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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).
without space

Indiana will increase reading proficiency achievement on the Indiana Reading Evaluation and Determination
(IREAD-3) assessment by at least .5% each year for all third grade students, including those with disabilities
attending elementary schools participating in the Indiana SSIP Initiatives.

Has the SiMR changed since the last SSIP submission?

No
If “Yes”, provide an explanation for the change(s), including the role of stakeholders in decisionmaking. (Please
Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).
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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Progress toward the SiMR
Please provide the data for the specific FFY listed below (expressed as actual number and percentages).
Baseline Data:

Statewide SpEd - 68.0%
SSIPCohort-54.4%

Has the SiMR target changed since the last SSIP submission? No
FFY 2018 Target:
FFY 2018 Data:

Statewide SpEd - 61.7%
SSIP Cohort - 48.4%
Statewide SpEd - 61.4%
SSIP Cohort - 49.6%

FFY 2019 Target:
FFY 2019 Data:

Statewide SpEd - 60.9%
SSIP Cohort - 48.4%

n/a (Covid-impacted)

Was the State’s FFY 2019 Target Met? No
Did slippage 1 occur? No
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 SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Optional: Has the State collected additional data (i.e., benchmark, CQI, survey) that demonstrates
progress toward the SiMR? No
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.
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Did the State identify any data quality concerns, unrelated to COVID-19, that affected progress
toward the SiMR during the reporting period?
No
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.
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Did the State identify any data quality concerns directly related to the COVID-19 pandemic during the
reporting period? Yes
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).

1. COVID-19 had a significant impact on data completeness; no student outcome data was collected for FFY
2019.
2. The State of Indiana canceled all student assessments in the Spring of 2020 and through the end of the
FFY 2019 school year, directly impacting the ability to collect 3rd grade reading achievement data for the
SiMR. This cancellation was applicable to all students, with and without disabilities.
3. The Governor issued an executive order, effective from March 19, 2020 to May 1, 2020, closing all school
buildings in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. This date was extended through the end of the school year
(identified by IDOE as 6/30/2020) by a second executive order.
4. As a result of the executive orders closing school buildings, most Indiana schools moved from in-person
learning to remote learning, while a few schools closed completely.
5. IRead is typically administered in spring. The original window was March 16 to April 3, 2020, but due to
COVID-19, on March 10, 2020, this window was extended through April 10, 2020. The assessment was then
suspended effective March 16, 2020, and finally cancelled effective March 19, 2020.
6. To help mitigate COVID impacts on data, IDOE conducted family and educator surveys in SSIP target
districts to better understand children’s learning experiences related to their early literacy skills (reading,
writing, and communication) development. This survey was intended to partially mitigate data loss by drawing
on families’ and educators’ perceptions of literacy opportunities; while this does not replace literacy outcome
data, it does provide a window into key stakeholders’ needs and makes space for IDOE to improve its
stakeholder outreach. The data will also be used to explain to families what literacy data is and how it can be
used to help their children.
This survey showed some important disparities. First, 75% of families in one district, and 66% in the other,
believe they understand the literacy expectations of their child; however, survey responses showed 92% of
educators in the first district and 83% in the second believe families do not understand these expectations.
Another disparity noted that 52% of families in the first district and 47% in the second reported their child’s
teacher shared literacy data with them on a consistent or fairly consistent basis. However, only 23% of
educators in the first district and 25% in the second reported sharing this data fairly consistently. Based on this
data, we will develop a plan to use the identified literacy evidence-based practices (EBPs) to assess and
improve families’ and educators’ understanding of literacy expectations and the role of data in all its forms for
communicating about children’s progress.

*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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Section B:

Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation

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

No

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).

*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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Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategies
during the reporting period?
No
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).

*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.

8
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).

