO process done during the individualized evaluation of the child's needs would assure the use
of multiple sources of data, parent input, and ateam process. Evaluation procedures may include, but are not limited to,
observations, interviews, behavior checklists, structured interactions, play assessment, adaptive and developmental scales,
criterion-referenced and norm referenced instruments, clinical judgment, and tests of basic concepts or other techniques and
procedures as deemed appropriate by the professional (s) conducting the evaluations. Data used to determine the ECO
rating is determined utilizing a state-approved anchor assessment, parent interview, and evaluation data.

Idaho began using the new ECO/IEP during the 2013/2014 school year. During discussions with stakeholder groups, during
the development and implementation of the new ECO/IEP, it was decided to reset our baselines for thisindicator to reflect
the new process.

All Districts with students enrolled in preschool programs for at least six months prior to exiting, were required to report
ECO data. The number of students reported for FFY 2013 (928) increased by 16 students from FFY 2012 (912).
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Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

The State must report progress data and actual target data for FFY 2013 in the FFY 2013 APR.

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table

Idaho State Department of Education reported progress data and actual target data for FFY 2013 as mentioned in this
report.
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Indicator 8: Parent involvement

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))

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

32.00%

Target 2 26.00% 27.00% 28.00% 29.00% 31.00%

26.00% 26.00% 25.00% 35.00% 33.00% 34.00% 36.00% 51.30%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:I Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target = 55.00% 59.60% 64.20% 68.80% 73.40% 78.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

After stakeholder input, targets were determined based on data analysis and current baseline figures. SDE staff presented
Indicator 8 datato the Idaho Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in February 2014. Through this presentation, the
SDE explained the survey items, survey methodology, and the need to revise the State’'s FFY 2013-2018 targets based on
these new data. Throughout the conversation, panel members asked questions, discussed possible numbers, and dialogued
about the implications of their final recommendation.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of respondent parents who report
schools facilitated parent involvement as a Total number of respondent parents of FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013

means of improving services and results children with disabilities Data* Target* Data
for children with disabilities

357 591 51.30% 55.00% 60.41%

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.

A dtratified, representative sample of preK-12 students was chosen within each surveyed district. Results were weighted
according to population size of the district to ensure the overall state parent involvement percentage was an accurate
reflection of the experience of parents of students with disabilities ages 3 to 21. Parents of students at all grade levels
responded to the survey.

Describe how the State has ensured that any response data are valid and reliable, including how the data represent the
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demographics of the State.
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The representativeness of the survey was assessed by comparing the demographic characteristics of the children

(whose parents responded to the survey) to the demographic characteristics of all specia education students. This
comparison indicates the results are representative (1) by geographic region where the child attends schoal; (2) by the grade
level of the child; and (3) by the primary disability of the child. For example, 21% of the parents who returned a survey
are parents of a child with a specific learning disability and 26% of special education studentsin the entire sample have a
specific learning disability. Parents of white students were slightly more likely to respond than parents of non-white
students; 82% of the parents who returned a survey are parents of awhite student whereas 74% of the special education
students in the sample are white. Results were weighted by district to ensure that the parent survey results reflected the
population of parents.

In 2013-14, the ISDE changed the sampling plan for the State Performance Plan (SPP) Indicator 8 Parent Survey. Prior to
2013-14, districts (other than the two largest districts of Boise and Meridian) were on a 5-year cycle plan. To indicate the
importance of the survey and the need for regular parent feedback, IDSE created a 2-year cycle.

A description of the new process, including the sampling methodol ogy that the IDSE plans to use to gather parent
involvement information is provided in this section, attached.

During the 2012-13 school year, 149 districts existed in Idaho; these districts had atotal student enrollment of 296,280 and
atotal special education enrollment of 28,993. No district had an enrollment of 50,000 or more. The two largest districts
had enrollments of 37,724 (Meridian) and 27,196 (Boise).

To divide the districts into a 2-year survey cycle, districts were stratified by total enrollment, percent Hispanic, and
geographical region of the state. Other considerations were percent of Native American and specia education enrollment.
The two largest districts were surveyed in separate years. Each year of the survey cycle is representative of the state as a
whole. See Attachment A for a summary of the two survey years.

For the 74 (or 75) districtsin given cycle, there were approximately 15,000 students with disabilities. Mailing a survey to
al 15,000 parentsis cost-prohibitive (in terms of direct mailing costs and personnel time for mailing and data entry). Thus,
in order to get the most valid results possible from the parent survey, a representative sample of the 15,000 within the
selected districts was chosen to be contacted. Specifically, a sample of approximately 5,000 was be selected each year.

A sample of parents was randomly selected from each of the selected districts. The number of parents chosen was
dependent on the number of total students with disabilities enrolled at a given districts. The sample sizes selected ensured
roughly similar margins of error across the different district sizes.

Number of Students w/Disabilities Sample Size Chosen
1-100 All

101-299 100

300-999 150

1,000+ 180

For those districts that have more than 100 students, and thus for districts for which a sample is chosen, the population
was stratified by grade, race/ethnicity, primary disability, and gender to ensure representativeness of the resulting sample.
Please note that of the 149 districts, 58% have 100 or fewer students with disabilities, and thus, all of their parents of
students with disabilities will receive a survey. An additional 41 (28%) of districts have fewer than 500 students with
disabilities. Only six districts have more than 1,000 students with disabilities.

When calculating the state-level results, responses will be weighted by the student population size (e.g., adistrict that has
four times the number of students as another district will receive four times the weight in computing overall state results).
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Was sampling used? Yes
Has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? Yes

Plan submitted for approval: Sampling Plan

Was a collection tool used? Yes
Is it a new or revised collection tool? Yes

&

Yes, the data accurately represent the demographics of the State

No, the data does not accurately represent the demographics of the State
Submitted collection tool: Indicator 8 Survey

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

Asit happensto al statesin the nation, Idaho has unique geographic and demographic characteristics within its borders
and within and across its school districts. To design afive year sampling process where the group of LEAs to be selected
for each year of the APR analysis and reporting is representative of the state is a substantial challenge.

To perform this design, we analyzed geographic and demographic characteristics of the state. Once these characteristics
were analyzed and understood from the perspective of relevant special education variables, atwo-step selection process
was performed. First, we selected the districts for each year utilizing a stratified process so each year would be a
representative slice of the state. And second, assured that we had a representative slice of the state, we then used a random
selection of the parents within each school district. With this process, we know we have targeted a sample of parents that
are representative of all parentsin the state for each year.

Characteristics of the State — School District Size

One important aspect to consider in Idaho is that about 50% of all school districts have atotal student enrollment of less
than a 1,000 students. The next group is of School Districts students between 1,000 and 2,000 students. Besides West
Ada Joint, with 30,347 students and Boise with 25,474 students, there are only 6 School Districts with more than 5,000
students.

Characteristics of the State — Race-Ethnicity

The great majority of the student population is composed by White students, followed by Hispanic students. The other
race-ethnicities compose 2% or less of the total student enrollment. However, exceptional cases exist. As an example, there
are districts that encompass Native American reservations. Lapwai, for example, has a Native American student
population of approximately 73%. Similarly, the Plummer-Worley District has a Native American student population of
approximately 75%.

District Selection Process

Considering the discussed state characteristics, to obtain a district selection process that is representative of the state for
each year of the SPP for indicator 8, we performed the following steps:

We utilized three stratification variables and rank-ordered school districts from highest to lowest according to athreetiered
stratification and classification process. These variables were, in order: size of district, number of minority students, and a
selected disability. We decided to aggregate the following minority groups. Hispanic, Native American and African
American due to the small numbers of certain minority groups.
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Sample Selection within Each District

Census was conducted on districts of 100 or fewer. Districts with greater than one hundred students with disabilities were
part of the sample.

M Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The new tool was introduced in the 2013-2014 school year. No change in baseline was discussed, but the sample plan was
changed significantly. The questions were changed as well.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representations

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

0% 0% 0%

16.10% 5.60% 2.30% 1.50% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:‘ Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

&

Number of districts in the State
Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size
Number of districts with

Number of districts with disproportionate
disproportionate representation of racial and

representation of racial and ethnic groups in special
ethnic groups in special education and related
education and related services that is the result of Number of districts in the FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013
services inappropriate identification State Data* Target* Data

0 0 143 0% 0% 0%

F All races and ethnicities were included in the review

Define “disproportionate representation” and describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation

In October and November 2014, stakeholder groups including: the State Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Idaho
Interagency Council on Secondary Transition (IICST) Early Childhood Coordinating Council (EC3), and Director Advisory
Committee (DAC) were asked for input to change the formulafor determination of disproportionality from the
“E-Formula’ to an Alternate Risk Ratio formulafor indicators 9 and 10. Additionally, the threshold of 3.0 was
recommended along with a minimum cell size of 25 students with disabilities enrolled in the district based on the Child
Count submitted in April 2014. Recommendations were based on the Data Accountability Center’'s Methods for Assessing
Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in oecial Education: A Technical Assistance Guild (Revised) (October 2011) and Using
the Risk Ratio to Assess Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education at the School-District Level (Bollmer,
Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007, Journal of Special Education, 41, 186-198).

The recommendations of the stakeholders were adopted.
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Data Sour ce:

Data collected under IDEA section 618 (Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education Under Part B of
the Individual s with Disabilities Education Act, As Amended) and the State’'s analysis to determine if the disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate
identification.Alternate Risk Ratio

When applied to overall special education eligibility within adistrict, the alternate risk ratio answers the question, “How
many times greater is a specific racial/ethnic group’s risk of being identified as eligible for specia education and related
services in comparison with al other racia/ethnic groups in the state?” When applied to eligibility by disability category
within adistrict, the alternate risk ratio answers the question, “How many times greater is a specific racia/ethnic group’s
risk of being identified as eligible for specia education and related services for a particular disability category in comparison
with all other racial/ethnic groups in the state?’

ARR=DLR/SLR
Where:

ARR = Alternate Risk Ratio
DLR = Digtrict-level risk for racial/ethnic group for disability identification
SLR = State-level risk for comparison group for disability identification

Threshold: Idaho has established a threshold of 3.0. The ARR would have to equal or be greater than 3.0 to flag
disproportionality.

Minimum Cell Size: Idaho has established 25 students with disabilitiesin adistrict asaminimum ‘n’ size for calculation.

By applying the Alternate Risk Ratio-Formulato district data, SDE identifies districts with ARR equal to or greater than
3.0, as described above, as having disproportionate representation. Each of those districts must complete a Performance
Response that includes an explanation of policies, practices, and procedures used to refer, evaluate, and identify students
for special education. The SDE also selects student digibility files to review. District responses and eligibility
documentation are examined and evaluated by the SDE to ensure appropriate assessments have been selected, based on the
student’s English language proficiency. If standardized assessments are not appropriate, the SDE looks for a
preponderance of evidence based on functional data collected to support eligibility for special education. The SDE also
checksto seeif the exclusionary factors have been adequately addressed. From this information, the SDE determines
whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification, and if it is, makes a finding of non
compliance in regard to the appropriateness of the District’s identification policies, practices, and procedures.

The number of districts analyzed was 111 having 25 or more students with disabilities enrolled. No districts were found to
have over-representation for FFY 2013 (using dataform SY 2013-2014).

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance
as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected

Findings of Noncompliance Identified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representations in Specific Disability Categories

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

0% 0% 0%

16.10% 5.60% 2.30% 2.26% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:l Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

r

* Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of districts in the State

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

representation of racial and disability categories that is Number of districts that
ethnic groups in specific the result of inappropriate met the State’s minimum FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013
disability categories identification n-size Data* Target* Data

0 0 11 0% 0% 0%

F All races and ethnicities were included in the review

Define “disproportionate representation” and describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation

In October and November 2014, The State Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Idaho Interagency Council on
Secondary Transition (IICST) Early Childhood Coordinating Council (EC3), and Director Advisory Committee (DAC)
were asked for input to change the formula for determination of disproportionality from the “E-Formula” to an Alternate
Risk Ratio formulafor indicators 9 and 10. Additionally, the threshold of 3.0 was recommended along with a minimum cell
size of 25 students with disabilities enrolled in the district based on the most recent child count. Recommendations were
based on the Data Accountability Center's Methods for Assessing Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education: A
Technical Assistance Guild (Revised) (October 2011) and Using the Risk Ratio to Assess Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality
in Special Education at the School-District Level (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007, Journal of Special
Education, 41, 186-198).
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The recommendations were adopted.

Determination of Inappropriate | dentification:

By applying the Alternate Risk Ratio-Formulato district data, SDE identifies districts with ARR equal to or greater than
3.0, as described above, as having disproportionate representation. Each of those districts must complete a Performance
Response that includes an explanation of policies, practices, and procedures used to refer, evaluate, and identify students
for special education. The SDE also selects student eligibility filesto review. District responses and eligibility
documentation are examined and evaluated by the SDE to ensure appropriate assessments have been selected, based on the
student’s English language proficiency. If standardized assessments are not appropriate, the SDE looks for a
preponderance of evidence based on functional data collected to support eligibility for special education. The SDE aso
checksto seeif the exclusionary factors have been adequately addressed. From thisinformation, the SDE determines
whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification, and if it is, makes a finding of non
compliance in regard to the appropriateness of the District’s identification policies, practices, and procedures.

The number of districts analyzed was 111 having 25 or more students with disabilities enrolled. No districts were found to
have over-representation for FFY 2013 (using dataform SY 2013-2014).

Alternate Risk Ratio

When applied to overall specia education eligibility within adistrict, the alternate risk ratio answers the question, “How
many times greater is a specific racial/ethnic group’s risk of being identified as eligible for specia education and related
services in comparison with all other racial/ethnic groups in the state?” When applied to dligibility by disability category
within a district, the alternate risk ratio answers the question, “How many times greater is a specific racial/ethnic group’s
risk of being identified as eligible for specia education and related services for a particular disability category in comparison
with all other racial/ethnic groups in the state?’

ARR=DLR/SLR

Where:

ARR = Alternate Risk Ratio

DLR = Digtrict-level risk for racial/ethnic group for disability identification

SLR = State-level risk for comparison group for disability identification

Threshold: 1daho has established a threshold of 3.0. The ARR would have to equal or be greater than 3.0 to flag
disproportionality.

Minimum Cell Size: Idaho has established 25 students with disabilitiesin adistrict asaminimum ‘n’ size for calculation.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance
as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected

Findings of Noncompliance Identified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
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Indicator 11: Child Find

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

100%

100% 100% 100% 100%

100% 100%

92.70% 95.00% 98.00% 98.00% 95.00% 95.00% 99.40%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:‘ Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

(b) Number of children whose evaluations

(a) Number of children for whom parental were completed within 60 days (or State- FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013

consent to evaluate was received established timeline) Data* Target* Data
5,015 4,907 99.40% 100% 97.85%
Number of children included in (a), but not included in (b) [a-b] ‘ 108 |

Explanation of Slippage

The state’s performance of 97.85% completion rate of initial eligibilities within the 60-day timeline is lower than the 99.40%
from the previous year. Idaho missed the target of 100%. Slippage was a result of 37 school districts not meeting the 60-day
timeline due to scheduling, staffing issues, the requests for additional assessments, and a student moving.

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.

Idaho sent out 37 letters of non-compliance. The range of number of days late varied from one day late to 173 days late
dueto avariety of reasonsincluding, scheduling difficulties, staffing issues, requests for additional assessments, and
student moved.

Prong 1.

In order to ensure that the districts were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, SEA reviewed subsequent 60
day timeline data collected through the Compliance Tracking Tool and verified that 100% of these subsequent files were
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completed within the timeline, consistent with 34 CFR §300.301(c). The thirty seven (37) issues of noncompliance were
notified in writing that noncompliance had been corrected.

Prong 2:

SEA verified the correction of this noncompliance by reviewing the data and by verifying that al the eligible and ineligible
students had their evaluations completed, although late. Each of the files for these students identified as noncompliant in
FFY 2012 were investigated through the Compliance Tracking Tool and verified that all eigible students had an IEP

developed.

Because |daho passed the two verification tests, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the SEA considered that
Idaho has verified the correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2012 for Indicator 11 and is correctly implementing
the regulatory requirements in accordance with 34 CFR 8§300.301(c).

Indicate the evaluation timeline used
8 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 source of the data provided for this indicator?

State monitoring
L 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.

Datais collected through the state’'s database. Didtricts are required to submit all 60-day timeline data. The dataisthen
reviewed by the state compliance monitor.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

FhClieB e i i as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected
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Findings of Noncompliance Identified Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance

as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected AL N R VI BB ST

FFY 2012 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that each LEA with noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

Prong 1.

In order to ensure that the districts were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, Idaho SDE reviewed
subsequent 60 day timeline data collected through the Compliance Tracking Tool for the 37 schools where noncompliance

wasidentified in FFY 2012. Asaresult of thisreview, the Idaho SDE verified that 100% of these subsequent files were
completed within the timeline, consistent with 34 CFR §300.301(c).

Because the |daho passed the two verification tests, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the SEA considered that
Idaho had verified the correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2012 for Indicator 11 and is correctly implementing
the regulatory requirements in accordance with 34 CFR §300.301(c).

