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Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space
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FFY 2019 Indicator B-17/C-11 Annual Performance Report (APR) Optional Template 

Section A: Data Analysis 

What is the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). (Please limit your response to 785 characters). 

Has the SiMR changed since the last SSIP submission? 

If “Yes”, provide an explanation for the change(s), including the role of stakeholders in decision-
making. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space). 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for S iMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



Progress toward the SiMR  

Please provide the data for the specific FFY list ed below  (expressed as  actual number and percentages).  

Baseline Data:   

Has the SiMR  target changed since the last SSIP submission?

FFY 2018  Target: FFY 2019  Target:

FFY 2018 Data: FFY 2019 Data:  

Was the State’s FFY  2019 Target Met?   

Did slippage1  occur?

2 

If applicable, describe the reasons for slippage.  (Please limit  your  response  to 1600 characters without 
space).  

1 The definition of slippage: A worsening from the previous data AND a failure to meet the target. The worsening also needs to meet certain thresholds to 
be considered slippage: 

1. For a "large"  percentage (10% or  above), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 1.0 percentage point. For example:
a. It is not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator  X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 32.9%.
b. It is slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 33.1%.

2. For a "small" percentage (less than 10%), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 0.1 percentage point. For example:
a. It is not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator  Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 5%.
b. It is slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 4.9%.

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for S iMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



Optional:  Has the State collected additional data  (i.e., benchmark, CQI, survey)  that demonstrates  
progress toward the SiMR?    

 3 

If “Yes”, describe any additional data collected by the State to assess progress toward the SiMR.  
(Please limit  your  response  to 1600 characters without space).   

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



 

       
        

4 

Did  the State identify any data quality concerns,  unrelated  to  COVID-19,  that  affected  progress 
toward  the SiMR   during  the reporting  period? 

If “Yes”, describe any data quality issues specific to the SiMR data and include actions taken to 
address data quality concerns. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space). 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



Did the State identify any data quality concerns directly related to the COVID-19 pandemic during the 
reporting period? 

If data for this reporting period were impacted specifically by COVID-19, the State must  include in the 
narrative for the indicator: (1) the impact  on data completeness, validity and reliability for the indicator; 
(2) an explanation of how COVID-19 specifically impacted the State’s ability to collect the data for the
indicator;  and (3)  any steps the State took to mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on the data collection.
(Please limit  your  response  to 3000 characters without space).
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*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



 

  
   

Section B: Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation 

Is the State’s theory of action new or revised since the previous submission? 

If “Yes”, please provide a description of the changes and updates to the theory of action 
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space). 
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*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR, 
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan. 



     

  
     

Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategies 
during the reporting period?   

If “Yes”, describe each new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategy and 
the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without 
space).  

 7 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of each infrastructure improvement strategy that the State continued  to implement  
in the reporting period, including the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved.  (Please 
limit  your  response  to 3000 characters without space).  

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR, 
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan. 
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Provide a description of how the State evaluated outcomes for each improvement strategy and how the 
evaluation data supports the decision to continue implementing the strategy. (Please 
limit your response to 3000 characters without space): 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



 

      

10 

Provide a summary of the next steps for each infrastructure improvement strategy and the anticipated 
outcomes to be attained during the next reporting period. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters 
without space): 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



 
Did the State implement any new  (previously  or newly identified)  evidence-based practices?   

     
       

If “Yes”, describe the selection process for the new (previously or newly identified) evidence-
based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):  
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*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR, 
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan. 



 

  
    

12 

Provide a summary of the continued evidence-based practices and how the evidence-based practices 
are intended to impact the SiMR. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space): 

Describe the data collect ed to evaluate and monitor  fidelity of implementation and to assess practice 
change. (Please limit  your  response  to 1600 characters without space):  

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Describe the components (professional development activities, policies/procedures revisions, and/or 
practices, etc.) implemented during the reporting period to support the knowledge and use of selected 
evidence-based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space): 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR, 
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan. 