Indiana continued to implement the following infrastructure improvement strategies in the reporting period:
The first improvement strategy is Systemic Alignment, which focuses on aligning state and local efforts
around the evidence-based practices (EBPs) targeted in this SSIP. The following outcomes were
accomplished:
• Expanded Indiana’s SSIP Stakeholder Team to bring in expertise on literacy EBPs and met throughout the
year to plan, implement, and coordinate multiple infrastructure improvement efforts. Stakeholders in this effort
included the Office of Elementary and Early Learning through IDOE and the following Indiana Resource
Network (IRN) partners: IEP Resource Center (technical assistance partner), Public Consulting Group
(IDOE’s third-party evaluator), Indiana University/Indiana Institute on Disability and Community’s Early
Childhood Center (literacy best practices and data analysis). The expansion of the Stakeholder Team
provided Improved communication and coordination across Indiana’s multiple efforts and partners;
• Developed and approved a plan for integrating the collective expertise of stakeholder teams across the
improvement strategies, which will lead to technical assistance integrating MTSS best practices with Division
of Early Childhood (DEC) Recommended Practices and literacy EBPs, as well as literacy EBPs that are
cross-walked with our state’s Indiana Foundations and Title 1 efforts to promote literacy development;
• And increased targeted marketing efforts for SSIP schools, with an established timeline for implementing
communication efforts (e.g., webinars and short shares).
Indiana’s second improvement strategy focuses on supporting the implementation of an MTSS/UDL
framework. Through its partnership with the IEP Resource Center, Indiana accomplished the following shortterm outcomes:
• Implementation of the Self-Assessment of MTSS,school-age version, to guide individual TA efforts with one
school district.
Indiana’s third improvement strategy focuses on promoting EBPs in Early Literacy (preschool through 3rd
Grade). The State initiated work in 2019/2020 and accomplished the following outcomes:
• Expanded its contract with Indiana University and the Indiana Institute on Disability and Community’s Early
Childhood Center to accomplish several outcomes over the 2020-2021 school year, including sponsoring a
conference for early childhood special education personnel, identifying evidence-based literacy practices
during preschool through grade 3, and mounting a universal professional development effort to increase
knowledge of those evidence-based practices across Indiana schools.

*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):

Evaluation of Systemic Alignment Improvement Strategy:
This was conducted by Public Consulting Group and included as part of the State’s quarterly SSIP Team
meetings with stakeholders. Through meeting agendas, minutes, and direct participation, compiled through a
collaborative SmartSheet, Public Consulting Group tracked all Indiana state and local systemic alignment
efforts. Evaluation of these efforts have demonstrated its impact and continued need for this improvement
strategy. These evaluation efforts have enabled the State SSIP Team to better focus and coordinate its efforts
going forward.
Evaluation of MTSS/UDL Improvement Strategy:
The Indiana IEP Resource Center established a relationship with two new SSIP districts that committed to a
focus on improving early literacy outcomes. Due to COVID impacts, these district TA efforts were severely
limited. However, IEP Resource Center completed needs assessments with these districts to better focus TA
efforts and action planning (e.g., increased emphasis on inclusive education; differentiated instruction; databased problem solving; and SEL supports for educators and students). Through evaluation during Systemic
Alignment activities (e.g., SSIP Team meetings on coordination and collaboration), it was determined that the
original MTSS/UDL efforts needed to be phased out and an emphasis on early literacy embedded in an
MTSS/UDL model be pursued to better impact the state SiMR.
Evaluation of Early Literacy Improvement Strategy:
Formal evaluation of the State’s Early Literacy EBP efforts has just begun. As part of its contract with IU, and
through the quarterly SSIP Team meetings, progress toward initial outcomes are captured and recorded via
quarterly reports and team meeting minutes. As key products are developed (e.g., identification of the literacy
EBPs), SSIP Team stakeholders will be asked to review them. For example, in its current 2020-2021 work,
an initial draft of the literacy EBPs has been completed and submitted for initial review by multiple
stakeholders to determine whether the practices are: (1) defined, operational, and supported by research
evidence; (2) consistent with IDOE’s Indiana Foundations and Literacy Improvement, the Council for
Exceptional Children, and Division of Early Childhood; (3) clear and usable to Indiana’s school practitioners,
preschool through Grade 3; and (4) easily integrated into all State-funded Indiana Resource Network
projects.