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

Prong 2:

The Idaho SDE verified the correction of this noncompliance by reviewing the data and by verifying that all the eligible and ineligible students had their evaluations completed.

Each of the files for these students identified as noncompliant in FFY2012 were investigated through the Compliance Tracking Tool and the Idaho SDE verified that all eligible
students had an |EP developed, although late.

Because |daho passed the two verification tests, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the SEA considered that
Idaho had verified the correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2012 for Indicator 11 and is correctly implementing
the regulatory requirements in accordance with 34 CFR 8§300.301(c).
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

59.00%

83.00%

90.30%

98.00%

98.00%

98.00%

99.20%

100%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:l Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 686
b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 90
c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 385
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. 200
e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 8

Numerator Denominator  FFY 2012 FFY 2013 FFY 2013
(c) (a-b-d-e) Data* Target* Data
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 385 388 100% 100% 99.23%
implemented by their third birthdays. [c/(a-b-d-e)]x100
Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not 3
included inb, c,d, e

Explanation of Slippage

Data slipped to 99.23% in FFY 2013 from 100% in FFY 2012 for Early Childhood transitions between Part C to Part B.
There were three students who were were found eligible, who did not have an |EP in place by the student's 3rd birthday.
Timely transitions include eligibility and, if the child isfound igible, an IEP written and implemented by the child’s third
birthday. Two districts had scheduling issues with the families and one district was delayed due to the student having
medical issues.
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Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, or e. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday
when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.

Timely transitions include digibility and, if the child isfound €ligible, an |EP written and implemented by the child’s third

birthday. For transitions missing the child’s third birthday, the number of days ranged from a minimum of 1 day lateto a
maximum of 23 days. One of the delays was due to a medical issue and two were resulting in scheduling issues.

Prong 1

In order to ensure that the districts were correctly implementing the regul atory requirements, SEA reviewed subsequent
early childhood transition data (ISEEs Early Childhood Transition Report as well asindividual student records) for the
identified districts collected through the | SEEs data system and verified that all districts were implementing all regulatory
requirements relevant to transition from Part C to Part B with 100% compliance within one year of identification of the
noncompliance. All disitricts were notified in writing that noncompliance had been corrected.

Prong 2

SEA verified the correction/resolution of each individual instance of noncompliance by areview of individua recordsin the
Compliance Tracking Tool. SEA verified that al students where noncompliance was identified in FFY 2012 had an IEP
and were receiving special education and related services.

Because |Idaho passed the two (2) verification tests, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, the SEA considered that 1daho
had corrected the noncompliance identified in FFY 2012 for Indicator 12 and is correctly implementing the regulatory
reguirements in accordance with 34 CFR Section 300.124(b).

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
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.

prong 1

In order to ensure that the districts were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, SEA reviewed subsequent
early childhood transition data (1 SEEs Early Childhood Transition Report as well asindividual student records) for the
identified districts collected through the | SEESs data system and verified that all districts were implementing all regulatory
requirements relevant to transition from Part C to Part B with 100% compliance within one year of identification of the
noncompliance. All disitricts were notified in writing that noncompliance had been corrected.

Prong 2

SEA verified the correction/resolution of each individual instance of noncompliance by areview of individual recordsin the
Compliance Tracking Tool. SEA verified that al students where noncompliance wasidentified in FFY 2012 had an IEP
and were receiving special education and related services.

Because the Idaho passed the two (2) verification test, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, the SEA considered that |daho
has corrected the noncompliance identified in FFY 2012 for Indicator 12 and is correctly implementing the regulatory
reguirements in accordance with 34 CFR Section 300.124(b).
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Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance
as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected

Findings of Noncompliance Identified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: 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 [EP 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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2009

100% 100%

Target

100%

100%

100%

100%

63.00%

36.00%

32.00%

22.60%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline D Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 100% 100% 100%

100%

100%

100%

FFY 2013 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

7 140

FFY 2012
Data*

22.60%

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013

Data

100% 55.00%

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
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.

In accordance with OSEP's March 9, 2012, Continuous Improvement Visit (CIV) letter, changes were made in the SDE's
monitoring requirements and verification of correction of noncompliance. The most significant changein the SDE’s
monitoring activity was the move from afive year cycle of general supervision file reviews in which approximately 4/5 of
districts were involved in the monitoring activity to asinglefile review activity in which all districts are required to

participate on ayearly basis. All districts were monitored by the SDE annually.

For the 2014 General Supervision File Review process, al districts provided secondary files for review. In a departure
from previous years, only SDE staff reviewed the files. No district conducted a“ self-evaluation” asin previous years. The
SDE reviewed 751 filesin total, 140 (18.6% of al files reviewed) of which were secondary files.

The Secondary File Review was completed on students who were part of a student list from the Idaho State Department
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of Education and available on the SDE Secure Server in November. This list was devel oped through a random sample that
was stratified. The data gathered during the file reviews are entered into the Compliance Tracking Tool student-by-student
and a percentage is calculated on each item for the district to enable them to analyze systems level issues. All districts
receive written notification of noncompliance.

Genera Supervision File Review Checklists: The districts received arandomized stratified list of studentsin February.
They send to the SDE copies of the IEPs and Eligibility Reports so these files can be reviewed by teams. The teams
included the LEA staffs, and regional and central office staff. A regional or central office staff works with the LEA staff to
review the files to ensure consistency in the file review. Thefiles are reviewed and entered into a database called the
Compliance Tracking Tool.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings of Noncompliance

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

as Corrected Within One Year Subsequently Corrected

318 318 0 0

FFY 2012 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that each LEA with noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

Prong 1:

Districts submitted data (subsequent to the notification of noncompliance) to demonstrate correct implementation of the
regulatory requirements. The data submitted was reviewed by SEA using the Compliance Tracking Tool. SEA verified
that subsequent data showed 100% compliance, indicating districts are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements.

There were 192 findings of noncompliance under Indicator 13 pertaining to the following regulatory requirements during
FFY 2012.

8300.320(b) Transition services. Beginning not later than the first IEP to be in effect when the child turns 16, or younger if
determined appropriate by the |EP Team, and updated annually, thereafter, the IEP must include--

(1) Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments related to
training, education, employment, and, where appropriate, independent living skills; and

(2) The transition services (including courses of study) needed to assist the child in reaching those goals.

§300.321(b) Transition services participants.
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(2) In accordance with paragraph (a)(7) of this section, the public agency must invite a child with adisability to
attend the child's |EP Team meeting if a purpose of the meeting will be the consideration of the postsecondary goals
for the child and the transition services heeded to assist the child in reaching those goals under Sec. 300.320(b).

(3) To the extent appropriate, with the consent of the parents or a child who has reached the age of majority, in
implementing the requirements of paragraph (b)(1) of this section, the public agency must invite a representative of
any participating agency that is likely to be responsible for providing or paying for transition services.

Describe how the State verified that each LEA corrected each individual case of noncompliance
Prong 2:

SEA reviewed the individual casesidentified in FFY 2012 through the el ectronic Compliance Monitoring Tool and verified
that all the IEPs for the identified cases (still under the jurisdiction of Idaho State Department of Education) were corrected
consistent with 34 CFR:

§300.320(b) Transition services. Beginning not later than the first IEP to be in effect when the child turns 16, or younger if
determined appropriate by the |EP Team, and updated annually, thereafter, the IEP must include--

(1) Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments related to
training, education, employment, and, where appropriate, independent living skills; and

(2) The transition services (including courses of study) needed to assist the child in reaching those goals.
§300.321(b) Transition services participants.

(2) In accordance with paragraph (a)(7) of this section, the public agency must invite a child with a disability to
attend the child's IEP Team meeting if a purpose of the meeting will be the consideration of the postsecondary goals
for the child and the transition services heeded to assist the child in reaching those goals under Sec. 300.320(b).

(3) To the extent appropriate, with the consent of the parents or a child who has reached the age of mgority, in
implementing the requirements of paragraph (b)(1) of this section, the public agency must invite a representative of
any participating agency that is likely to be responsible for providing or paying for transition services.
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

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

A. 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.

w

C. 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))

Historical Data

Baseline Year

Target = 18.00% 18.30%
A 2009

Data 17.00% 22.00% 19.00%

Target 2 31.00% 37.00% 33.00%
B 2009

Data 31.00% 41.00% 32.00% 44.50%

Target 2 73.00% 71.10% 77.00%
C 2009

71.00% 78.00% 75.00% 68.10%
Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline
FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target A 2 20.00% 22.50% 23.00% 23.50% 24.00% 24.50%
Target B 2 33.00% 45.00% 46.00% 47.00% 48.00% 49.00%
Target C 2 77.00% 77.50% 78.00% 78.50% 79.00% 79.50%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

After stakeholder input, the targets were determined based on data analysis and current baseline figures. SDE staff
presented Indicator 14 data to the Director’s Advisory Council (DAC) November 11, 2014. Through this presentation, the
SDE explained the survey items, survey methodology, and the need to revise the State’'s FFY 2013-2018 targets based on
these new data. Throughout the conversation, council members asked questions, discussed possible numbers, and dialogued

about the implications of their final recommendation.

FFY 2013 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 247
1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 45
2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 57
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 23
higher education 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 8
postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed).
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Number of
respondent
youth who are no
longer in

Number of

respondent secondary
youth school and had
IEPs in effect at
the time they left

FFY 2012

Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data

school
A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 45 247 20.00% 18.22%
e | 12 wr | e | moon | o
C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other
postsecondary education or training program; or 153 on7 68.10% 77.00% 61.94%

competitively employed or in some other employment
(1+2+3+4)

Explanation of C Slippage

The percentage of exiters enrolled in higher education, competitively employed or engaged in other post-secondary
education and employment opportunitiesis at its lowest level; the FFY 2013 rate is 61.9%; this represents a decrease of
6.2% percentage points the FFY 2012 rate. Thetarget of 77.0% was not met. The SDE isworking with Professional
Technical Education to help increase the rate students with disabilities engaging in other post-secondary education.

Was sampling used? No

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

100%

80.00% 100%

Target 2

100% 87.80% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 2

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

States are not required to establish baseline or targetsif the number of resolution sessionsis less than 10. Data reported on
the APR matches the November 2014 EMaps data upload.

3. Total number of due process complaintsfiled = 3
31 Resolution meetings = 2

3.1.a Written settlement agreementsreached =0

3.2 Hearings fully adjudicated = 0

34 Hearings withdrawn or dismissed = 3

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C: 11/5/2014 3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements 0
Due Process Complaints

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C: 11/5/2014 3.1 Number of resolution sessions 2
Due Process Complaints

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data
3.1(a) Number resolution sessions FEY 2012 FEY 2013

resolved through settlement 3.1 Number of resolution sessions FFY 2013 Target*

Data* Data
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agreements

0 2 100% 0%

= Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Idaho is not required to establish baseline or targets the number of resolution sessions was less than 10.

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 16: Mediation

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))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

75.00%

100% 75.00%

Target 2

100% 100% 66.66% 100% 88.89% 91.30% 81.25%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 75.00% | - | 85.00% 75.00% | - | 85.00% 75.00% | - | 85.00% 75.00% | - | 85.00% 75.00% | - | 85.00% 75.00% | - | 85.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

After stakeholder input, the targets were determined based on data analysis and current baseline figures. SDE staff
presented Indicator 16 datato the Idaho Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) February 2014. The Specia Education
Advisory Panel (SEAP) consists of higher education, parents, juvenile corrections, LEA superintendent, adult corrections,
special education directors, teachers, Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of Health and Welfare, Idaho Parents
Unlimited, charter schools, and Start Department of Education staff. Through this presentation, SEAP members asked
guestions, discussed possible numbers, and dialogued about the implications of their final recommendation.

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B: 11/5/2014 2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints 0 1
Mediation Requests

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B: 11/5/2014 2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints 9 9
Mediation Requests

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B: 11/5/2014 2.1 Mediations held 10 10
Mediation Requests

Explanation of Alternate Data

Idaho only reports actual mediation datain 618. Thereis no alternate data.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

2.1.a.i Mediations 2.1.b.i Mediations

agreements related to  agreements not related 21 Mediations held FFY 2012 FFY 2013 Target* FFI;(aZt(;lS

due process to due process Data*
complaints complaints
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2 1.2 Mediations 2.1.b.i Mediations

agreements not related FFY 2012 FFY 2013
agreements related to

i i *
to due process 2.1 Mediations held Data* FFY 2013 Target

due process complaints )
complaints

Data

1 9 10 81.25% 75.00% - 85.00% 100%

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan

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.

Baseline Data

Data 7.00%

FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 8.00% 9.00% 10.00% 11.00% 12.00%

Description of Measure
Idaho's SMRis:

Increase the percent of fourth grade studentswith disabilitiesin Idaho who will be proficient in literacy as
measured on the state summative assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.

The SIMR Workgroup expressed concern of Idaho having no baseline data on the ISAT by Smarter Balance, a component
of the statewide student assessment system. This lack of data was due to full state field test participation on the ISAT in
2013-2014. The limitations of NAEP were discussed, as well, including the ability to pull state-wide results from NAEP
data, but not district-, school- or classroom-specific results.

To assist states in setting their achievement levels, the National Assessment Governing Board, the oversight body for
NAEP compared NAEP achievement levels with the new Smarter Balanced test. Smarter Balanced projections for student
achievement closely aligned with how students have performed historically on NAEP. The achievement levels also
generaly align with the results of a comprehensive research study on college preparedness conducted by the National

Assessment Governing Board (see http://www.smarterbal anced.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Smarter-
Balanced-Achievement-L evels- QA .pdf and https://www.nagb.org/what-we-do/preparedness-research.html for more
information).

The SIMR Workgroup reviewed the correlation between NAEP data and | SAT by Smarter Balance data, and explored data
given to support the validity and accuracy of the two separate data sets correlating with each other.

After establishing the validity of data comparison between the two data sources, the ISDE SSIP Core Team examined
Idaho's NAEP fourth grade proficiency in literacy for the last three testing years. The proficiency level for the State's
SWD had a mean of 7%. Then the ISDE examined the national average for nine year old (fourth grade) SWD which
indicated an annual improvement of 1%.

The ISDE 2013 baseline for 4" grade literacy is 7%. Our targets were set at 1% annually and this was based on the national
growth average on the NAEP scores.

The ISDE believes that the targets are rigorous in that the gap between Idaho students with disabilities literacy
performance is 25% less than all 1daho students. The national average for literacy performance for students with
disabilities was 10% for the 2013 test and had been increasing by 1% per year for the last three testing years. Since Idaho’s
scores were 3% less than the national average it seemed that increasing the literacy performance by 1% per year would be a
rigorous godl.
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Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Multipleinternal and external stakeholders were involved in the identification of improvement strategies and measures.
Internal stakeholders consisted of ISDE Divisions, regional coordinators, and three institutions of higher education were
involved in review of the infrastructure analysis, surveys, and other stakeholders input. External stakeholders consisted of
parents, general education and special education teachers, reading specialists, specia education directors, superintendents,
principals, paraprofessionals, related service providers, and instructional coaches. Both theinternal and external

stakehol ders engaged in a discussion addressing proposed improvement strategies and what would be a rigorous yet
attainable measure.

The Data Analysis Stakeholder Workgroup called together the SSIP Core Team, aswell as. other division directors from
the ISDE’s Content, Assessment, School Choice, School-wide Improvement and Title Programs; two technical advisors
from the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC), general education, special education, reading specidists, and
parents. This group completed a Hypothesis Statement Worksheet where the group put forth hypothesis, asked whether
the Special Education team agree/disagrees, and asked what questions should be asked of staff/contractorsto validate the
hypothesis and determine root causes. The discussion was helpful in narrowing our focus to 4 strands of action.

The | SDE Specia Education team consistently collaborated with internal and external stakeholders resulting in the
agreement the identified improvement strategies.

Data Analysis

A description of how the State identified and analyzed key data, including data from SPP/APR indicators, 618 data collections, and other available data as applicable, to: (1) select the
State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities, and (2) identify root causes contributing to low performance. The description must include information about how
the data were disaggregated by multiple variables (e.g., LEA, region, race/ethnicity, gender, disability category, placement, etc.). As part of its data analysis, the State should also
consider compliance data and whether those data present potential barriers to improvement. In addition, if the State identifies any concerns about the quality of the data, the
description must include how the State will address these concerns. Finally, if additional data are needed, the description should include the methods and timelines to collect and
analyze the additional data.

Component 1: Data Analysis

Overview

The Idaho State Department of Education’s (ISDE) Special Education Team (including al |SDE Specia Education and
auxiliary staff) conducted data-analysis for the purpose of developing Phase 1 of the State Systemic Improvement Plan
(SSIP). A process of data collection and analysis activities was conducted to identify a focus area and root-causes
contributing to low performance of students with disabilitiesin order to align Idaho’'s improvement efforts accordingly.
After aninitial false start, the Special Education Team conducted data collection and analysis efforts through the
development of afour-step action plan. The first step included a broad analysis of data sources, both quantitative and
qualitative, to narrow possible focus areas from the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) indicators. The second
step involved the Special Education Team applying the conclusions from step one to further narrow the indicators toward
agoal of identifying a State-identified Measurable Result (SSIMR). The third step involved increased stake-holder input,
data collection activities, and in-depth data analysis of the developing SIMR. Finally, the fourth step involved summarizing
data and identifying a root-cause.