 

 

 
 

  

 
Section C:  Stakeholder Engagement   

14 

Describe the  specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts. 
(Please  limit  your  response  to 3000 characters without space):  

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR, 
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan. 



 

  

   
     

15 

Were there any concerns expressed by stakeholders during engagement activities? 

If “Yes”, describe how the State addressed the concerns expressed by stakeholders. 
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space): 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.



 
 

  
      

 
 

16 

If applicable, describe the action(s) that the State implemented to address any FFY 2018 SPP/APR 
required OSEP response. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space): 

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR, 
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan. 


	FFY 2019 Indicator B-17/C-11 Annual Performance Report (APR) Optional Template
	Section A:  Data Analysis
	Section B: Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation
	Section C: Stakeholder Engagement


	Changes to SiMR: [No]
	SSIP changes explanation: 
	SiMR Baseline Data: 7.7%
	FFY 2018 SiMR Target: 13.7%
	FFY 2018 Data: 9.38%
	FFY 2019 SiMR Target: 13.7%
	FFY 2019 Data: No Data
	Chages to SiMR target: [No]
	FFY 2019 SiMR met: [Choose an item]
	Did slippage occur: [No]
	Reasons for slippage: 
	Optional - Additional SiMR data collected: [Yes]
	Additional SiMR data collected: In addition to the primary source of data typically used to demonstrate student progress toward the SiMR (statewide assessment data), a few SSIP districts were able to obtain data through local benchmarking assessments. Limitations to state and local assessment data are discussed in the data quality concerns section related to COVID-19. While student assessment and progress monitoring data was lacking due to COVID-19, some systems data was able to be obtained through these measures despite the pandemic: 
  District Capacity Assessment (DCA) 
  Time, Effort and Outcome Tracker (ThEO) 
  Pre-Post Tests for Training Outcomes 
  IL MTSS-N Online Module Development Rubric and supplemental tools
  High Quality Coaching Checklist (HQCC) 
  Self-Assessment of MTSS-Illinois (SAM-I)
The DCA measured readiness level for MTSS, barriers to capacity building, and district needs. Professional learning data was evaluated using ThEO, which is an online data system for collecting and tracking staff time and frequency of direct support with districts. Pre-post test data was collected related to the 3 SSIP strategies of systems (e.g., MTSS framework), data (e.g., data-driven processes), and practice (e.g., evidence-based practices). The IL MTSS-N online rubric and its supplemental tools were utilized to ensure that professional learning incorporated evidence-based principles and strategies known to result in effective and efficient online learning. The HQCC assessed coaching fidelity. The SAM-I examined levels of implementation in the domains of leadership, capacity/infrastructure, communication/collaboration, data-based problem solving, three-tiered instruction/intervention model, and data/evaluation. Finally, IL MTSS-N coaches collected anecdotal data regarding progress since the inception of the SSIP.
	Unrelated COVID data quality: [No]
	General data quality issues: 
	COVID-19 data quality: [Yes]
	COVID-19 data quality narrative: Illinois experienced several COVID-19 issues that affected data completeness. Since all states received waivers from the USDE for school year 2019-2020 assessment and accountability requirements under the ESEA due to COVID-19, the requirement to administer statewide assessments was suspended. Therefore, the completeness of the data was affected as Illinois was unable to collect and report statewide assessment data, which is the specific identified measure of growth toward the SiMR. In order to mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on data collection, ISBE and the IL MTSS-N focused on the lack of statewide assessment data to address the SiMR in several ways. First, local assessment data was to be used as an alternative to statewide assessment data. However, since COVID-19 resulted in school closures and shifts from in-person learning to hybrid and remote learning, only 29% of the SSIP districts were able to collect both fall and winter progress monitoring data. ISBE, its stakeholders, and the IL MTSS-N were concerned about the validity and reliability of local progress monitoring data for the districts that were able to complete both fall 2020 and winter 2021 assessments. IL MTSS-N capacity coaches reported concerns over the extreme gap between fall and winter progress monitoring scores. It was reported or observed that students were not completing assessments independently while being evaluated in a remote learning setting in the fall, resulting in inflated scores. In contrast, winter progress monitoring data scores decreased significantly when students were evaluated in person at school.