*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 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):

Next steps for Systemic Alignment Improvement Strategy:
1. Review current SSIP-related stakeholder teams and condense into two teams (the State SSIP Team and
the Literacy Team) that guide/oversee all efforts;
2. Continue quarterly SSIP stakeholder team meetings with all partners, focusing on coordination and
integration of SSIP activities;
3. And develop evaluation tools and metrics to monitor SSIP strategy implementation.
— Anticipated outcomes include improved communication and coordination of SSIP improvement
strategies, better integration (e.g., literacy EBPs into the TA provided to target districts), and stronger
accountability concerning fidelity/impact of all improvement strategies.
Next steps for MTSS/UDL Implementation Improvement Strategy:
1. Phase out SSIP/MTSS district partnerships as a targeted SSIP activity;
2. And develop/disseminate universal MTSS/UDL supports related to early literacy.
3. Develop Early Literacy Implementation Toolkit for schools to individual districts, including:
• Overview of Tier 1 Core Instruction, including resources for EBPs • Guidance for universal screeners and
assessments;
• Tools for reviewing/analyzing data and progress monitoring;
• Resources for matching needs with interventions;
• And protocols for assessing quality, fidelity, and outcomes of implementation.
— Anticipated outcomes include statewide resources that support strong MTSS with a specific early literacy
focus, thus impacting the State’s SiMR.
Next steps for the Early Literacy Improvement Strategy:
1. Work with Region 8 Comprehensive Center to build IDOE’s statewide implementation of the Literacy
Framework, including a statewide needs assessment;
2. Disseminate the core set of literacy evidence-based practices (EBPs) aligned with state/national
standards; Leverage all literacy efforts - Partner with Office of Elementary and Education Early Childhood
Office to create comprehensive system of PD for PreK-3rd grade;
3. Identify model high-performing school districts implementing literacy EBPs and demonstrating
successful, equitable outcomes;
4. Provide online district data dashboards that collapse service and assessment data to aid local decision
making;
5. Provide train-the-trainer professional development to IRN staff;
6. Incorporate training as an option in the RDA planning tool for districts with low IREAD results;
7. And engage stakeholders to create specific criteria and select 4-6 districts based on need (continual low
performance on IREAD/ILEARN ELA) to receive intensive TA.
— Anticipated outcomes include:
• A clearly defined list of target EBPs and related professional development that guide SSIP-related efforts
to improve literacy outcomes for all students;
• Increased awareness of the EBPs by all Indiana schools;
• An online directory serving as another important TA resource, which will allow other schools to observe
high quality practices in action;
• Increased capacity of IRN staff to support implementation of EBPs;
• Increased implementation of EBPs by teachers;
• And increased literacy outcomes for students in targeted districts and statewide.

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

No
If “Yes”, describe the selection process for the new (previously or newly identified) evidencebased 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.
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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):

As part of Indiana’s Theory of Action, the State continues its focus on two sets of EBPs with their intended
impact on the SiMR:
— The MTSS framework, including the integration of Universal Design for Learning principles;
— And the following nine early literacy evidence-based practices (EBPs): 1) Shared Reading &
Comprehension Instruction, 2) Oral Language and Vocabulary Instruction, 3) Phonological Awareness,
Phonics, & Spelling Instruction, 4) Oral Reading Fluency Instruction, 5) Writing & Drawing Instruction, 6)
Authentic Reading & Writing Engagement - Play, Digital Literacy, & Environment, 7) Supporting English
Language Learners, 8) Family Engagement Practices, and 9) Culturally Responsive, Anti-Racist, & Inclusive
Practices.
The MTSS framework provides an important instructional foundation for districts to successfully educate a
diverse student population. MTSS recognizes that, regardless of the curriculum focus (e.g., literacy) and the
EBPs that are targeted, students’ instructional needs will occur along a continuum of support.
The core set of literacy EBPs identified above are supported in the research literature as directly impacting
student literacy outcomes, which is Indiana’s SiMR. As these are newly identified, the work ahead includes:
employing a third evidence-informed framework (i.e., implementation science); assessing the fit and
feasibility of these practices among Indiana schools, and implementing future efforts to implement and scale
up these literacy EBPs statewide.