State Profile

Idaho is comprised of both moderately sized population centers and sparsely populated areas with very small towns.
Idaho boasts some of the largest wilderness areas in the United States. The land areaiis 83,557 square miles with atotal
student enrollment of 291,009 as of November 1, 2014. Idaho has 3.48 students per square mile with the smallest Local
Educational Agency (LEA) (Prairie) having atotal enrollment of six students and the largest LEA (West Ada) having atotal
enrollment of 36,513 students. Statewide Child Count numbers of students with disabilities is 28,482 as of March 20,
2015.

Idaho’s education system is locally-controlled with 1daho Code outlining minimum requirements and administrative rule
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alowing variances in the design and implementation of effective procedures, practices, and programs for state LEAS. The
ISDE's most recent vision statement, implemented effective January 1, 2015, by the new ISDE administration, was
developed to highlight this local-control: “ Supporting schools and students to achieve.” While Idaho's LEAs are
epitomized as local-control, they partner with the ISDE to identify areas of improvement and what actions need to be
taken to achieve results.

The Specia Education Division of the |SDE has experienced considerable change since the inception of OSEPs RDA
initiative. In October 2013, the Specia Education Division was comprised of a State Special Education Director, six
Coordinators, three Administrative Assistants, and had seven Regional Coordinators (RCs) statewide to provide local
technical assistance. A brief summary of the structural changes between December 2013 and January 2015 include:
effective June 2014 all RCswere dismissed; in July 2014 the Specia Populations Coordinator resigned; in August 2014 the
State Special Education Director resigned; in September 2014 an Interim Special Education Director was hired for a
five-month term; in December 2014 the Funding and Accountability Coordinator retired and the Quality Assurance and
Reporting Coordinator resigned; in January 2015 anew |SDE Superintendent of Public Instruction took office, a new State
Specia Education Director was named, and a new Funding and A ccountability Coordinator was hired; in February 2015 a
new Data and Reporting Coordinator was hired, three Administrative Assistant positions were upgraded to Program
Specidists (Data and Reporting, Contracts and Fiscal, and Dispute Resolution Program Specialists), and a new
Administrative Assistant was hired. Positions open as of March 2015 include all RCs and a newly approved Results-
Driven Accountability Coordinator position.

Initial Efforts (October 2013 to July 2014)

With OSEP's initial implementation of Results-Driven Accountability (RDA) and Indicator 17, the then |SDE Special

Education Director accepted the task of defining goals for improving educational and functional outcomes for children with
disabilities.

In October 2013 most of the ISDE Special Education Team and RCs attended the annual Western Regional Resource Center
(WRRC) conference in Eugene, Oregon. The Idaho contingency met outside of the conference to discuss Phase | of the new
SSIP. The ISDE Special Education Director described the process that 1daho would follow to complete the SSIP and to
identify the SIMR. This process included a stakeholder meeting in December 2013, following the State Special Education
Director's led educational presentations to state stakeholders in the following months.

In December 2013 the ISDE Specia Education Director invited a group of stakeholders that included the ISDE Special
Education Team, RCs, and representatives from the three institutions of higher education who receive IDEA Part B funding
through sub-awards from the ISDE (University of Idaho, Boise State University, and |daho State University). Small
workgroups discussed the different indicators, analyzed potential impacts on student outcomes, and completed a broad
analysis of indicator data as presented by the ISDE Quality Assurance and Reporting Coordinator and the | SDE Special
Education Director. Upon conclusion of this meeting, the ISDE Specia Education Director identified the six OSEP
indicators selected to become the focus of Idaho’'s SSIP: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 14.

In January 2014 the former |SDE Special Education Director met with the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). As

required, amajority of SEAP members are individuals with disabilities, or parents of children with disabilities (birth
through 26). Other SEAP members represent a variety of agencies and education professionals. The ISDE Special
Education Director presented Phase 1 of the SSIP to the SEAP Panel, and a discussion of the Special Education Director’s
proposed Theory of Action asit was developing, indicating the plan aligned with Indicators 3 and 4 (academic
achievement), Indicator 5 (LRE) and Indicator 14 Post secondary/Transition.

In February 2014 the developing Theory of Action was presented by the State Special Education Director to the rest of

the ISDE Specia Education Team. Between February 2014 and continuing through May 2014, the ISDE Special Education
Director and the Quality Assurance and Reporting Coordinator engaged in a series of information-sharing meetings aimed
to educate stakeholders on Phase 1 of the SSIP. These included:

meetingsin each of the state’s six educationa regions for superintendents, principals, and special education
directors (by invitation only);

apresentation at the |daho Association for Special Education Administrators Conference (IASEA) held on
February 25-26, 2014 which brings together special education administrators from around the state;

a presentation at the Idaho Interagency Council on Secondary Transition (11CST) meeting in April 2014. The
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council’s purpose isto improve and facilitate interagency collaboration regards to helping students successfully
transition into post school services. This council is made up of: Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of Labor,
Developmenta Disabilities Council, Health and Welfare, Department of Corrections, Juvenile Correction, Idaho
Educational Servicesfor the Deaf and Blind (IESDB), Disabilities offices at institutions of higher education, Idaho
Parents Unlimited (IPUL), Assistive Technology (AT) project, Transcend, LEAS, and ISDE; and

statewide webinars for Special Education Directorsin March, April and May 2014.

Feedback from these various meetings resulted in informal and written feedback from directors, professional organizations,
and others across the state to the ISDE Administration, and informally to members of the ISDE Special Education Team.
Concerns over the breath of the indicators chosen, capacity for implementation, fiscal impact, lack of technical assistance
support, and lack of specificity in the plan were identified. The major themes were the number of indicators identified in
the SSIP and lack of clarity on how they would be measured. Additionally feedback addressed the lack of regional support
(given the dismissal of all RCs effective June 2014), time and staff hours to implement on local level, and alack of aclear
vision of what the SSIP means in day-to-day practice.

Starting Over (August 2014 to October 2014)

The ISDE Director of Special Education resigned abruptly the first week of August 2014. At that point the remaining
ISDE Special Education Team sought guidance from OSEP and the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC) to review
the current direction of 1daho’s SSIP. This assistance eventually resulted in the ISDE refocusing efforts to re-devel op the
SSIP with Phase 1 beginning again in August 2014.

The SSIP Core Team was formed and comprised of the ISDE Specia Education Team, two re-hired RCs housed at the
University of Idaho, and representation from the Boise State University Idaho Results Center. With guidance from the
OSEP team and WRRC, the SSIP was reframed as needing to be aligned to student performance measures in the SPP/APR.
The SSIP Core Team determined the process needed to be started over at the infrastructure analysis step.

In August 2014 the ISDE Specia Education Team met with ISDE staff divisions within the ISDE (specifically: Information
Technology; Title 1 and ESEA; Statewide System of Support; Content; and Assessment and Accountability). Thegoa
was to clarify existing data collection processes and to determine data quality and scope. Additionally in August 2014 the
feedback from previous statewide meetings were combined with questions and responses from the Directors' webinarsin
order to assess the general perceptions of the process to-date across the state.

The SSIP Core Team met early in August 2014 to discussinitial findings. After analyzing all the data available, the SSIP
Core Team came to the conclusion the previous data analysis would need to be expanded.

Gathering Input and Data (September - October 2014)

The ISDE Specia Education Team developed and distributed two surveys to narrow the scope of the SSIP. One survey,
entitled The Education Stakeholder’s Survey, was sent to all staff at the ISDE, the University of 1daho Center on
Disabilities and Human Development (CDHD), the Boise State University Idaho Results Center, as well as statewide to
special education directors, principals, and superintendents. The second survey, The Agency/Parent Stakeholder’s Survey,
was sent to the Idaho Interagency Council on Secondary Transition, Early Childhood Coordinating Council, Higher
Education Consortium, and various parent groups.

In late September 2014 the results of the Educator Stakeholder and Agency/Parent Stakeholder surveys were analyzed. The
Educator Stakeholder survey asked respondents their opinion on what academic area students with Individual Education
Plans (1EPs) need the most instruction to be successful on statewide assessments. Based on survey responses by
stakeholders, reading was the area most needed by students with |EPs. When asked what should be given priority the
response was Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments. One question asked what skills are
missing for students with disabilities who graduate but are not deemed college and career ready. Academic Content
(Indicator 3) was in the top three for respondents. Agency/Parent Stakeholder survey recipients were asked if there were
concerns about Idaho’s student with disabilities growth or performance on statewide testing, 68.1% of the respondents
said “Yes'. Seventy (70%) of the respondents answered “reading” when asked what area students with disabilities need to
be most proficient in to be successful. At each new point of analysisthe ISDE Specia Education Team collaborated to
discuss the findings and receive input from stakehol ders.
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Student Achievement data was requested from the |SDE Information Technology (IT) group for analysis. As the SSIP
Core Team reviewed the data provided by IT which is submitted monthly by LEAS, concerns with the reliability of data
submissions into Idaho’s State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) became apparent. The ISDE relies on the LEA to submit
accurate datain the SLDS but there are times when the accuracy comes into questions. The ISDE has a validation and
verification processesin place to assist the LEAs in identifying possible dataissues and the ISDE works with LEASto
make sure they understand the importance of accurate data. The validation and verification process provides feedback to
the LEAs before they complete their submissionsin an effort to obtain accurate data at the time of submission. The ISDE
provides annual training on how to submit accurate data and they Regional Data Coordinators are assigned to LEAs for
technical assistance. LEAs are required to submit multiple fields of data monthly. Another area of concern is the many very
small schools and LEAs in Idaho. The small size of our “n” count forces use of raw datain order to have representation of
all schools and LEAs which can increases the margin for error.

Compliance data was a consideration as the | SDE examined other data used in the broad analysis. The General Supervision
File Review (GSFR) process provided insights into potential strategies and opportunities for improvement on a state,
region, LEA, and school bases. The ISDE Compliance Tracking Tool helped identify improvement activities that were
found during GSFR and monitoring visits. The ISDE Compliance Tracking Tool is a database used to record, track, and
monitor noncompliance findings to support LEAS, as well as Idaho, in successfully tracking improvement and correction.

Narrowing the SSIP (September to October 2014)

During September 2014, several guidance calls with OSEP were conducted and input from Idaho’s Technical Assistance
Center was received producing the following indicators for consideration for Idaho SSIP focus: Indicator 1: Graduation
Rate; Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments; and Indicator 7: Preschool Children with
Improvement Outcomes.

The below chart summaries the analysis by the SSIP Core Team of each proposed indicator and how these were narrowed
to three possible options:

| ndicator Recommendation Rationale
Indicator 1. Graduation Potential Option
Rates

Indicator 2: Dropout Rates | Not aviableoption | Thisindicator cannot
stand alone, per OSEP
guidance in the SSIP —
Questions and Answers
document, and in an
effort to reduce the
burden of the LEA to
report on more than one
indicator, this was not
identified asafocal point.

Indicator 3: Participation Potential Option
and Performance on
Statewide Assessments

Indicator 5: Not aviableoption | Thisindicator can be
Participation/Timein used as apossible
General Education strategy and for

Settings (LRE) improvement activitiesto

increase outcomes, per
OSEP guidanceinthe
SSIP — Questions and
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Answers document, but
was not identified asa
focal point.

Indicator 6: Preschool
Children in General
Education Settings
(Pre-School LRE)

Not aviable option

Thisindicator can be
used as apossible
strategy and for
improvement activities to
increase outcomes, per
OSEP guidancein the
SSIP - Questions and
Answers document, but
was not identified asa
focal point.

Indicator 7: Preschool
Children with Improved
Outcomes

Potential option

Issue: No state-funded
preschool in the state of
Idaho

On September 22-23, 2014, the ISDE Specia Education Team hosted a Data Analysis Workgroup Meeting. Two OSEP
representatives met with the ISDE Special Education Team, their newly appointed Interim Special Education Director, the
ISDE Directors of Content, Assessment and Accountability, Statewide System of Support, and Title 1/ESEA, aswell as
the ISDE School Choice Coordinator, members from Idaho Parent’s Unlimited, and a representative from WRRC.

Indicator 1 — Graduation Rates: The graduation rate was disaggregated to include students with disabilities (SWD) and
students without disabilities (SWOD) and compared the results over afour-year period. Both the national graduation rate
and the Idaho graduation rate for those students were examined. Idaho’s SWD graduation rate gap was increasing and
Idaho’'s SWD percentage was almost half of the national average for students that graduated.

Graduation Rates for SWD and non-disabled students

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
SWD 89.20% 87.30% 87.10% 79.60%
SWOD 92.40% 92.90% 89.00% 83.60%

National graduation rate of students with disabilities compared to state graduation rates of students with disabilities.

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011
Graduation National 35.70% 62.60% 63.60%
Graduation Idaho 23.40% 48.10% 34.60%

Since Idaho only has one certificate available for graduation, this eliminated using Indicator 1 asthe SMR. Any
comparison to national data was not possible due to the disconnect between graduation diploma requirements for students
eligible for specia education in Idaho and other states, which comprise national data.

Indicator 2 — Dropout Rates: Data was disaggregated by number of dropouts, number of SWD in Grades9 — 12 and a
dropout percentage rate. The previous five years of dropout rate information revealed the dropout rate has increased by
2.4%. Consideration was given afocus on dropout rates, however OSEP instructed that this indicator could not stand
alone, and was not combined with the final determination of Indicator 3.
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2007 184 7,059 2.6%
2008 152 6,710 2.3%
2009 A 6,870 1.4%
2010 83 6,866 1.2%
2011 96 6,507 1.5%
2012 234 6524 3.6%

Indicator 3 — Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments: Given the concerns with previous data, instruction
from OSEP, and stakeholder input, Indicator 3 was selected as the focus for the SIMR.

The Data Analysis Workgroup reviewed statewide, LEA, and student level data, considered statewide initiatives and the

existing infrastructure analysis, and information from the statewide surveys. The Data Analysis Workgroup considered a
focus on graduation rates, but narrowed the SIMR to Indicator 3, with an expectation to further focus on either literacy or
mathematics in the future.

In feedback from OSEP about their visit September 22-23, 2014, several challenges facing the ISDE Specia Education
Team were identified with respect to the development of the SSIP. First, the reorganization at OSEP and WRRC requires
working with new liaisonsin addition to  working with new Technical Assistance centers unfamiliar with the state.
Second, the work on the SSIP must take place utilizing existing | SDE resources and personnel, currently understaffed with
changing leadership, who are still responsible for the continued daily activities of compliance, fiscal oversight, professional
development and timely submission of federal reports. While the ISDE Special Education Team faced many challenges,
they resolved to create a plan of action to complete a quality SSIP and SIMR within established deadlines.

Narrowed to Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessment

Using Indicator 3 — Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments, analysis was conducted on achievement
gaps disaggregating SWD and non-disabled peers for reading and math.

The ISDE examined the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) data which confirmed the hypothesis that
the State’s reading/literacy gap was growing at a higher rate than Math.

Reading
Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

*Only 7% of SWD are proficient in reading/literacy. There is a 25% gap between SWD performances in comparison with
all students.

Math
NAEP 2012-2014 -- Grade 4 Math

All Students Students with Disabilities
Advanced: 6% 39% Advanced: 3% 14%
Proficient: 33% Proficient: 11%
Basic: 43% 60% Basic: 33% 86% *omy 14% of

; X SWD are proficient
Below Basic: 17% Below Basic: 53% in math. Thereisa
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25% gap between SWD and all students but the proficient level was higher.

After establishing through data analysis that the daho’s reading gap was growing at a higher rate, the data was drilled down
further to identify possible reasons for the achievement gaps. Next proficiency rates disaggregated by placement
information for school year 2012-2013 were examined. It was noted that the proficiency rate for math was lower than
reading when looking at the placement data.

Reading Proficiency Rate by Placement (2012-2013)

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

Math Proficiency Rate by Placement (2012-2013)

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

Development of the SSIMR

In November 2014 the SSIP Core Team met separately with the Directors Advisory Council (DAC) and in January 2015
they met with SEAP. Both groups were instrumental in narrowing the SIMR to focus on Literacy. DAC directed the ISDE
Special Education Team to explore narrowing the SIMR to only assessing students on one, two or three grades. However,
they wanted al disabilities categories included in the measurement. Their recommendation was to measure at fourth, sixth,
and eighth grade, within every LEA. It was determined that the ISDE only has the capacity to track one grade-level due to
therural nature of Idaho. The group came to the conclusion to select fourth grade since fourth grade has indicative
measurable data on both reading fluency (measured in grade 3) and comprehension. This stakeholder group also
recommended that measurement should be based on student growth not on proficiency categories. SEAP concurred with
the recommendations from DAC. Results from the DAC meeting was shared with the Idaho Interagency Council on
Secondary Transition and Early Childhood Coordinating Council in November 2014 for comments, suggestions, and
consensus on the selection of Literacy. Both groups agreed that Literacy should be the focus of the SIMR.