When student level progress data either was not available or was not valid and reliable, ISBE and the IL MTSS-N turned to systems level data to show progress and mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on data collection. Data collection continued via the District Capacity Assessment (DCA); the Self-Assessment of MTSS-Illinois (SAM-I); the Time, Effort, and Outcome Tracker (ThEO); Pre-Post Tests for Training Outcomes, and the High Quality Coaching Checklist. The Observational Tool for Instructional Supports and Systems (OTISS) data was unable to be collected as it involves direct classroom observations three times a year, and coaches were unable to visit districts. To mitigate the impact of no OTISS data, coaches continued virtual conversations with district staff regarding fidelity of instructional EBPs and collected anecdotal data. Professional Learning Evaluations data, High Quality Professional Development Fidelity Checklists, and Facilitator Guide Fidelity Checklists became irrelevant as they were designed to assess face-to-face professional learning and all professional learning was moved to an online format. To mitigate this, these instruments were replaced with the IL MTSS-N Online Module Development Rubric and its supplemental tools (Online Module Design Checklist and Training Development Guide). These instruments were utilized to ensure the provision of quality professional learning that incorporates evidence and research-based principles and strategies that are known to result in effective and efficient online learning.
	Changes to theory of action: 
	Revised theory of action: [No]
	New infrastructure improvement strategies: [No]
	New infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: 
	Continued infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: All 3 improvement strategies related to systems, data, and practice continued to be implemented in Phase III, Year 5. Strategy 1 addressed implementing and sustaining a MTSS framework with fidelity. Strategy 2 addressed implementing and sustaining a data-driven process to inform decision making around the implementation of a MTSS framework with fidelity. Strategy 3 addressed implementing and sustaining evidence-based practices (EBPs) that address early literacy and climate and culture within a MTSS framework.

Short term outcomes focused on all 3 improvement strategies by increasing knowledge regarding an MTSS framework (systems), data-based decision making (data), and EBPs (practice). These outcomes were achieved to a high degree as ThEO data document 258 professional learning activities delivered to 3,651 LEA staff to support MTSS implementation. Pre-post test data for training outcomes document a 61.72% improvement for systems, a 61.10% improvement for data, and a 66.67% improvement for EBPs. The IL MTSS-N Online Module Development Rubric and supplemental tools document an average final rating of 75.16%, indicating fidelity with the criterion. High Quality Coaching Checklist data document 98.89% implementation fidelity.

Intermediate outcomes also focused on all 3 improvement strategies by addressing the implementation of an MTSS framework (systems), a data-driven process for systems and practice (data), and EBPs (practice) with fidelity. These outcomes were achieved to a high degree as DCA data document that 8 of 9 driver domain subscales show high levels of implementation and all 9 driver domain subscales showed significant improvements from baseline. Please see the evaluation section on page 9 of this report for specific data.

The final intermediate outcome focused on strategy 3 and addressed improved student results from implemented EBPs (practice). This outcome has been achieved to some degree as coaches reported anecdotal data that, from the beginning of the SSIP to now, district staff have increased their understanding of the MTSS process, the use of data to inform instruction, the implementation of a 3-tiered system, the importance of using EBPs, and fidelity of instruction. This led to increased collaboration among general and special education staff around data analysis, planning, and instruction; increased consistency across general and special education regarding curriculum, instruction, and progress monitoring; increased emphasis on Tier 1 instruction and access to the core curriculum for students with IEPs; and an increased awareness around student engagement and attendance for success. These led to more co-taught classrooms, up to 7.3% more students with IEPs receiving their special education services in the general education classroom, increased rates of growth in performance for students with IEPs that were maintained over time as students matriculated into subsequent grades (mostly prior to COVID-19), and fewer students needing Tier 3 supports.

	State evaluated outcomes: Outcomes were evaluated for Strategy 1 (systems) using the DCA and SAM-I. Eight of nine DCA driver domain subscales show high levels of implementation: Leadership (92.86%), Systems Interventions (78.57%), Performance Assessment (75.00%), Planning (73.81%), Decision Support Data Systems (69.05%), Selection (60.71%), Training (60.71%), and Facilitative Administration (59.53%). All nine domain subscales showed improvements from 2015 baseline data: Systems Intervention (+266.67%), Training (+183.33%), Performance Assessment (+133.33%), Coaching (+116.67%), Facilitative Administration (+108.34%), Decision Support Data Systems (+107.14%), Planning (+93.76%), Selection (+30.77%), and Leadership (+22.64%). Seven subscales improved from Phase III, Year 4 to Year 5: Coaching (+62.50%), Performance Assessment (+23.53%), Planning (+14.81%), Selection (+13.33%), Training (+13.33%), Facilitative Administration (+8.70%), and Leadership (+3.17%). Districts also demonstrated significant infrastructure and practice improvements on all six SAM-I domain subscales from baseline and all domain subscales are operationalizing with fidelity: Leadership (2.17), 3-Tier Instruction/Intervention Model (2.16), Communication/Collaboration (2.03), Data-Based Problem-Solving (1.99), Capacity/Infrastructure (1.88), and Data Evaluation (1.87). The greatest percentage improvements from baseline to now were seen in Capacity/Infrastructure (+84.39%), Leadership (+84.32%), Data Evaluation (+81.47%), and Communication/Collaboration (+79.95%). Four of the six domain subscales improved in Year 5: Capacity/Infrastructure (+8.67%), Communication/Collaboration (+4.60%), Data Evaluation (+3.71%), and 3-Tier Model (+0.99%). Data show high levels of systems implementation with fidelity, significant improvements over baseline, and improvements from Phase III, Year 4 to Year 5 despite COVID-19, thus warranting continued implementation of the systems strategy.

Outcomes were evaluated for Strategy 2 (data) using the DCA and SAM-I. The DCA documented a high level of implementation for Decision Support Data Systems (69.05%). This domain subscale also showed significant improvement from baseline (+107.14%). This domain subscale is implementing at 1.99, meaning implementation fidelity is operationalizing across content areas, grade levels, and tiers. COVID-19 did have an impact on this area from the prior year due to fidelity and validity issues of student outcome data caused by the remote learning environment. Data show a high level of data implementation with fidelity and significant improvement over baseline, indicating that continued implementation of the data strategy would be beneficial.