The ISDE SSIP Core Team called together a SMR Workgroup in December 2014. The SIMR Workgroup consisted of:
LEA Specia Education Directors, reading specialists, general and special education teachers, parents, special education
staff, ISDE: Content, English Language Arts Coordinator, School-wide improvement Director, Title 1 Director, English
Language Learner Director, Specia Education Assessment Coordinator, Dispute Resolution Coordinator, Special Education
Secondary Transition Coordinator, Special Populations Coordinator, Early Childhood Coordinator, University Technical
Assistance provider, and Western Regiona Resource Center Technical Assistance provider. With local decision making and
buy-in so critical for the ISDE efforts, the ISDE invited all stakeholders to reaffirm the selection of literacy through an
in-depth review of all pertinent literacy data.

Idaho has six educational regions, however, due to the size of LEAsin educational region three the team decided to utilize
the Department of Health and Welfare (DHW) regions. The map on the left shows the education regions and the map on
the right shows the DHW regions. Educational region three was split into three and four to coincide with the DHW regional
aignment. It should be recognized that if region three and four were |eft together as one region, that region would represent
approximately one-third, if not more, of all the studentsin Idaho.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

The SSIP Core Team identified a need to consider data from both large and small sized LEAS, Charters (virtual and
traditional), and location in regard to distance to resources. Some LEAs are closer to resources than others. The sample size
consisted of 43 LEAsto include in the data analysis. This sampling closely represented the challenges that are faced by
LEAswithin the Stete.

Assessment data was disaggregated by the type of assessment; regular, regular with accommodations or aternate
assessment based on Alternate Achievement Standards by Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). The ISDE analyzed type
of assessment by placement. Findings showed that students in placement other than general education had alower
percentage of proficiency rates.
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Percentage of Students Taking Type of Assessment (Reading) by Placement

Placement

(LRE) Type of Assessment Per centage of Students

<40% Alternate 64.05%
Regular with Accommodations 0.11%
Regular Without Accommodations 35.85%

40-80% Alternate 8.95%
Regular with Accommodations 0.41%
Regular Without Accommodations 90.71%

80%+ Alternate 1.35%
Regular with Accommodations 0.60%
Regular Without Accommodations 98.05%

Thisinformation provided the detail needed to eliminate any correlation between student placement and the type of
assessment the student took.

The SIMR Workgroup analyzed the data provided by the SSIP Core Team, and were charged with developing a
hypothesis, exploring possible root causes, and identifying Idaho’'s SMR. The SIMR Workgroup also analyzed the data
surrounding ethnicity, LRE, gender, and disabilities category to determineinitial root causes.

Even though the discussion has been about reading, it was determined during the SIMR Workgroup that the more

appropriate term should be literacy. Literacy istraditionally understood as the ability to read and write which is the intent
of increasing the proficiency rate. Idaho previously had standards for reading and language. These areas were assessed and
reported separately. Idaho’s current standards and assessment are for English Language Arts (ELA)/Literacy, combining
Idaho'’s previous stand-alone content area. Additionally, Idaho’'s new summeative assessment will assess and report one
score for the content area of ELA/Literacy.

This SIMR Workgroup analyzed the correlation between fluency and comprehension. The Idaho Reading Initiative (IRI)

data, which is the statewide K-3 reading screener, provided alook at the fluency data over 10 years. The third-grade
benchmark scores for SWD were marginally better than the second grade scores. Both kindergarten and first grade scored
higher than second and third grade.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.
Looking at the percent of al students statewide scoring at Intensive (1) on the IRI, third graders were at 11%. The third
grade students with disabilities had alittle over 50% in the Intensive category.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

Asthe | SDE continued to narrow the focus, the ISDE data analysis examined the Idaho Standard Achievement Test (ISAT)
gaps between third and fourth grade students, since thisis where fluency and comprehension intersect. Data showed that
ISAT reading scores overall had increased year over year with the third and fourth grades showing approximately 90%. The
same was not true of third and fourth grade students with disabilities. In 2013 third graders did better than fourth graders
by approximately 2%.

The I SAT reading data was starting to indicate that we needed to look at fourth grade literacy. To verify that this was an
areato explore, ISDE pulled the ISAT reading cohort results for all students. The graph below shows that third and fourth
grade reading for all students has been comparable for the last six years.
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Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

However, examination of the ISAT reading cohort results for SWD showed atotally different result. For the last six-years
the fourth-grade SWD have been consistently lower than their third grade counterparts. This provided insight into a
specific, data-driven focus of the SIMR.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

After examining the ISAT reading cohort data to the ISDE examined the NAEP data for fourth grade students. As
illustrated by the graph below, Idaho students had been above the national average for many years but by 2013 students
wereright at the national average. With the continual declinein all fourth grade student literacy scores from 2007 to 2013, it
is projected that Idaho SWD would decline as well.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

Since the ISDE has no data for the 2013-2014 school year due to full-state field test participation on the ISAT by Smarter
Balance, the ISDE is comparing results to the NAEP testing. To assist states in setting their achievement levels, the
National Assessment Governing Board, the oversight body for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
did research comparing NAEP achievement levels with the new Smarter Balanced test. Smarter Balanced projections for
student achievement closely aligned with how students have performed historically on NAEP. The achievement levels also
generally align with the results of a comprehensive research study on college preparedness conducted by the National
Assessment Governing Board (see http://www.smarterbal anced.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Smarter-
Balanced-A chievement-L evels-QA .pdf and https://www.nagb.org/what-we-do/preparedness-research.html for more
information).

Comparison of Grade4 ELA |SAT by Smarter Balanceto NAEP 2013

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

After establishing the validity of data comparison between the two data sources, the ISDE SSIP Core Team examined
Idaho’'s NAEP fourth grade proficiency in literacy for the last three testing years. The proficiency level for the State’s
SWD had a mean of 7%. Then the ISDE examined the national average for nine year old (fourth grade) SWD which
indicated an annual improvement of 1%.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

Determination of the SMR

Once the data trend to fourth grade literacy was clearly established, the ISDE SSIP Core Team examined datafor Idaho’s

six regions. The analysis focused on the percentage of SWD that were not proficient in literacy. Asillustrated in graph
below, al of 1daho’s regions were 40% or greater when looking at the percentage of SWD that were not proficient on the
ISAT.

Graphic did not upload, see Component #1 attachment.

The SSIP Core Team determined there was enough data-driven information to ascertain that fourth grade literacy in SWD
was an area of concern. The SSIP Core Team drilled down into demographic information looking for any correlation to
race/ethnicity, exceptionality category, or environment. No obvious gaps, regarding those demographics were found in the
data.

With input from both DAC and SEAP in February 2015 the stakehol ders supported a SIMR selecting 4th grade literacy
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because both reading fluency and comprehension positively impacts graduation rates and career and college readiness.

In addition to the data supporting the focus of fourth grade literacy, the ISDE Special Education Team completed a

three-prong Infrastructure Analysis which examined Idaho’s ability to support improvement and build capacity at the local
level in relation to the ISDE's SMR.

Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity

A description of how the State analyzed the capacity of its current infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity in LEAs to implement, scale up, and sustain the use of
evidence-based practices to improve results for children with disabilities. State systems that make up its infrastructure include, at a minimum: governance, fiscal, quality standards,
professional development, data, technical assistance, and accountability/monitoring. The description must include current strengths of the systems, the extent the systems are
coordinated, and areas for improvement of functioning within and across the systems. The State must also identify current State-level improvement plans and initiatives, including
special and general education improvement plans and initiatives, and describe the extent that these initiatives are aligned, and how they are, or could be, integrated with, the SSIP.
Finally, the State should identify representatives (e.g., offices, agencies, positions, individuals, and other stakeholders) that were involved in developing Phase | of the SSIP and that
will be involved in developing and implementing Phase Il of the SSIP.

Component 2: Analysis of State Infrastructureto
Support mprovement and Build Capacity
Description of Infrastructure Analysis Process

The ISDE Specia Education Team completed a three-prong systematic process to complete an analysis of infrastructure
involving: 1) the dissemination and collection of the Infrastructure Analysis Template; 2) the organization and facilitation
of Collaborate Divisional Meetings, and 3) the application of the SWOT (Strength, Weakness, Opportunity and Threat)
Analysistool.

Infrastructure Analysis Template and Initial SWOT Analysis

In August 2014 the ISDE Specia Education Team explored various tools to determine which would be most appropriate to
employ in an effort to gather information from the other ISDE divisions. The Special Education Team chose the
Infrastructure Analysis Template to share with the ISDE Divisions for both the breadth and depth of information
requested and for its flexibility in use. The goal was to then take the information gathered and integrate it into a SWOT
Template for analysis. The Special Education Team individually modified the Infrastructure Analysis Tool to best assess
each division.

The following ten ISDE divisions received the Infrastructure Analysis Tool: Specia Education, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), State-wide System of Support (SSOS), Content, Assessment and A ccountability, Public School
Finance, Information Technology (IT), Student Engagement and Post-Secondary Readiness, 1daho Results Center (a
sub-award project housed at Boise State University focusing on tiered intervention), and ISDE Chief of Staff. Included
with the template was an example of how to complete the template, guidelines for completion of the tool, and an invitation
for ongoing dialog regarding the completion of the tool. The Special Education Team designated a specific team member to
serve asaliaison for each division for clarification and to conduct brainstorming sessions for accuracy and thoroughnessin
completion of the infrastructure tool. Division directors worked with their liaisons and other cross-divisional staff in an
effort to obtain insight on the collaborate purpose of the tool.

The Specia Education Team collected the ISDE divisions' Infrastructure Analysis Templates in September 2014, and then
merged the feedback into datatables for analysis. Each ISDE division director’s responses were sorted into the seven
sections of infrastructure within the tool: Governance, Fiscal, Quality Standards, Professional Development, Data,
Technical Assistance and Accountability and Monitoring. The Special Education Team employed a thematic analysis of the
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datato identify emergent themes, and then applied the SWOT Analysis. The information gained from the Infrastructure

Analysis Templates, while informative, proved insufficient for athorough SWOT Analysis. The Special Education Team
determined more data collection was warranted.

Collaborative Divisional Meetings

The Specia Education Team organized and facilitated Collaborative Divisional Meetings with each of the six identified
ISDE divisionsin October 2014. These face-to-face meetings with each division discussed challenges and areas of possible
collaboration. The goal of these meetings was to identify current initiatives and potential opportunities to scale up, better
support and build capacity. Additionally, the purpose was to identify weaknesses and threats within the ISDE
infrastructure to consider when determining the focus for the ISDE SIMR.

Given that the Infrastructure Analysis Templates were completed primarily by the ISDE division managers, the Special
Education Team determined a more inclusive analysis of the ISDE was needed. The goal was to gather additional input
from all relevant members of critical ISDE divisionsin order to have athorough, more detailed analysis of the various
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) existing in current | SDE infrastructure. Toward that end, the
Special Education Team held Collaborative Divisional Meetings with six ISDE divisions: Content; Assessment and
Accountability; Teacher Certification; Student Engagement and Post-secondary Readiness (SE& PsR); Statewide System of
Support (SSOS); and Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

GOVERN- QUAL. PROF. TECH. ACCT
ANCE FISCAL STAND DEV. DATA ASSIST. | & MON.
SO W/T|SIO W/T|SIO W/T|[SO W/T|SO WT|SO WT|SO W/T
Assessment | X X X X X X X X X X
Certification | X X X X X X X
Content X X X X X X X X X X X Each Collaborative
ESEA X X X X X X X X X X X Divisional Meeting
ssos | X X | X X | x_ x [x x |Ix x Ix x |x x| occuredduringa
divison'sregularly
e X X X . X % scheduled weekly or
SPED X X X X |[X X X X X X X X X X monthly meeting and

lasted 45-70 minutes. The content of these Collaborative Divisional Meetings included a brief educational overview of
Results Driven Accountability (RDA), including the statewide performance plan/annual performance report and the
creation of a state systemic improvement plan (SSIP). A Special Education Team member facilitated the discussion to
address seven categories of the Infrastructure Analysis Template: Governance, Fiscal, Quality Standards, Professional
Development, Data, Technical Assistance and Accountability and Monitoring, with a SWOT analysis applied to each
category. Theindividual divisions were allowed to elaborate on those areas most relevant to them, thus not all divisions had

each element of the SWOT explored in depth. The graphic below illustrates the multi-category sorting later included in the
Infrastructure Analysis:

Divisions were encouraged to take the handouts of the SWOT discussion form with them and to contact a member of the

Special Education Team with ideas that may arise after their individual meetings. The Special Education Team was given a
plethora of materialsin the form of reports, websites, and access to existing data over the course of the following weeks.

SWOT Analysis of Combined Infrastructure Information

The results from each Collaborative Divisional Meeting were cross-referenced with the results of that same division's
previously completed Infrastructure Analysis Tool, allowing for further elaboration on specifics of existing and currently-
funded initiatives, programs, concerns, and areas for potential collaboration with the Special Education Team regarding
literacy improvement efforts.

Description of State's System Infrastructure
The ISDE'’s systematic, three-prong Infrastructure Analysis process provided thorough information on the State's
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infrastructure. Thisinformation was consistently sorted within seven categories. governance, fiscal, quality standards,
professional development, data, technical assistance, and accountability/monitoring. Summary of the system infrastructure,
related to the SIMR, by category was determined as follows:

Governance

The Governor of Idaho appoints membersto the State Board of
Education (SBOE) which is the policy-making body for al public
education in Idaho.

Superintendent of Public Instruction is elected for afour-year term
and serves on the Governor’s cabinet (first term started January 2015).

LEASs (commonly referred to as “districts’) have local control per Idaho
state law. The ISDE provides guidance, technical assistance and ensures
compliance per state and federal law.

Thelndividuals with Disabilities Education Act - charges each state
with the implementation of the rules and regulations governing education
of students with disabilities. Idaho has aligned state statue to address
IDEA and charge the ISDE Specia Education Division to execute all state
and federal obligations. LEASs are required by the ISDE to adopt and
comply with the State special education policies found in the State
Special Education Manual.

Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan - Literacy initiatives and
programs are supported and approved (governed) by |daho state
legislation through the Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Act. This plan
incorporates three major initiatives into 1daho Code to increase Literacy:
1) assessment, 2) student intervention, and 3) teacher preparation.
Theldaho Reading Indicator (IRI) - Part of the Idaho Comprehensive
Literacy Plan, governed by the legidature, administered by the ISDE to
K-3 students. The ISDE Assessment Division oversees implementation.

National Assessment Education Progress (NAEP) - Funded and
administered by the U.S. Dept. of Education. Through governanceby  «

|daho administrative law, 41 — 8" grade students enrolled in public
schools are required to participate in NAEP. The | SDE Assessment
Division has oversight.

Idaho English Language Assessment (IELA) - Required through
Federal and State code, is administered to K-12 in a Limited English
L anguage program.

Idaho Standar ds Achievement Test (I SAT) - Required by Federal and
State statute, 30 10t grade students are assessed on ELA-Literacy and
Math in aignment with Idaho Core Standards. The ISDE Assessment
Division has oversight.

Fiscal

State Board of Education (SBOE) Regulations—Each LEA is
required by Law and SBOE regulations to maintain a reporting system for
financial records.

I daho Building Capacity (IBC) Project-- Idaho |egidature determined
the need for increased support and technical assistanceto Idaho LEAS
specifically for school improvement, corrective action and restructure.
Federal grant funds were obtained to meet this need thought the IBC
Project. The ISDE Statewide System of Support (SSOS) Division
oversees this project and allocation of funding, as governed through Idaho
legidature.
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Common Core Coaches - Funding is determined yearly by the Joint
Finance A ppropriations Committee (JFAC) and dedicated annually by
the Idaho legidature. Coaches are throughout the state and accessible to
all schools under the direction of ISDE Content Division's ELA
Coordinator.

Idaho Reading I ndicator (IRI) —ldaho legidature has dedicated ongoing
funding for the IRI as part of |daho Comprehensive Literacy Plan (and
Act).

Quality
Standar ds

| SDE Professional Standards Commission (PSC) — Provides
leadership for accountability in Idaho schools through making
recommendation to the SBOE and decision-making regarding educatorsin
Idaho.

Idaho Common Cor e State Standar ds — Idaho has rigorous content
standards established. Common Core State Standardsin ELA/Literacy
and Math were incorporated into alignment of curricular materials and
instructional designin 2013-14.

Survey System for Training Feedback - The ISDE has a survey
system to evaluate trainings and obtain feedback on the trainingsin
LEASs. This survey system allows for quality assurance to support and
build capacity of LEAs through effective training related to areas of
technical assistance and professional development.

Special Education Division’s General Supervision and M onitoring
— Didtrict level monitoring (conducted by the ISDE Special Education
Division) and data collection of compliance and performance (in the State
Performance Plan) has established standardsin place.

SEAP (Special Education Advisory Panel) — Assists in addressing
findingsin federal monitoring reports and implementation of policy
relating to students with disabilities.