Outcomes were evaluated for Strategy 3 (practice) using the SAM-I. The SAM-I 3-Tier Instructional/Intervention Model subscale is implemented at 2.16, meaning implementation fidelity is operationalizing for EBPs in academic, behavior, and social-emotional instruction and interventions at all three tiers. Trend data indicate that continued implementation of the practice strategy would keep districts progressing from operationalizing to optimizing.
	Infrastructure next steps: To address stakeholder desires to scale up SSIP efforts, next steps include SSIP strategies being absorbed into the new Illinois State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG). The new SPDG uses a comprehensive regional delivery system for a statewide MTSS effort to serve all districts through differentiated, evidence-based professional learning and supportive services. Professional development and coaching are designed to improve the knowledge and skills of general and special education personnel around effective instructional practices. Professional learning activities provide training in evidence-based reading instruction, climate and culture components that promote an inclusion and wellness approach, early interventions to identify and help children with disabilities, and classroom-based techniques to assist children prior to special education referral.The SPDG is a coordinated effort to scale up the SSIP. The SPDG continues to support the work of the SSIP by training all teachers in high leverage practices which support the learning of all students, and training special educators through mentoring programs with the goal of retaining teachers and improving student outcomes in early literacy. The SPDG includes best practices from the IL MTSS-N, as it implements a tiered approach for district and school needs regarding special education. The IL MTSS-N continues to support systems, data, and practice as a primary partner for comprehensive schools under ESSA.The three SSIP strategies focus on implementing and sustaining a MTSS framework with fidelity (systems), data-based decision making (data), and EBPs in early literacy and climate and culture (practice). Under the SPDG, systems (strategy 1) will be addressed through Tier 1 foundational training, Tier 2 coaching and technical assistance, and Tier 3 systems development and intensified coaching. Areas of focus include effective co-teaching strategies, Universal Design for Learning (UDL), access and differentiation, and networking to promote special and general education collaboration. Data (strategy 2) will be addressed through Tier 1 foundational training, Tier 2 coaching and Tier 3 data systems development and intensified coaching. Areas of focus include the role of data in progress monitoring, data interpretation and use, benchmarking data, learning and performance rubrics, communicating data and progress, student engagement with data, writing goals to address high leverage learning standards, and progress monitoring based on aligned assessments and data. Practices (strategy 3) will be addressed through Tier 1 foundational training, Tier 2 coaching and Tier 3 curriculum and instruction audits and intensified coaching. Areas of focus include literacy and early literacy standards, UDL, high leverage instructional strategies for literacy, and differentiation and the specialized learner at all three tiers. Anticipated outcomes include building the capacity of staff who support students with disabilities through research-based professional development and delivering professional learning and technical assistance to build seamless and sustainable delivery systems for specialized populations of learners.
	New EBP: [No]
	New EBP narrative: 
	Continued EBP: SSIP districts continued to implement EBPs in early literacy, climate, and culture. Literacy examples include:
Tier 1: Wonders, American Reading Company (ARC), Jolly Phonics, Guided Reading, Co-Teaching
Tier 2: Leveled Literacy Intervention (LLI), Fountas & Pinnell, Heggerty, Wonders Tier 2 supports, Jolly   Phonics, ARC supplemental materials, small group instruction
Tier 3: Systematic Instruction in Phonological Awareness, Phonics, and Sight Words, Barton Reading Program, Roaring Reading, LLI, Wonders Tier 3 supports, SRA Reading Mastery, Corrective Reading, Language for Learning, ARC supplemental materials, Jolly Phonics, 1:1 tutoring
Climate/Culture examples include:
Tier 1: Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, Second Step, Restorative Justice
Tier 2: Check-in/Check-out, Social groups, Restorative Practices
Tier 3: Individual counseling, Functional Behavioral Assessments/Behavior Intervention Plans
Evidence-based reading programs, intervention tools, and practices have been implemented to address the needs of students at all 3 tiers. Students with IEPs are using the same evidence-based core reading program and materials as general education with differentiation and supports based upon student need. District staff know how to select EBPs using national resources, and they have a greater awareness of the importance of the 5 critical elements of reading. These efforts, and those described on page 8 of this report, are intended to positively impact the SiMR by improving student performance in reading and increasing the percentage of 3rd grade students with disabilities who are proficient or above the grade level standard on the state English-language arts assessment.
	Evaluation and fidelity: The data collected to evaluate and monitor fidelity of implementation and to assess practice change comes from the Three Tier Instructional/Intervention Model subscale of the Self-Assessment of MTSS-Illinois (SAM-I). The SAM-I levels of implemenation include:

Not implementing (0.0-0.4)
Emerging/developing (0.5-1.4)
Operationalizing (1.5-2.4)
Optimizing (2.5-3.0)

The SAM-I Three Tier Instructional/Intervention Model subscale is implemented at 2.16, meaning implementation fidelity is operationalizing for evidence-based practices in academic, behavior, and social-emotional instruction and intervention at all three tiers for the SSIP districts. Therefore, even with the challenges of a global pandemic, there was growth in this area from the previous year (0.99%) and growth from baseline (33.32%). The SAM-I Three Tier Instructional/Intervention Model subscale is the second highest area of implementation according to the SAM-I subscale data (leadership is operationalizing at 2.17). Past years of the SSIP included other evaluation data that monitored fidelity of implementation and assessed practice change that was collected through the Observational Tool for Instructional Supports and Systems (OTISS) and the statewide assessment. However, those tools were unavailable for use this year as explained under the section of this report that addresses data quality concerns directly related to COVID-19.
	Support EBP: In Phase III, Year 5, the IL MTSS-N used online professional learning (PL) and continued a Community of Practice (CoP) for the SSIP districts. PL aligned with the 3 SSIP strategies (systems, data, and practices) and addressed coaching and capacity building for a sustainable MTSS. The CoP provided districts the opportunity to share ideas and innovations with each other on a regular basis as they implemented and evaluated their systems, data, and practices and worked toward fidelity of implementation and sustainability. This year the CoP focused on implementation of EBPs in early literacy, emphasizing students with IEPs. Per stakeholder input, the CoP webinars were open to any Illinois district as a means of sharing information and experiences beyond the SSIP districts. The following CoP topics were addressed this year: Print Concepts, Phonological Awareness, Phonics and Word Study, and Fluency and Comprehension.During the CoP, IL MTSS-N staff provided professional learning and facilitated dialogue on best practices and common challenges in the use of early literacy EBPs. This year the emphasis on EBPs called for greater outreach and implementation supports to classroom teachers. Therefore, additional support for educators included a dedicated Google Classroom for professional learning. The SSIP CoP Google Classroom provided ongoing support and resources in the use of EBPs in four areas: concepts of print, phonological awareness, phonics and word study, and fluency and comprehension. IL MTSS-N coaches received professional learning from the National Center on Intensive Intervention to help them support districts. ISBE special education monitors completed a book study on high leverage practices, and other ISBE staff participated in the National Center for Systemic Improvement EBP Collaborative to prepare them for SSIP scale up and sustainability efforts with districts.  
	Stakeholder Engagement: Stakeholder input was primarily gathered through the IL MTSS-N Advisory Council. Members include general and special education parent representatives, advocates, general and special education administrators, educator unions, other ISBE projects, higher education representatives, and state special education advisory council representatives. SSIP information was also shared with other stakeholders through virtual meetings.The Council has direct involvement in providing feedback on the SSIP. Specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts included reviewing the implementation of activities to ensure full and effective delivery of project services, reviewing project evaluation data and using such data to identify needed improvements, and assisting in the refinement of training and resource materials. SSIP implementation was discussed at each of the quarterly meetings. For example, data on growth factors and district success stories were shared to demonstrate progress on key activities during one meeting. Districts with the largest SiMR growth demonstrated common, generalizable factors within their SiMR plans. The districts with the greatest SiMR growth demonstrated lower rates of chronic absenteeism and greater rates of students with disabilities receiving their special education and related services in the general education environment. Chronic absenteeism and educational environment were previously targeted for support after data analyses with stakeholders. In addition, two districts with large increases on the SiMR were highlighted, along with the factors that led to the increases. Next steps for districts were addressed, including data analysis, progress monitoring, and including early childhood education (ECE).  Stakeholders were pleased that chronic absenteeism was being addressed and that ECE was being invited to scale up MTSS efforts.Other meetings addressed the consequences of COVID-19 on SSIP districts as related to the effective delivery of project services. Several districts chose not to participate in the SSIP this year due to COVID-19 stressors. To retain the remaining districts, options to provide flexibility while still gathering data were brainstormed. Stakeholders felt that minimizing district data collection and reporting responsibilities would be helpful and that validity was a concern with remote learning. The consequences of COVID-19 on evaluation data were also discussed. Stakeholders discussed ways to demonstrate the positive impact of MTSS since state and local assessment data were lacking. Discussion focused on system data collected by the IL MTSS-N when student data was not available or the data validity was in question.During virtual meetings, other stakeholder groups emphasized the need for statewide scale up and professional learning for all special educators. ISBE used this feedback to develop the new SPDG and incorporate the SSIP into it. Finally, the Community of Practice (CoP) allowed district stakeholders to provide feedback on SSIP implementation and evaluation. Specific information regarding the CoP can be found in the professional development activities section of this report.
	Stakeholders concerns addressed: In addition to the SSIP district retention concern discussed on page 14, the two concerns expressed by stakeholders were scaling up MTSS efforts and the lack of data to address the SiMR due to COVID-19. ISBE and the IL MTSS-N addressed scaling up MTSS at the universal level this year by expanding the availability of resources and online learning for all districts. An online learning series available that addresses capacity building for a sustainable MTSS, coaching, data, early literacy, family, and schoolwide positive behavior supports is also available. This online content is designed to give educators the foundational knowledge needed to begin implementation. IL MTSS-N encourages partnering with them for full implementation. Please see the IL MTSS-N website for additional information: https://ilmtss.net/. In addition, the SSIP is being absorbed into the new Illinois State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) for the SPP FFY20-25 cycle to better address stakeholder input regarding the ability to scale up efforts. Please see the Next Steps section of this report for further information.