DAC (Directors Advisory Committee) — Under direction of the ISDE
Director of Special Education, the mission isto be a*“ collaborative,
trusted voice for special education, providing guidance, critical insight and
practical statewide input from the field to the SDE Special Education
Division to aid in making sound decisions benefitting students with
disabilitiesin Idaho.”

Professional
Development

Common Core Coaches — Core Coaches, focused on ELA and Literacy,
provide PD throughout Idaho to support Idaho Common Core State
Standards.

Idaho Training Clearinghouse (I TC) L earning Community—
Through sub-award overseen by the ISDE Director of Special Education,
the ITC posts training webinars online, and designs and hosts summer
institutes, conferences and trainings.

The Hub —The ISDE has a collaborative and comprehensive professional
devel opment training housing system and interactive training calendar.
The Hub houses information on all 1SDE professional development
resources and is accessibleto al LEAS.

| SDE Special Education Division Trainings— Training visits are
provided based on need or LEA/school request and include Early
Childhood, Secondary Transition, SLD, and |EP —writing (Goals and
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Present Level of Performance [PLOP]) as well as dispute resolution
strategies including facilitation and mediation.

| SDE Webinar System for Professional Development Trainings-
The | SDE Special Education Division and other ISDE divisions provide
technical assistance and professional development trainingsto all LEAS.
The ISDE webinar system addresses the chalenge of reaching all LEAsIn
Idaho to provide PD and TA.

Data

Idaho System for Education Excellence (ISEE) — A K-12 longitudinal
data system that supports budgeting processes, data submissions, and
deliversinformation to stakeholders in regards to data-driven decision
making. Includes student-level data management including demographics,
program participation, testing exemption, course completion status, as
well as graduation and drop-out data.

| SDE Assessment Division Collection of Statewide testing data —
ISAT, NAEP, IRI, and IELA assessment data collection is overseen and
accessible through |SDE Assessment Division.

Early Childhood Outcome (ECOS) District data collection —
Requested by the ISDE of all LEAS, ECO datais reviewed for
compliance and applied in design of effective EC trainings

I SDE Special Education Division Data Reporting Coor dinator
—Reviews data submitted by LEAs annually for quality and accuracy and
compiles data for federal requirements.

Technical
Assistance

| SDE Special Education Division’s Assistance — Visits are provided
based on need or LEA/school request and include Early Childhood,
Secondary Transition, SLD, I1EP writing (Goals and PLOP) aswell as
Dispute Resolution strategies including facilitation and mediation.

Idaho Training Clearinghouse (I TC) L earning Community—
Through a sub-award overseen by the ISDE Director of Special
Education, the ITC posts training webinars online, and designs and hosts
summer institutes, conferences and trainings.

ESEA s Assistance — ISDE ESEA Division provides technical assistance
on: writing effective and compliant application for funds, webinar series
for each Title program, technical assistance onsite visitsto LEAs with
new programs, New Federal Program Director training, and Migrant
Education Program identification and service training.

SSOS Division School I mprovement— SSOS travels the state to
provide technical assistance on School Improvement Plan writing. SSOS
also supports Response to Intervention (RTI)/Multi-tiered system of
support (MTSS).

| SDE Webinar System for TA toLEAs- A webinar system to provide
technical assistance and professional development trainingsto all LEASs s
in place and supported through broadband internet accessibility. The
ISDE webinar system addresses this challenge of reaching all LEAs for
the purpose of providing professional development trainings and
technical assistance.

Accountability
& Monitoring

4/20/2015

Star-Rating System - Idaho's school-level accountability system (1-5
star scale), monitored by the |SDE, determines each school’s
improvement status based on: 1. performance, 2. academic growth to
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standard, 3. growth for equity groups, and 4. post-secondary readiness. Description of

I daho Building Capacity Project — Overseen by the ISDE SSOS Strengths,
division, this project supports schools determined to need improvement System
(based on star-rating). Capacity Builders (ISDE contractors) provide Coordination and
L EAs scaffold-support to build capacity and increase LEA Areas of
accountability. I mprovement
|daho Reading I nitiative: B-12 (birth to grade 12) Literacy Plan — Through the
Includes provisions for monitoring standards-based Common Core ltﬁlrjeisprong
literacy approach in classrooms of al environments. analysis of each
SEAP (Special Education Advisory Panel) — Assists in addressing category within
findings in federal monitoring reports and implementation of policy the ISDE
relating to students with disabilities. Infrastructure,

strengths and areas

DAC (Directors Advisory Committee) — Under direction of the ISDE | improvement
Director of Special Education, the mission isto be a*“ collaborative, wereidentified
trusted voice for special education, providing guidance, critical insight and throggh_
practical statewide input from the field to the SDE special education application of

. . .. o . SWOT analysis,
department to aid in making sound decisions benefitting students with identifying the
disabilitiesin Idaho.” extent to which

Special Education Division’s General Supervision and M onitoring ISDE_systems are
— District level monitoring (conducted by the ISDE) and data collection of gggrd' ”athedéF’M .
compliance and performance in the State Performance Plan. ressthe :

Thefollowing is asummary of the strengths and improvement opportunities at the | SDE as determined by the Special
Education Team's infrastructure analysis activities:

Strengths

e The State has a Comprehensive Literacy Plan in which Literacy initiatives and programs are supported and approved
by state legislation through the Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Act. This plan, enacted in 1999, incorporates three major
initiatives into Idaho code to address assessment, student intervention and teacher preparation to increase Literacy. The
Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan is well-established (having been in existence for 16 years) and encompasses all
educational divisionsin the ISDE.

 ThelSDE has arecently developed, collaborative and comprehensive professional development training housing
system and interactive training calendar (the Hub). The Hub was established in 2014 as the designated location for housing
information on all ISDE technical assistance and professional development resources for LEAS. The Hub is accessibleto all
LEAs and stakeholders and allows for LEASs to make the most of training participation encompassing the focus of the
SIMR.

A webinar system to provide technical assistance and professional development trainingsto al LEAsisin place and
supported through broadband internet accessibility. Idaho has a unique challenge in providing hands-on training to LEAS
spread throughout 83,574 square miles;, some LEAs more than 450 miles away from each other. The ISDE webinar system
addresses this challenge for the purpose of providing trainings and support to LEAs to address SIMR improvement
practices.

*  ThelSDE has afunctioning accurate survey system to evaluate trainings and obtain feedback on the trainingsin LEAS.
This survey system allows for quality assurance to support and build capacity of LEAS through effective training related
to areas of technical assistance and professional devel opment.

* |SDE staff is housed within close proximity to each other (all ISDE educationa staff offices are in the same building).
Thiswas identified as a strength in allowing for frequency of face-to-face communication for collaboration of resources
related to supporting the focus of the SMR in LEAS.

e InMarch 2015 the ISDE named a Deputy Superintendent to oversee federal programs. Thisindividual has agoa of
increasing collaboration between divisions.
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I mprovement Opportunities

e Lack of resources was the first weakness identified by al ISDE divisions through the infrastructure analysis process.
Divisions are spread thin with lack of personnel, lack of funds and subsequently, high turnover. To address this
system-wide threat, all divisions determined the need to increase collaboration for effective implementation of SMR
improvement strategies. There is astrongly established need and high support for cross-divisional ISDE communication.
Additional Collaborative Divisional Meetings, ambassadors, minute sharing, monthly all-staff meetings with divisional
presentations, and internal newsd etters were suggested as methods for increasing inter-division collaboration. The ISDE
identified the need for the ISDE Superintendent to formalize methods for increasing system-wide collaboration.

«  Whilethe ISDE does have awebinar system in place, the large geographic size of the state makes necessary in-person,
hands-on training and scheduling difficult. The ISDE identified the opportunity to expand on the current webinar system,
through collaboration with ISDE Information Technology (IT) Division, to make webinars more similar to hand-on
trainings. In order to provide effective training regarding evidenced-based practice to increase literacy, advances in webinar
technology will be important as will working regularly with IT. The SPED team addressed the opportunity to invite a
member of IT to weekly meetings.

»  Small population, rural LEAs have difficulty finding quality staff and securing substitutes to enabl e teachers to attend
trainings. To address this concern, the ISDE will need to use the Hub to coordinate scheduling of local regional trainings
with other ISDE divisions to make the most of the LEA's staff’'stime. To support LEAs and build their capacity of highly
qualified teachers, it was determined that ISDE will need to continue to make best effort to increase attendance for
professional development trainingsin these small and rural districts.

 ESEA, SSOS (MTSS) and SPED Divisions conduct school visits and scheduled school monitoring, but currently do so
without collaboration with each other. These three ISDE divisions have vast opportunities to collaborate school visits and
monitoring for increased effectiveness.

Description of State-L evel Improvement Plansand Initiatives

Throughout the three-prong process on the ISDE Infrastructure Analysis, the ISDE Special Education Team anayzed
relevant state-level improvement plans and initiativesin relation to the SIMR and examined the extent to which they are
aigned, or could beintegrated, with the SSIP. The |SDE examined special education improvement plans and genera
education improvement plans (and initiatives related to each plan) to determine which initiatives could be sustained and or
expanded to impact LEAs and schools to increase literacy.

The ISDE, aswell asthe State of 1daho, has many current initiatives centered on Literacy development in which the ISDE
SIMRisclosely aigned:

Idaho Comprehensive L iteracy Act

In March of 1999, the Idaho legislature signed Idaho's Child Literacy Act into law. The act consists of three parts, Idaho
Reading Initiative, Student Intervention, and Teacher Preparation.

Idaho Reading Initiative

All K-3 students are assessed twice each year, once in the fall, and once in late winter, to screen students in the areas of
phonological awareness, fluency, and comprehension. Assessment results are used to determine appropriate intervention
strategies.

Sudent Intervention

School districts must establish intervention programs, which are a minimum of 40 additional instructional hours, for K-3
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students who are below grade-level in reading. All intervention programs must be approved by local school boards and
ISDE. Each district is required to validate the effectiveness of their intervention program.
Teacher Preparation:

All K-8 teachersinvolved in reading instruction and administrators who supervise teachers of reading must complete
Idaho's Comprehensive Literacy Course. The course standards consist of having knowledge, strategies, and beliefs about
language structures and literacy instruction that are based on current research and best practices in order to maximize
students' reading success.

Idaho K-3 Comprehensive Literacy Plan

Through the plan, the Idaho State Department of Education (ISDE) has identified six areas that will support the ongoing
development and implementation of the State literacy components:

L eadership and Sustainability: Establish effective |eadership, essential for successful implantation and maintenance of a
sustainable comprehensive literacy program.

Common Core English Language Arts/Literacy Standards: Implementing the newly adopted Common Core English
Language Arts Standards in all content areas serve as the anchor for academic literacy instruction.

Comprehensive Assessment System: Identifying and using valid and reliable measures to screen progress, monitor, and
diagnose literacy needs to target instruction.

Instruction: Implementing evidence based instruction, promoting active student engagement, and establishing systems
of support. Special attention in the areais given to students with specia needs using the RTI model.

Technology Integration: Infusing all aspects of the B-12 Literacy development with appropriate technologies. Three
main types of technologies will be emphasized: assistive technologies, new literacies, and digital tools for traditional
literacies.

Professional Devel opment and Resources: Developing learning opportunities, web resources, and coordinated support
services that enhance literacy development.

For more information on this plan, see: http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/strivingReaders/docs/| daho%20State%620B-
129%20L iteracy%20Plan%20September%202012. pdf .

Governor’s Task Forcefor Improving Education

In September 2013 the Governor's Task Force for Improving Education released their final list of recommendations for
improving K-12 education in Idaho. The Idaho Literacy Committee was formed to evaluate and make recommendations
regarding the Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan and the Idaho Reading Initiative. Key recommendations from the Idaho
Literacy Committee align to the ISDE SIMR. For example, ISDE shall provide screening, progress monitoring, and
diagnostic toolsto LEAS; LEAs shall continue to screen and monitor progress of students beyond third grade until
students who are not meeting grade-level proficiency have mastered grade-level expectations; IRI intervention funds shall
be allocated to provide evidence-based literacy interventions to students identified as at risk; ISDE shall provide
professional development in the administration and analysis of assessment data, to include the Smarter Balanced
Assessment; | SDE shall provide professional development in the delivery of effective, evidence-based literacy instruction
and intervention.

For more information on this plan, see: http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/literacy Tech/docs/nov
[Revised%201 D%20L iteracy%620Task%20Force%20Report%2011-7-14.pdf)

ELA-Literacy Division's Common Core Coaches

Common Core Coaches train teacher-leaders from all districts throughout the state to replicate trainings back at the local
district level. The existing training provided by the ELA coaches could be enhanced to incorporate information on special
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education accommodations and adaptations.

Additionally, collaboration with ELA-Literacy could develop additional documents to enhance the ability to relate the
vertical alignment of standards to all studentsin specia education.

Boise State University's Writing Project

The Boise State University Writing Project provides workshops for teachers throughout |daho. These workshops adhere

to the National Writing Project tenets of improving instruction in schools, supporting teachers as professionals, and
fostering collaboration across the curriculum.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Division's School Monitoring

The ISDE ESEA Division and the Specia Education Division have begun the process of devel oping a collaborative school
monitoring model. Continued collaborative efforts of streamlining and refining the monitoring requirements between
divisions (ESEA and Specia Education) would result in better utilization of resources, expertise and support to LEAs and
school in their efforts to improve literacy for students with disabilities.

Idaho Building Capacity (IBC) Project

Statewide System of Support (SSOS) division identified potential for collaboration with their cornerstone, Idaho Building
Capacity project, specifically in the training of Capacity Builders and the development of the capacity builder’'s “tool kit.”
In 2007, the Idaho determined a need for increased support and technical assistance to Idaho schools and districts,
especialy in relation to those in school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring. The IBC Project provides scaffold
support designed to assist LEAs in building their own internal |eadership capacity to implement and sustain school and
district improvement efforts. A rigorous school and district selection process has been devel oped, with agoal to select
schools and districts most in need of support, those that serve a high proportion of at-risk students, and those that have
limited local resources to meet those needs. The project is sponsored and directed by the | SDE but designed and delivered
in partnership with regional school improvement centers at Boise State University, Idaho State University, and the
University of 1daho.

Capacity Builders (CBs)

A key component of the IBC Project is the utilization of highly distinguished educators who are trained by the state to
assist school and district leaders as they facilitate the work of improvement in Idaho's schools and districts. CBs are
assigned to all participating schools and districts within the IBC network. CBs are provided with atool kit of school
improvement resources, and, in partnership with school and district leaders, help create and implement a customized
school improvement plan. The ISDE Special Education Division can align with thisinitiative by participating in trainings
of CBsto incorporate effective special education tools into their “tool kits.” Additionally, face-to-face collaboration with
the CBs during their trainings could result in techniques incorporated into the trainings specific to special education
students as well as general education students. The ISDE Divisions of SSOS and Specia Education have the ability to
create joint teams for school improvement school visits.

21st Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC)

The 21st CCLC program is designed to provide academic enrichment opportunities, art, music, recreation, sports, drug and
violence prevention and youth development activities to students during non-school hours. The program also offers
families of students served by community learning centers opportunities for educational development. Utilizing these
centers established throughout Idaho present an opportunity for engaging family and community in the process of
increasing child-level Literacy through continued support outside of the classroom. Educating family and community
members on evidenced-based practices for supporting Literacy in the home and environment closely align with the SIMR.

Representatives Involved in Phase | and Committed to Support Phase 1

Several representatives were involved in the development of Phase | of the SSIP and are committed to supporting
implementation of Phase I1. The chart below identifies the representatives and their roles concerning the SSIP.
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Name of Group or Organization Participated | Committed to
in Phase | of Phasell
Positions and Stakeholders within the Group theSSIP | Implementation
| SDE Special Education Team: Special Education Director, X X

Coordinators, Program Specialists, Administrative Assistant,
Regional Coordinators (RCs), Idaho Results Center (IRC),
Idaho Training Clearinghouse (ITC), and Center on Disabilities
and Human Development. Meetings. Ongoing

Core Stakeholders Workgroup: Special Education X
Coordinators, Program Specialist, and two University of Idaho
TA providers. Meetings. Ongoing.

Data Analysis Workgroup: ISDE Directors: Content, X
Assessment and Accountability, SSOS, and ESEA, Charter
School; Idaho Parent’s Unlimited (IPUL), the ISDE Special
Education Team, WRRC technical assistance provider, OSEP
provider, and Federal ESEA provider. Meeting: September
22-23, 2014.

DAC: Thiscouncil is made up of thirteen regional special X X
education directors who represent the six educational regions of
the state, as well as charter schools. They represent both rural
and urban school districts from each of the six regions.
Meetings: November 11, 2014 and February 18, 2015.

SIMR Workgroup (Phase | Workgroup): Reading Specialist, X
general and specia education teachers, parents, ISDE Special
Education Team, WRRC technical assistance provider and
ISDE staff including: Content Director, ELA Coordinator,
School-wide Improvement Director, Title 1 Director, ELL
Director, and Specia Education Assessment Coordinator.
Meeting: in December 9-12, 2014

SSIP Implementation Workgroup (Phase || wor kgroup): X
ISDE Specia Education Team, LEA Specia Education
Directors, special and general education teachers, Literacy
Specialists, parents of students with disabilities, ISDE
representatives from Assessment and Accountability and
Content Divisions. Meeting: Ongoing

SEAP: higher education representation, Idaho Educational X X
Services for the Deaf and Blind administrator, parents, Health
and Welfare, Idaho Department of Corrections, |ISDE Specidl
Education Director and Coordinators. Meets Quarterly:
January 26, 2015

| SDE Assessment and Accountability Division X X
|SDE ESEA ( Elementary Secondary Education Act) X X
Division

| SDE Content Division X X
| SDE Statewide System of Support (SSOS) Division X X
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| SDE Student Engagement & Post-Secondary Readiness X
Division (SE& PsR)

| SDE Information Technology (IT) Division X

All representatives are committed to implementing a coherent set of improvement strategiesto lead to meaningful change.
The SSIP Implementation Workgroup (Phase 11 workgroup) will direct the devel opment and implementation of Phase .
The workgroup will center on determining the relationship between the improvement strategies and the intended outcomes
of Idaho’'s SIMR, simultaneously constructing a feasible plan of implementation.

Description of Internal and Externa Stakeholder Involvement in Infrastructure Analysis

In the analysis of the ISDE Infrastructure, multiple internal and external stakeholders were involved in the process.
Information about stakeholder meetings were outlined earlier in this component, but are summarized here:

Internal Stakeholders

In August 2014 Internal Stakeholdersincluding al ISDE Divisions |eaders were involved through collaborative efforts to
complete the Infrastructure Analysis Tool. A SWOT analysis template was applied by I1SDE divisional staff and the
Specia Education Team. Information was gathered then shared back out to internal stakeholders. Collaborative Divisional
Meetings held in October 2014 aimed to broaden the scope of participantsto include all staff in key divisions.

Additional input was gathered during Collaborative Divisional Meetings from internal stakeholders within ISDE
Educational Divisions: Assessment, Certification, Content, ESEA, SOSS, SE& PsR and Special Education.

Externa Stakeholders

In August 2014 external Stakeholders participated in analysis of the ISDE Infrastructure through feedback obtained viathe
Education Stakeholder Survey and the Agency/Parent Sakeholder Survey. The Education Stakeholder Survey was sent to

I SDE staff, superintendents, principals, and special education directors. The Agency/Parent Sakeholder Survey was sent to
Idaho Interagency Council on Secondary Transition (IICST), Early Childhood Coordinating Council, Higher Education
Consortium, and advocacy and parent groups.

Information from the surveys were reviewed by the Data Analysis Workgroup in December 2014 and were involved in
analysis the results from the Infrastructure Analysis Tool and the Collaborative Divisional Meetings as well as anaysis of
both survey’s results.

The Specia Education Team, DAC and the SIMR Workgroup completed further analysis of the infrastructure through
discussions in December 2014.

State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities

A statement of the result(s) the State intends to achieve through the implementation of the SSIP. The State-identified result(s) must be aligned to an SPP/APR indicator or a
component of an SPP/APR indicator. The State-identified result(s) must be clearly based on the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses and must be a child-level outcome in contrast
to a process outcome. The State may select a single result (e.g., increasing the graduation rate for children with disabilities) or a cluster of related results (e.g., increasing the
graduation rate and decreasing the dropout rate for children with disabilities).

Statement

I ncrease the percent of fourth grade students with disabilitiesin | daho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on
the state summative assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.

Description
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Component 3: SMR

ldaho'sSIMR

The ISDE Specia Education Team conducted data and infrastructure analyses for the purpose of developing Phase 1 of the
State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). On completion of the analysis Idaho identified the State-identified Measurable
Result (SIMR) which is aligned with Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments. The ISDE
SIMRis:

I ncrease the percent of fourth grade students with disabilitiesin Idaho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on
the state summative assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.

The ISDE listened to the stakeholders and with guidance from OSEP narrowed the initial focus to Indicator 3: Participation
and Performance on Statewide Assessment. In an effort to narrow the SMR, the SSIP Core Team first determined a need
to consider data from both large and small sized LEAS, virtual and brick and mortar charter schools, and consider location
with respect to and LEA's distance to state resources, such as state technical assistance centers. The sample size consisted
of 43 LEAstoincludein the data analysis, and represented the diverse LEAs within the Idaho.

Forty-three LEAs comprised the sample size, resulting of a data pull including demographics and reading and math scores
for each LEA. Analysis of the achievement gaps for both reading and math was performed with an interest of finding the
greatest gaps. The data showed that students with disabilities, as compared to non-disabled peers experienced alarger
achievement gap in reading scores.

The ISDE Specia Education Team developed and distributed two surveysin an effort to narrow the scope of the SSIP. The
Education Stakeholder’s Survey was sent to all staff at the ISDE, the University of 1daho Center on Disabilities and

Human Development (CDHD), the Boise State University Idaho Results Center, aswell as statewide to special education
directors, principals, and superintendents. The second survey, The Agency/Parent Stakeholder’s Survey, was sent to the
Idaho Interagency Council on Secondary Transition, Early Childhood Coordinating Council, Higher Education Consortium,
and various parent groups. The results of the Educator Stakeholder and Agency/Parent Stakeholder Surveysrevealed a
preference from stakeholders for areading focus.

The Educator Stakeholder Survey asked respondents their opinions on what academic area students with Individual
Education Plans (1EPs) need the most instruction to be successful. When asked what should be given priority when
compared to other Indicators, the responses supported Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on Statewide
Assessments. One open-ended question asked respondents to identify what skills are missing for students with disabilities
that graduate but are not college and career ready. Academic Content (Indicator 3) was identified asin the top three
responses. The Agency/Parent Stakeholder Survey recipients were asked if there were concerns about 1daho’s students
with disabilities’ growth or performance on statewide testing. Sixty-eight (68.1%) of the respondents said “ Yes.” Seventy
(70%) of the respondents answered “Reading” when asked what area students with disabilities need to be most proficient
in to be successful.

The analysis of both surveys revealed a need to focus on students with disabilities performance on statewide assessments

with an emphasis on reading. In addition to the survey data, the collaborative discussion and infrastructure analysis led the
Special Education Team to agree the focus would be Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on Statewide Assessments
with an emphasis on reading.

Narrowed to Literacy

The ISDE SSIP Core Team examined the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) data which confirmed the
hypothesis that the State’s math proficiency was growing at a higher rate than reading.

Reading
Graphic did not upload, see component #3 attachment.

*Only 7% of SWD are proficient in reading/literacy. Thereis a 25% gap between SWD performancesin comparison with
all students.
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Math
NAEP 2012-2014 -- Grade 4 Math
All Students Students with Disabilities
Advanced: 6% 39% Advanced: 3% 14%
Proficient: 33% Proficient: 11%
Tod 0, 0, Ted 0, 0,
Basic: 43% 60%  [Basic: 33% 86% *Only 14% of SWD are
Below Basic: 17% Below Basic: 53% proficient in math. There
isa25% gap between

SWD and all students but
the proficient level was higher.

Refining the SSIMR
In December 2014 the SIMR Workgroup analyzed the data provided by the SSIP Core Team, and were charged with
developing a hypothesis, exploring possible root cause(s), and identifying Idaho’'s SSIMR. The SIMR Workgroup aso

analyzed the data surrounding the demographic categories of ethnicity, L RE, gender, and disabilities category to determine
initial root cause(s).

“Literacy” vs. “Reading”

The SIMR Workgroup determined the more appropriate term should be literacy. Literacy, as defined by Common Core
State Standards, is an integrated model that incorporates reading, writing, speaking and listening, and language. These skills
together are required for students to be college and career ready. Idaho previoudy had standards for reading and language
and these areas were assessed and reported separately. Idaho’s current standards and assessment are for English Language
Arts (ELA)/Literacy, combining the ISDE’s previous stand-alone content area. Additionally, Idaho’'s new Summative
Assessment will assess and report one score for the content area of ELA/Literacy.

Assessment Data

Assessment data was disaggregated by the type of assessment; regular, regular with accommodations or aternate
assessment based on Alternate Achievement Standards by Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). The ISDE SSIP Core
Team examined if students pulled out of general education classrooms were taking specific assessments and what
percentage were completing those assessments. The ISDE SSIP Core Team also examined if the data showed that students
who were pulled out of general education classrooms scored more or |ess proficient on assessments overall.

Percentage of Students Taking Type of Assessment (Reading) by Placement

Placement

(LRE) Type of Assessment Per centage of Students

<40% Alternate 64.05%
Regular with Accommodations 0.11%
Regular Without Accommodations 35.85%

40-80% Alternate 8.95%
Regular with Accommodations 0.41%
Regular Without Accommodations 90.71%

80%+ Alternate 1.35%
Regular with Accommodations 0.60%
Regular Without Accommodations 98.05%
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Thisinformation provided the detail needed to eliminate any correlation between student placement and the type of
assessment provided.

Asthe SIMR Workgroup continued to narrow the focus, the ISDE SSIP Core Team's data analysis examined the Idaho
Standard Achievement Test (ISAT) gaps between third and fourth grade students, since this is where fluency and
comprehension intersect. Data showed that | SAT reading scores for all students had increased year over year with the third
and fourth grades showing approximately 90%. The same was not true of third and fourth grade students with disabilities.
In 2013 third graders did better than fourth graders by approximately 2%.

Asillustrated by the following NAEP graph, 1daho students had been above the national average for many years. However,
by 2013, students were on par with the national average. With the continual declinein all fourth grade student literacy
scores from 2007 to 2013, it is projected that |daho SWD would decline as well.

Graphic did not upload, see component #3 attachment.
SIMR Baseline

The SIMR Workgroup expressed concern of 1daho having no baseline data on the ISAT by Smarter Balance, a component
of the statewide student assessment system. This lack of data was due to full state field test participation on the ISAT in
2013-2014. The limitations of NAEP were discussed, as well, including the ability to pull state-wide results from NAEP
data, but not district-, school- or classroom-specific results.

To assist states in setting their achievement levels, the National Assessment Governing Board, the oversight body for
NAEP, compared NAEP achievement levels with the new Smarter Balanced achievement levels. Smarter Balanced
projections for student achievement closely aligned with how students have performed historically on NAEP. The
achievement levels also generally align with the results of a comprehensive research study on college preparedness
conducted by the National Assessment Governing Board (see http://www.smarterbal anced.ora/wordpress/wp-content
[uploads/2014/11/Smarter-Bal anced-Achievement-L evels-QA.pdf and https://www.nagb.ora/what-we-do/preparedness-

research.html for more information).

The SIMR Workgroup reviewed the correlation between NAEP dataand | SAT data, and explored data given to support the
validity and accuracy of the two separate data sets correlating with each other.

Graphic did not upload, see component #3 attachment.

After establishing the validity of data comparison between the two data sources, the ISDE SSIP Core Team examined

Idaho's NAEP fourth grade proficiency in literacy for the last three testing years. The proficiency level for the State's
SWD had amean of 7%. The | SDE then examined the national average for nine year old (fourth grade) SWD which
indicated an annual improvement of 1%.

Baseline Data and Targets

The ISDE 2013 baseline for 4" grade literacy is 7%. Based on the national growth average on the NAEP scores our targets
were set at 1% annually. Below is our targets for the next five years.

4th Grade Literacy for Students with Disabilities

Basdline
Year 2013 2014 | 2015 2016 | 2017 | 2018
Proficiency Percentage 7% 8% 9% | 10% | 11% | 12%

The | SDE believes that the targets are rigorous because the gap between Idaho students with disabilities literacy
performance is 25% less than all 1daho students. The national average for literacy performance for students with
disabilities was 10% for the 2013 test and had been increasing by 1% per year for the last three testing years. Since Idaho’s
scores were 3% less than the national average it seemed that increasing the literacy performance by 1% per year would be a
rigorous godl.

Consideration of the Infrastructure Analysis
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The ISDE SSIP Core Team considered the results of the infrastructure analysis and reviewed areas that supported
improvement and could build capacity in LEAs with respect to literacy. The Team concluded that the infrastructure would
be needed to implement, scale up, and sustain the use of evidence-based practices to improve results for students with
disabilities.

As previously explained in Component 2, the ISDE Special Education Team completed a three-prong systematic process
to complete an analysis of infrastructure involving: 1) the dissemination and collection of the Infrastructure Analysis
Template; 2) the organization and facilitation of Collaborate Divisional Meetings, and 3) the application of the SWOT
(Strength, Weakness, Opportunity and Threat) Analysis tool.

The results of the Infrastructure Analysis Tool and Collaborative Meetings were cross-referenced. This allowed for further
elaboration on specifics of existing and currently-funded initiatives, programs, concerns, and areas for potential
collaboration between the Special Education Team and other divisions focused on literacy improvement efforts. The ISDE,
aswell asthe State of Idaho, has many current initiatives centered on literacy development in which the ISDE SMR is
closdly digned.

The ISDE Initiatives and the Idaho statewide initiatives (explained in Component 2) are summarized as follows:
tate Initiatives
Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Act
Idaho K-3 Comprehensive Literacy Plan
Governor’s Task Force for Improving Education
ELA-Literacy Division's Common Core Coaches
I SDE Initiatives
Boise State Writing Project
21st Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC)
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Division’s School Monitoring
Statewide System of Support (SSOS)
Idaho Building Capacity (IBC) Project
Capacity Builders
21% Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC)

Idaho'sSMR: Child-Level Outcome

The SIMR chosen by the ISDE represents a child-level outcome and not a process outcome. One of the recommendations
from the Idaho Governor’s Task Force for Improving Education is recognizing that literacy proficiency isamajor
benchmark in a student’s education. Enabling a student to read opens the ability to learn content in other subject areas.
Idaho’'s approach is to set clear expectations at a state level to strengthen literacy in the classroom.

Asthe importance of powerful literacy skillsincreasesin every career or post-secondary education path, it isvital to the
future success of all Idaho students that powerful literacy instruction and practices occur in each and every academic
discipline.
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The Idaho SMR, supported by internal and external stakeholders, with a need evidenced from multiple data sources, and
with resources available as identified through the infrastructure analysis is:

I ncrease the percent of fourth grade students with disabilitiesin 1daho who will be proficient in literacy
as measured on the state summative assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.

This SIMR will increase the basic skills that students should know and be able to demonstrate to become college and career
ready. By increasing the literacy proficiency, we will be readying ldaho’s students for College-and-Career/Post-Secondary
and Workforce Readiness.

Stakeholder Involvement in Selection of the SSMR

Multiple internal and external stakeholders were involved in the selection of the SIMR. A group of internal stakeholders
including all ISDE Divisions, regiona coordinators and three institutions of higher education were involved in the review of
the different indicators, potential impacts of each on student outcomes, and a broad analysis of indicator data. The internal
stakeholders participated in the collaborative efforts to complete the Infrastructure Analysis Tool and the SWOT analysis,
and later in the Collaborative Divisiona Meetings.

The ISDE Specia Education Team devel oped and distributed two surveys to narrow the scope of the SSIP: The Education
Stakeholder’s Survey, was sent to all staff at the ISDE, the University of 1daho Center on Disabilities and Human
Development (CDHD), the Boise State University Idaho Results Center, as well as statewide to special education
directors, principals, and superintendents; and the Agency/Parent Stakeholder’s Survey, was sent to the Idaho I nteragency
Council on Secondary Transition, Early Childhood Coordinating Council, Higher Education Consortium, and various parent
groups.

The Data Analysis Stakeholder Workgroup called together the SSIP Core Team, aswell as I SDE's division directors from
Content, Assessment, School Choice, School-wide Improvement and Title Programs; leadership from Idaho Parents
Unlimited (IPUL); and two technical advisors from the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC). Representatives from
OSEP attended this meeting, as well. This group reviewed statewide, district, and student level data, considered statewide
initiatives and the existing infrastructure analysis, and information from the statewide surveys.

The ISDE SSIP Core Team held a week-long meeting that included the Directors Advisory Council (DAC) and the SMR
Workgroup in December 2014. The SIMR Workgroup consisted of: reading specidists, general and special education
teachers, parents, special education staff, ISDE: Content, English Language Arts Coordinator, School-wide improvement
Director, Title 1 Director, English Language Learner Director, Special Education Assessment Coordinator, Dispute
Resolution Coordinator, Special Education Secondary Transition Coordinator, Special Populations Coordinator, Early
Childhood Coordinator, University Technical Assistance provider, and Western Regional Resource Center Technical
Assistance provider.

In January 2015, the new | SDE Special Education Director was hired and instituted weekly meetings of the SSIP Core
Team, consisting of ISDE Special Education Director, coordinators, administrative assistants, Boise State University and
the University of Idaho technical assistance providers. The Team meets every Monday to discuss progress on the SSIP
and SIMR. Additional technical assistance was provided by NCSI and OSEP when guidance and clarification were required.
In January and February 2015 the SEAP and DAC groups met and provided feedback and support of the developing
SIMRin literacy.

Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies

An explanation of how the improvement strategies were selected, and why they are sound, logical and aligned, and will lead to a measurable improvement in the State-identified
result(s). The improvement strategies should include the strategies, identified through the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses, that are needed to improve the State infrastructure
and to support LEA implementation of evidence-based practices to improve the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. The State must describe how
implementation of the improvement strategies will address identified root causes for low performance and ultimately build LEA capacity to achieve the State-identified Measurable
Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

Component 4: Selection of Coherent mprovement Strategies
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The ISDE, through a systematic process of data and infrastructure analysis followed by identification initiatives and
programs within the current system, selected a SMR:

Increase the percent of fourth-grade students with disabilities in Idaho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on the
state summative assessment, currently ISAT by Smarter Balance.

During the December 2014 Data Workgroup meeting, participants engaged in analysis of the data and results from the

infrastructure analysis to hypothesize root causes of what was inhibiting students from being proficient in literacy skills.
Four root causes were identified: insufficient or poor professional development, lack of family involvement, lack of
understanding of the function and use of assessments, and lack of collaboration within the ISDE, LEAS, and schools. The
ISDE's two state-wide surveys, the Educator Stakeholder Survey and the Agency/Parent Stakeholder Survey, further
supported that these four root causes were contributing causes to student lack of proficiency.

Following the identification of the four (4) primary root causes of low performance, the ISDE identified corresponding
strands of action to address them. The four improvement strategies were chosen based on resources available as identified
through the infrastructure analysis.

The four (4) root causes and correlating strands of action were identified as follows:

Root Cause Strand of Action

Ineffective PD, TA and Coaching Professional Development, Technical
Assistance, & Coaching

Lack of Collaboration Collaboration

Inconsistent, Unbalanced Assessments Assessment Practices

Lack of Involvement with Families and Family & Community Involvement

Community

Improvement Strategies Based on Infrastructure Analysis

Across | SDE departments, Idaho’s infrastructure analysis activities, and statewide initiatives, the SSIP improvement
strategies (professional development, technical assistance, and coaching; collaboration; assessment practices; and family
and community involvement) capitalized on Idaho’s existing initiatives and resources, such as: the State Comprehensive
Literacy Plan; a comprehensive assessment system; various | SDE monitoring systems (SOSS, ESEA, ELA); and the
Governor’s Literacy Task Force for Improving Education. A stated focus of the new ISDE Administration is to increase
collaboration across the department and to align activities to reduce duplication of efforts. LEAs have accessto an ISDE
Hub (system-wide professional development housing and coordination) housed at the | SDE, training feedback survey

system, and technical assistance through Capacity Builders, Idaho Building Capacity Project, and the 213 Century
Community Learning Centers. Each of these activities, projects, and support systems emphasizes the need for strong
statewide literacy practices that involve professional development, collaboration, assessment practices and family
involvement to assure effective evidence-based literacy instruction and intervention.

By aligning policies, practices, to focus on providing guidance and support to enhance literacy development for al learners,
the ISDE will improve student outcomes related to literacy. As part of cross-divisional collaboration, the ISDE will
universalize and formalize the processes for LEAS requesting professional devel opment, school monitoring, requesting and
providing technical assistance to schools, improvement initiative selection, and stakeholder selection processes.

Improvement Strategies Based on Literacy | mprovement Survey Data

After identification of literacy as the focus of the SIMR, and the extent to which the ISDE systems align/have potential to
align to support literacy improvement, the ISDE sent out a follow-up survey to Idaho educators/external stakeholders to
identify the contributing factors and root causes for students with disabilities' poor performancein literacy. This data was
used to create the improvement strategies the ISDE will implement to reach the goal identified in the SMR: Increasethe
percent of fourth-grade students with disabilitiesin 1daho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on the state
summative assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.
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There were atotal of 1,162 responses to the survey, matching the distribution of the population and schoolsin Idaho as
shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Literacy Survey Responses by |daho Regions

Idaho Region Per centage of Survey Responses Number of Survey Responses
1 9.6% 112
2 6.2% 72
3 45.9% 533
4 11.6% 135
5 5.7% 66
6 21.0% 244

Survey responses also came from a diverse group of Idaho educators as shown in Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4.

Table 2: Literacy Survey Responses. Primary Role, Regarding Literacy Instruction

Primary Role Per centage of Survey Responses
Regular Education Teacher 44.5%
Specia Education Teacher 27.8%
Paraprofessional 4.2%
Mentor Teacher 0.1%
Instructional Literacy/Reading Coach 1.0%
Related Service 2.4%
Building or District (LEA) Administrator 15.3%
Other 4.8%

Table 3: Literacy Survey Responses by Grade Level

Grade L evel Per centage of Survey Responses
PreK: 13.4%
Kindergarten 40.2%
1% Grade 43.6%
2" Grade 46.4%
3" Grade 44.1%
4t Grade 42.3%
5" Grade 35.2%
6" Grade 23.7%
7" Grade and Higher 23.6%

Table 4: Number of Years Experience Qupporting Literacy Development

Number of Years Experience

Per centage of Survey Responses

0-5 20.8%

6-10 19.2%
11-15 14.6%

15 or more 43.3%
Not Applicable 2.1%
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Data from the Literacy Survey will be discussed in the next section asit supports the sound, logical, and aligned
improvement strategies proposed.
Sound, Logical, and Aligned I mprovement Strategies

Improvement Strategy 1. Professional Development, Technical Assistance, and Coaching

Carefully crafted and well-supported professional development is an essential element of comprehensive “systemic”
reform (American Federation of Teachers, 2008; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001). “Professional
development is amajor mechanism for ensuring sustainability of what works and introducing more complex or needed
improvements over time regarding staff knowledge and skills to increase efficiency and effectiveness of data-based decision
making as well asinstructional planning and evaluating of student success’ (March & Gaunt, 2013, p. 24). Professional
development links theory and research to organizational practice and outcomes. Effective professional development must
be comprehensive, sustained, and job-embedded (L earning Forward, 2012).

Technical Assistance (TA) isthe provision of targeted and customized supports by a professional with subject matter and
adult learning knowledge and skills to develop and strengthen process, knowledge application, or implementation of
services by recipients (NAEY C & NACCRRA, 2011, p. 9). The goal of technical assistance is needs-driven and is closely
aigned, sometimes interchangeably, with professional development and coaching.

In response to the urgent demand of quality instruction, coaching systems are established to provide, effective,
job-embedded, and sustained professional |earning opportunities (Knight, 2005). According to Neufeld and Roper (2003),
to improve teachers’ learning —and, in turn, their own practice and their students’ learning — it requires professional
development that is closely and explicitly tied to teachers ongoing work. Coaching addresses that requirement. Coaching is
considered practice-based and job-embedded professional development because it fosters local learning with structures and
practices that are built into the ongoing work of educators (Borman & Feger, 2006).

The ISDE isleveraging current department and state initiatives to provide professiona development, technical assistance
and coaching to improve literacy instruction. Idaho has two sources for educators to receive access to professional
development opportunities that are web-based and offers educators a variety of resources. the Idaho Training
Clearinghouse and The Hub. Both of these sites are designed to assist educators in accessing resources, evidence-based
practices research and material, learning communities, technical assistance, and a calendar of training opportunities. These
sites have been under-utilized and many educators are unaware of the wealth of resources accessible, even though each
department and division of the ISDE utilizes these sites to post activities for LEAS. Better utilization of the web-based
professional development and technical assistance will assure accessibility and minimizes professional devel opment
conflicts. Furthermore, through the intentional collaborative ESEA/SSOS/MTSS monitoring and school visits,
opportunities for improvement can be identified and professional development and technical assistance can be developed in
aunified and consistent manner.

Data Driven Professional Development Need
The Literacy Survey data revealed the majority of respondents self-reported as \ery

Comfortable with Literacy Development, with 42.7 percent of respondents placing themselves in this category. The
majority of respondents self-identified as Somewhat Comfortable or below, with 45.6 percent of respondents
self-identified as Somewhat Comfortable, 7.1 percent Somewhat Uncomfortable, and 4.6 percent identified as \ery
Uncomfortable with Literacy Devel opment.

Fewer respondents, 42.3 percent self-identified as Veery Confident in determining a student’s proficiency in literacy. The
majority of respondents, 47.5 percent, were Somewhat Confident, 8.1 percent were Somewhat Unsure, and 2.2 percent
were \Very Unsurein determining a student’s literacy proficiency level.

While the mgjority of respondents expressed being at |east somewhat comfortable in literacy development (88.3%) and
somewhat confident in determining a student’s proficiency in literacy (89.8%), there is a disconnect when considering that
only seven percent of Idaho students with disabilities performed at the proficiency level in fourth grade on the 2012-2014
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Reading Assessment. The | SDE determined that daho must take
action to improve the instruction, learning, and performance for, not only all Idaho students, but specifically, Idaho
students with disabilitiesin the area of Literacy Development.
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Literacy support activities across | SDE departments, statewide initiatives, and LEA practices align to assure all students
are participantsin literacy assessments. Assessment activities that address improving Idaho’s literacy proficiency are
reflected in the Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan, recommendations from the Governor’s Literacy Task Force, I1daho
Reading Initiative, and K-3 Literacy Plan. Data collected and evaluated using the NAEP, ISAT/ISAT Alt, and IRI provide
evidence of the effectiveness of literacy instruction and adjustment will be made when necessary. Additionally, Idaho LEAS
have access to core coaches in ELA/Literacy to assure that professional development and technical assistance address the
use of diagnostic, formative, interim, and summative assessments as it relates to literacy. Each of these state initiatives and
LEAs practices will be scaled up, refined, and replicated to improve literacy skills.

The familiarity and confidence level of survey respondents decreased with respect to the Idaho Core ELA/Literacy
Standards. The Literacy Survey results highlighted that 1daho educators have a demonstrated need for effective professional
devel opment, technical assistance, and coaching to build their capacity to implement evidence-based practices to increase
student learning outcomesin literacy.

Improvement Strategy 2: Collaboration

Effective collaboration results in a change of attitudes, beliefs, skills and strategies that affect the essential goal of
educational organizations —instructional practice. Reason (2010) identified the strengths of collaborative practice to:
stimulatesindividual and group learning, challenge inconsistencies and enhance perspective, test values and beliefs,
establish accountability, build memories and stimulate emotional ties, provide rewards, reduce stress, fear, and feelings of
isolation, reveal problems, alow for legitimate shared leadership, and call on us to shape and reshape goals and objectives.

The goal isto engage the whole system, at the ISDE and LEA levels, in a coherent focused effort (Fullan, 2010). This
focused effort consists of vibrant two-way and multi-way partnerships zeroing in on instruction and results (Fullan, 2010).
The ISDE plansto build and increase horizontal and vertical collaboration across | SDE divisions, community agencies,
LEAS, and schools.

The ISDE infrastructure analysis and Literacy Survey highlighted the need for strong collaboration between LEA
administrators, general education teachers, special education teachers, and support staff in the area of literacy instruction.
The data supports the claim for aneed in increased collaboration which is expanded to include all diverse school
practitioners who support literacy development. Idaho educators directly involved in literacy development expressed both
need and desire for increased collaboration to include the multiple divisions at the ISDE, community agencies, LEAS, and
schools.

Improvement Strategy 3: Assessment Practices

The objective of professional learning opportunitiesis to build capacity at the state-, LEA-, school-, and classroom-level

for educators to understand the purposes of various assessment practices and to utilize these to make accurate
programming, curriculum, and instructional decisions.

Assessments are used for different purposes. Formative assessments should be used to identify instructional approaches
that will meet student needs (Heritage, Kim, Vendlinski, & Herman, 2009) and as identified by Idaho Literacy Task Force
(2014) be used as atool to gauge student learning and develop instructional goals. Interim Assessments are “ administered
multiple times during a school year, usually outside of instruction, to evaluate students' knowledge and skills relative to
specific set of academic goalsin order to inform policymaker or educator decisions at the student, classroom, school, or
district level" (CCSSO, 2008.) Summative Assessments are administered after the conclusion of instruction and designed to
provide information regarding the level of student, school, or program success at an end point in time. The results from
summative assessments will assist in making evaluative judgments about program effectiveness, student’s mastery of the
curriculum during an in-class instructional sequence, and meet local, state, and federal accountability requirements (CCSS,
2012). Information gained through Diagnostic Assessmentsis used to identify root causes of specific student deficits,
leading to the selection of effective and efficient curriculum and instructional methods (Mellard & Johnson, 2008).

According to the Literacy Survey, data supports thereis ahigh level of need for professional development with regards to
various assessment practices and how to utilize them to make accurate instructional decisions. Specifically, data indicates
respondents lacked awareness and knowledge in the use of diagnostic, formative, interim, and summative assessments.
Practitioners with strong knowledge and skills related to assessment practices will address student’s literacy needs and
adjust instruction when necessary.
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Utilizing formative, interim, summative, and diagnostic assessments will advance literacy implementation processin the
selection of evidence-based tools as LEAs integrate ongoing assessments of student learning as an integral part of school
life. Teachers must learn to use information collected from students to identify instructional approaches that meet student
needs (Heritage et a., 2009). The goal isto use valid and reliable measures to assess literacy needs to target instruction.

The ISDE plans to devel op a statewide balanced assessment system for formative, interim, summative and diagnostic

assessments. Through professional learning opportunities, it isthe ISDE’s objective to build capacity at the LEA, school,
and classroom level for educators to understand the purposes of various assessment practices and to utilize these to make
accurate instructional decisions.

Improvement Strategy 4: Family and Community | nvolvement

Family and Community Involvement is a critical element in a student’s education success. LEAS that encourage parent

engagement in three key areas. school-based, home-based, and community-based produce improvement in students
literacy achievement (Sawyer, 2015; Elish-Piper, 2015; Ihnmeideh & Oliemat. 2014). Schools that effectively engage families
and communities in student literacy lead to increased reading and writing skills for students (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).

The Idaho State Department of Education (2012) Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan, Birth — 12th Grade, describes
effective school, family and community engagement in student literacy to include:

Supporting, teaching, and enjoying children and youth

Working together to promote positive outcomes for children and youth

Supporting efforts to educate and involve parents as literacy partners

Supporting programs that support children and adolescents as learners

Working to systematically remove barriers between families and educators

Promoting connections between schools, public libraries, and early childhood educators to enhance literacy efforts

Schools can enhance reading outcomes for students by encouraging parents to support reading activities outside of school.
In 1994, the Department of Education reviewed 30 years of research and concluded that “greater family involvement in
children'slearning isacritical link to achieving a high-quality education and a safe, disciplined learning environment for
every student” (Department of Education, 1994). Twenty years later, this still holds true.

Effective coordinated support enhances collaborations with families and organizations in the community to provide greater
support for students. Schools, families, and communities will facilitate literacy development by reducing interfering
externa and internal barriers. An organized program of school, family, and community partnerships with activities linked
to school goalsimprove schools, strengthen families, invigorate community support, and increase student achievement and
success (Epstein, 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Sheldon, 2003).

Idaho's literacy initiatives consistently emphasize parent involvement. While the ISDE Special Education Team
deliberately included parentsin stakeholder groups during the SSIP development (i.e., SEAPR, IPUL, SSIP Workgroup),
based on the literacy survey, respondents felt families were disengaged. While on a state level parents are represented and
their input is sought, on a practice or classroom level the data reflects alack of parent involvement. The I SDE recognized
the importance of soliciting parent involvement at both levels and will devel op strategies to strengthen parent involvement.

Root Cause Strands of Action | Improvement Strategy L everaging these resour ces from
Infrastructure
Ineffective PD, TA | Professional Develop a statewide Idaho Training Clearing house
and Coaching Development, structure that supports « Webinars to reach wide-spread state
Technical the implementation of
Assistance, evidence-based literacy  Survey system for feedback from
trainings
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Coaching practices o MTSS resources
« Primary resource for Special Education
Directors
The Hub
« All SDs have accessto PD
« Designed to align scheduling of al ISDE
divisions (easier for LEAS; increased
attendance at trainings)
Common Core Standards ELA/Literacy
Core Coachesin ELA/Literacy
Lack of Collaboration Build collaboration Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan
Collaboration across | SDE divisions « Governor’s Literacy Task Force
and community agencies
to offer professional « ldaho Reading Initiative
Iearplng opportunities K-3 Literacy Plan
on literacy for LEAsand . o
<chools ESEA/SSOS/MTSS Collaborative Monitoring and
school Visits
 Under direction of New Federal
Programs Deputy Superintendent
Unite divisions for consistency and best
practices of MTSS.
Inconsistent, Assessment Develop a statewide State and Federal Assessments
unbalanced Practices balanced assessment « NAEP
Assessments system for formative,
diagnostic, interim, and « ISAT/ISAT-AIt.
summative assessments IRl
Common Core Standards ELA/L iteracy
Core Coachesin ELA/Literacy
Lack of Family & Fecilitate LEAS IPUL
Involvement with | Community capacity to engage SEAP
Familiesand Involvement families and their local 21% Century Classrooms Learning
Community community in early Centers

literacy practices

Parent Interview and Surveys during
school monitoring visits
Idaho Commission on Libraries
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Implementation Strategiesto Address Root Causes of Poor Performance

Through infrastructure and data analysis, identification of state resources, stakeholder input, and review of

researched-based practices, Improvement Strategies were identified to address root causes. The alignment and correlation is
illustrated below:

The SSIP Supporting Systemic Change

The success for implementation of improvement strategies for LEASs and schools is contingent on more than a need for
improvement, based on low student outcomes. Idaho will select LEASs and schools for implementation of Improvement
Strategies based on the Hexagon Tool’'s six factors (need, fit, resource availahility, evidence, readiness for replication, and
capacity to implement) developed by Base, Kiser, and Van Dyke (2013). Selected LEAs and schools will have identified
needs, be prepared to embark on the improvement process with the necessary supportsin place, will utilize
evidence-based practices, will create operational definitions of essential functions, and will focus on sustaining all efforts.
Selected LEASs and schools will moddl sites for scaling up across LEAS, regions and the State.