Since all states received waivers from the USDE for school year 2019-2020 assessment and accountability requirements under the ESEA due to COVID-19, Illinois was unable to collect and report the statewide assessment data used to measure growth toward the SiMR. ISBE and the IL MTSS-N focused on the lack of data to address the SiMR in several ways. Local assessment data was to be used as an alternative to statewide assessment data. In addition, data that spoke to the progress of the system as a whole rather than student-specific data was to continue to be used. For example, capacity for MTSS, progress and fidelity data related to MTSS implementation, professional learning data, and coaching data were still able to be collected to some degree as described in other sections of this report.
	Stakeholders concerns: [Yes]
	FFY 2018 required OSEP response: The state was required, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, to report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). The State has used the optional template provided by OSEP to report its FFY 2019 data to the best of its ability considering the COVID-19 pandemic. Additionally, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, the State was required to assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP. Specifically, the State was required to provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the capacity to improve SiMR data.

A description of the above requirements is provided in narrative form throughout this SSIP report. The SSIP has 3 coherent improvement strategies that continued in Phase III, Year 5. Strategy 1: implementing and sustaining a MTSS framework with fidelity (systems), strategy 2: implementing and sustaining a data-driven process to inform decision making around the implementation of a MTSS framework with fidelity (data), and strategy 3: implementing and sustaining evidence-based practices (EBPs) that address early literacy and climate and culture within a MTSS framework (practice). Three principal activities continued related to systems: determining the capacity for implementing and sustaining a MTSS framework with fidelity, engaging in professional learning around a MTSS systems framework, and implementing and sustaining a MTSS framework with fidelity. One activity continued related to data: implementing and sustaining data-based decision making. One activity continued related to EBPs: implementing and sustaining EBPs in early literacy and climate and culture.

The SSIP short term outcomes of increased knowledge regarding an MTSS framework, data-based decision making, and EBPs were achieved to a high degree since the last SSIP data submission based on evaluation data previously discussed in this report. Intermediate outcomes of implementing an MTSS framework, a data-driven process for systems and practice, and EBPs with fidelity were also achieved to a high degree per evaluation data. The final intermediate outcome of improving student results from implemented EBPs was achieved to some degree per anecdotal data. Evaluation data for SSIP improvement strategies and activities continued to demonstrate progress toward fidelity of implementation and sustainability despite the pandemic, indicating the benefit of continued implementation of all 3 coherent improvement strategies to positively impact the SiMR. The SSIP improvement strategies and activities will be absorbed into the new IL SPDG to increase statewide capacity to scale up SSIP efforts and improve SiMR data.
	FFY 2019 SiMR: The percentage of 3rd grade students with disabilities who are proficient or above the grade level standard on the state English-language arts assessment will increase.