Need

LEAsidentified for implementation of the SIMR will demonstrate an academic need, measured by targeted students scoring
less than proficient on statewide summative assessments. The school/LEA recognizes that the current practices are not
producing the required outcomes and change is needed. Additionally, parents and the community are aware of student
performance being below state benchmarks and support the need for change.

Fit

For aschool or LEA to be prepared to meet the challenge of 1daho’s SIMR they must be prepared to support students
literacy needs on state, LEA, and building level. Idaho’s Governors Literacy Task Force has identified literacy as a state
priority identifying recommendations for improvement, including the adoption of the Idaho Core Standards and an
emphasis on literacy proficiency. Idaho schools have statutory reading goals and are provided legidlative funding to provide
voluntary 40-hours of extended reading intervention program for students that do not meet benchmarks. The LEA and
school must have a commitment to improving literacy skills and will have additional literacy initiative utilizing
research-based interventions to move students towards proficiency on state summative assessments. The parents and
community support the efforts to improve literacy skills of all students within the school or LEA.

Resource Availability

In order to meet the literacy needs of al students, within identified school or LEA, there must be a commitment to allocate
resources to the SIMR. With the support of the ISDE, LEASs must have the capacity and agency to provide opportunities
to attend and provide training, staff allocation, acquire and utilization of research-based curricula, coaching and supervision,
data collection, and reporting of literacy initiatives and student outcomes. Resource allocation must be sufficient to
sustainable full implementation of research-based interventions in multiple grades. Building and LEA administrators will be
supportive in building strong literacy teams addressing the needs of all students.

Evidence

Increasing the use of evidence-based practices and improving the fidelity of implementation isacritical variable for
maximizing student achievement (Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010). The ISDE's focusis to increase the use of
evidence-based practices to increase student achievement in literacy.

Readiness for Replication

Selected SIMR implementers will be provided professional development to cultivate expertise in literacy mentoring. The
ISDE and identified sites will define staff competencies, hecessary organizational supports, and leadership cohorts for
program replication. Throughout the process, identified LEAs and schools will be formalizing their experience in aformat
that can be shared with other LEAs and schools regarding essential elements of implementation, operational definitions,
staff qualifications and experience, and lessons learned. Over time, these LEASs and schools will be utilized as observational
sites for newly identified LEAs and schools.
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Capacity to | mplement

Finally, identified locations will be able to sustain improved literacy instruction and implementation practices over time.
LEAs and specific schools will institutionalize staff competencies, organizational structures, leadership teams, and financial
commitment to sustain literacy improvement activities. The changes made to the delivery of literacy instruction will have
broad base support by parents, practitioners, school, and LEAs administrator so that when personnel turnover occurs,
best practice continues.

I mprovement Strategies

TheISDE's analysis of data and infrastructure revealed severa initiatives and programs within and across ISDE systemsto
support the SIMR. LEAs and school s identified through application of the Hexagon Tool’s six factors, as described above,
will be pilot sites for implementation of Improvement Strategies. The initiatives and programs (shown below in the first
column) will be the primary means of support to ISDE SIMR through their alignment to ISDE’s four (4) strands of action:
(shown below in the first row). The diagram below illustrates the alignment of 1SDE resources with strands of action:

Strands of Action
PD, TA & Collaboration | Assessment | Family &

| SDE Resour ces Coaching Practices Community
(Program and Initiatives) Engagement
Idaho Comprehensive Literacy X X X X
Plan
« Governor’s Literacy
Task Force
« |daho Reading
Initiative

« K-3 Literacy Plan

Common Core Standards X X X
ELA/Literacy
» Core Coachesin
ELA/Literacy

Assessments X X
« NAEP

« ISAT/ISAT-AILt.

o IRI

Idaho Training Clearing X X X X
house

« Webinarsto reach

wide-spread state

« Survey system for
feedback from trainings

« MTSS resources

« Primary resource for
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Specia Education
Directors

TheHub X X
« All SDs have accessto
PD

« Designedto align
scheduling of &l ISDE
divisions (easier for
LEAS; increased
attendance at trainings)

ESEA/SSOS/MTSS X X
Collaborative Monitoring and
school Visits
« Under direction of
New Federa Programs

Deputy

Superintendent

« Unitedivisionsfor
consistency and best
practices of MTSS.

Data and infrastructure analysis (as explained in Component 2b) revealed | SDE system-wide needs that improvement
efforts must to address to support the SIMR. These needs align to the strands of action as follows:

| SDE
System-wide
Needs

Improvement Strategy Alignment
(Strands of Actions are bolded)

Collaborate with
all ISDE divisions
in order to
effectively use
limited resources

Under direction of the Newly-appointed Federal programs deputy, ESEA,
SSOS and Specia Education will collaborate in schools visits, monitoring, and
technical assistance to LEAs and schools. Thisisan integral part of the
“Collaboration” and“PD, TA and Coaching” strand of action.
Additionally, collaboration with Student Engagement and Post-Secondary

Readiness Division's 21 % Century Learning Community will provide combine
resources and foster innovation for increasing Literacy practicesin the
community and homes, as part of the “ Family and Community
Engagement” strand of action.

I ncrease
effectiveness of
webinarsto be
mor e interactive
and reach all
LEAsin the state
toensureLEA
accessto PD and

Idaho Training Clearing house (ITC) and ISDE’'s IT Division will collaborate
in this endeavor. ITC will house all resources to LEAS, work to provide
accurate, timely and insightful feedback. ISDE's I'T Division will provide
assistance and development in increasing the effectiveness of the current
webinar system to increase participation and content relevancy of webinar
trainings. This Improvement Strategy is directly linked to the“ PD, TA and
Coaching” and also the“ Assessment Practices’” strand of action. Effective
webinars will contribute to the education and implementation of assessment
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TA resources practices and application of appropriate datato LEAS.

Coordinate The ISDE will increase capabilities of the Hub to make al trainings more
trainings with accessible, available and convenient to LEAs and schools. Increased Hub
other | SDE development in organization and filtering methods will increase LEA'S
divisions awareness and participation in PD training. Thisis directly linked to all
consistently Improvement Strategies’ strands of action, most closely to “PD, TA and
through a Coaching”, but also “ Family and Community Engagement” asthe Hub
formalized has capabilities and potential to house training webinars for parents and
method community members.

Collaborate ESEA, SSOS and Special Education, all conduct schools visits and monitoring;

monitoring and
visitsat LEAsand

al three divisions had no collaboration in these efforts previoudly.
Improvement efforts to create collaboration are reinforced by the

schools “Collaboration,” “PD, TA and Coaching” and “ Assessment” strand of
action. Multi-tier System of Support (MTSS) is embedded into al three of
these divisions; by collaborating in school visits and monitoring, MTSS can
be smultaneously supported and more effectively implemented, coached and
sustained in LEAs and schools. Through collaborative onsite visits and
datalfile review, LEA understanding and application of formative, diagnostic,
interim and summative assessment practices can be monitored, adjusted and
accurately implemented. During on-site schools visits, parents are
interviewed and surveyed. Application of the“ Family and Community
Engagement” strand of action will open doors for future opportunities to
further engage family involvement through the structure of on-site school

visits.

To increase the SIMR and achieve the desired rigorous, measurable results, change is required. Change in each Improvement
Strategy will begin in specific LEAs and/or schools (as identified through application of the Hexagon Tool) using State
resource. |mprovement strategies will be implemented with the intent to scale up, build capacity, improve literacy, and
elevate student-level results as defined in the SIMR.

Implementation Drivers, engines of change, are processes to produce reliable outcomes for students (Fixsen et al., 2005).
The ISDE will integrate Implementation Drivers with Improvement Strategies to develop, improve and sustain initiatives
and programs as aligned with the four (4) strands of action. The ISDE’s SSIP includes leveraging of Implementation Drivers
coupled with evidenced-based improvement strategies.

Current Integration of Implementation Drivers:

Idaho has begun effective integration of some Implementation Driversin relation to SSIMR Improvement Strategies which
include:

« Competency Driver — Training and Coaching: Embedded into the first Improvement Strategy (PD, TA and
Coaching), these drivers are integral in increasing literacy and is key element of the initiatives and programs that will
be used to provide evidenced-based literacy supportsto LEASs. Special Education Team's involvement with Idaho
Common Core ELA-Literacy Coachesis an example of how the Competency Coaching driver will be integrated
through an Improvement Strategy to increase and support the SIMR. Core Coaches are willing to collaborate with
Specia Education in design of Core Coach training materials regarding application of ELA/Literacy standardsto
students in Special Education. Effectiveness of adapted core coaching in Literacy, after implemented in only few
LEAS, can be measured through survey feedback. If effective, same coaching can be scaled-up and implemented to all
LEASsto increase the SMR.

« Competency Driver — Performance (Fidelity) Assessment: Thisdriver consists of monitoring current performance
to provide feedback on strengths and areas of necessary adjustments (Fixsen et al., 2005). In order to develop and
provide effective training, this driver isvital in the implementation of the SMR. ISDE’s Survey system for training
feedback, regarding the ISDE’s PD, TA and Coaching Improvement Strategy, is an example of how this driver will be
implemented into the SSIP through a strand of action using existing resources. Additionally, collaborated Special
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Education, ESEA and SSOS monitoring and school visits will assess performance of schoolsin all areas, including
improvement of Literacy in students with disabilities. Through collaborative on-site monitoring, practices can be
implemented in specific schools as sel ected through the Hexagon Tool’s six factors. If identified as successful in
selected schools, same practices will be scaled up, coached and trained to more LEAsregionally, potentially all LEAS
state-wide.

« Leadership Driver — Both Technical Leadership and Adaptive Leaderships drivers are required in effective leadership
regarding the Ildaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan, and all the subsets of this plan, including the Idaho Reading
Imitative and Governor’s Literacy task force. Adaptive leadership implementation methods are vital to “champion
change’ in order to increase literacy proficiency of students with disabilities within state-approved guidelines of a
20-year old state Comprehensive Literacy Plan.

Future Plan for Implementation Driver Integration in Phasell and I11
Idaho plansto further leverage additiona Implementation Driversin Phase |1 and 111 including the following opportunities:

The ISDE’s Assessment Practices Improvement Strategy has opportunity to leverage Organization Driver —

Decision Support Data System through working towards more immediate access to Assessment Data, including NAEP,
IRI and ISAT, for planning and literacy improvement efforts in student with disabilities.

Leveraging the Organization Driver of Facilitative Administrator through the ISDE’s Collaboration |mprovement
Strategy will include taking full advantage of the newly-appointed ISDE Federal Programs Deputy Superintendent to unite
Specia Education, ESEA and SSOSin MTSS and literacy support efforts.

Organization Driver — Systems I nter vention includes potential for leveraging resources through the Idaho Training
Clearinghouse (ITC), ISDE's Hub, and ISDE’s Information Technology Divisions (IT) to increase TA and PD availability
and accessibility for LEAsregarding literacy.

Stakeholder Involvement in Selection of | mprovement Strategies

Multiple internal and external stakeholders were involved in the identification of improvement strategies and root causes.
Internal stakeholders consisted of ISDE Divisions, regional coordinators, and three institutions of higher education were
involved in review of the infrastructure analysis, surveys, and other stakeholdersinput. External stakeholders consisted of
parents, genera education and specia education teachers, reading specialists, specia education directors, superintendents,
principals, paraprofessionals, related service providers, and instructional coaches. Both the internal and external
stakeholders engaged in a discussion addressing proposed improvement strategies. The need to align with current statewide
initiatives and Governor’s priorities were prioritized.

The Data Analysis Stakeholder Workgroup called together the SSIP Core Team, as well as other division directors from the
ISDE's Content, Assessment, School Choice, School-wide Improvement and Title Programs; two technical advisors from
the Western Regiona Resource Center (WRRC), genera education, special education, reading specialists, and parents. This
group completed a Hypothesis Statement Worksheet where the group put forth hypothesis, inquired on agreement status,
and asked what questions would be asked to staff/contractors to validate the hypothesis and determine root causes. The
discussion was helpful in narrowing the focus to the four strands of action. The ISDE Special Education team consistently
collaborated with internal and external stakehol ders resulting in the agreement the identified improvement strategies to
address root causes.
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Theory of Action

A graphic illustration that shows the rationale of how implementing the coherent set of improvement strategies selected will increase the State’s capacity to lead meaningful change
in LEAs, and achieve improvement in the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

Submitted Theory of Action: Theory of Action Graphic

lllustration

F Provide a description of the provided graphic illustration (optional)

Description of lllustration

Idaho State Department of Education’s Theory of Action

Only seven percent of 1daho’s students with disabilities are proficient in reading/literacy. Idaho’s theory of action takes
aim at improving this statistic. The graphic illustration below outlines the rationale of how implementing a coherent set of

improvement strategies will increase 1daho’s capacity to meet Idaho’s State-identified Measurable Result: Increasethe
percent of fourth-grade students with disabilitiesin 1daho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on the state
summative assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.

IDAHO STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION: THEORY OF ACTION

4/20/2015
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for families and
communitiesin
regards to literacy

The ISDE hasidentified four (4) strands of action and correlating improvement strategies to increase the percent of
fourth-grade students with disabilitiesin 1daho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on the state summative
assessment, currently | SAT by Smarter Balance.
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Improvement Strategy 1. Professional Development, Technical Assistance, and Coaching

The ISDE will develop a statewide structure that supports the implementation of evidence-based literacy practices. This
statewide structure will include the delivery of professional learning opportunities, technical assistance, and coaching to
LEAsand school regarding literacy. Standardized literacy resources and ongoing supports will be provided to LEA and
educational staff, building their capacity to consistently and effectively implement and maintain the use of evidence-based
literacy practices. The goal of these actionsisfor evidence-based literacy practices to be implemented with fidelity and
sustained over timeto achieve an increase in literacy outcomes.

Improvement Strategy 2: Collaboration

The ISDE will actively work to build collaboration across | SDE divisions and community agencies to offer professional
learning opportunities on literacy for LEAs and school. In broaden and deepening their understanding of 1daho’s various
literacy initiatives, the ISDE will aso leverage current department and community initiatives to streamline messages around
effective literacy instruction. With streamlined messages and understanding, these ISDE and community initiatives will be
enhanced and supported to better serve Idaho students. At the LEA level, LEAS, school, and classrooms will build vertical
and horizontal collaboration, including all stakeholders, building their capacity to implement evidence-based literacy
practices.

Improvement Strategy 3. Assessment Practices

The ISDE will develop a statewide balanced assessment system for formative, diagnostic, interim, and summative

assessments and assist LEAsin building coherent assessment systems, alighed to the standards, to ensure learners are
reliably and accurately assessed. With support from the ISDE, LEA and school educational staff will develop an
understanding of the uses and purpose for formative, diagnostic, interim, and summative assessments and utilize the data
from these assessments to make decisions regarding, programming, curriculum, and instruction. LEA and school educational
staff will use accurate literacy datato make daily effective instructional decisions through differentiating pedagogy at the
student’s point of learning.

Improvement Strategy 4: Family and Community | nvolvement

The ISDE will facilitate LEAS capacity to engage families and their local community in early literacy practices. The ISDE
will increase the communications, support, and resource availability provided for familiesin regardsto literacy.
Additionally, LEAs will identify community resources and partners to develop activities and assets to increase access to
literacy material. Thiswill result in families and community stakeholders increasing their understanding of literacy
standards and their role in developing literacy skillsin their children.

Stakeholder Involvement in the Creation of the Theory of Action

Idaho State Department of Education’s Theory of Action is based on the Infrastructure and Data Analysis, surveys, state,
regional, and local meetings, webinars, conferences, research of evidence-based practices, by the ISDE Specia Education
Division staff, ISDE divisions, Data Analysis Stakeholder group, DAC, SEAP, Director’s Webinars, SSIP Core Team,
SIMR Workgroup, parent groups. Throughout the process the | SDE Special Education Division collaborated, aligned to
current educational research, analyzed data, supported current initiatives, leveraged resources, modified and refined our
Theory of Action to meeting Idaho’s literacy needs.

Idaho is committed to ongoing collaboration with stakeholders and has scheduled meetings throughout April and May 2015

to update and provide additional input from SEAP, DAC, Idaho Special Education Directors (through awebinar), and ISDE
Division Directors.
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Certify and Submit your SPP/APR

This indicator is not applicable.

4/20/2015 Page 105 of 105