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

IDOE’s partner Indiana IEP Resource Center (IEPRC) reviewed and analyzed the correlation between the
early childhood outcomes data (based on ISTAR-KR results reported in Indicators 7) and Preschool LRE data
(as reported for Indicator 6) to identify schools that will have the capacity to focus on improving early
literacy.The team looked to identify districts/schools that demonstrated high inclusion data with average or
slightly below average outcome data. There were 7 districts that demonstrated both criteria. An application
process was created collaboratively with IDOE and IEPRC to gather additional information from each district.
It should be noted that only 1 district initially completed the application process. Of the 6 unresponsive
districts, IEPRC consultants followed up with 2 districts based on size and location within the state to provide
additional information regarding the SSIP work and support that will be provided to districts. After further
discussion, 2 districts committed to improving early literacy outcomes and have agreed to participate in the
SSIP work.
No data has been collected yet to evaluate and monitor the fidelity of implementation for the literacy EBPs.
Those tools and protocols will be developed SY 20-21 as part of IU’s investigation of low and high performing
districts.

*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):

The Office of Special Education (OSE) and the Indiana Resource Network partners have carried out several
professional development (PD) activities to support the knowledge and use of its MTSS and Literacy EBPs,
including:
PD Activity 1: The OSE and IDOE staff published and disseminated the #INspireEDearly Newsletter that
highlighted inclusive early education EBPs. This newsletter reaches an average of 1200 teaching
professionals throughout Indiana.
PD Activity 2: The IEP Resource Center provided intensive TA to two SSIP targeted school districts to support
MTSS.
PD Activity 3: In partnership with Indiana University, Purdue University, and the Indiana Chapter of the
Division for Early Childhood, Indiana has planned convened an inaugural conference (November 2020) for
early childhood special education practitioners with sessions targeting best practices concerning early
literacy, equity, inclusion, and transition.
PD Activity 4: Staff from Indiana University developed a Short Share webinars with IDOE that focused on
early language instruction using embedded therapy practices.

*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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Section C:

Stakeholder Engagement

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

Our core stakeholder networks fall under three categories - IDOE and IRN working groups, content area
experts, and Indiana families and students. A key next step for strengthening Indiana’s improvement
infrastructure is to enhance the participation of families, general and special education teachers,
administrators, etc., as active stakeholders in the SSIP process. Below are the roles and responsibilities of the
three stakeholder categories.
IDOE and IRN Stakeholder Working Groups:
A series of teams conducted the FFY19 SSIP work, composed of external and internal members of IDOE and
the IEP Resource Center. These teams were: 1) SSIP Stakeholder Team, 2) SSIP State Team, 3) SSIP TA
Team, 4) MTSS Core Team, and 5) Preschool Team. These teams met regularly to implement district
participation in MTSS practices, improve collaboration around early literacy, and otherwise orchestrate
statewide SSIP activities.
Content Area Expert Stakeholder Working Groups:
In partnership with the Early Childhood Center at Indiana University, work has begun to conduct research and
develop a taxonomy of EBPs in early literacy, as well as plan for supporting professional learning in districts
with an SSIP lens.
Indiana Family and Student Stakeholders:
Insource Parent Advocate met regularly to discuss and monitor supports for parents and families of special
education students in Indiana. IDOE also conducted a wide-reaching advertisement and communications
initiative to locate school faculty/staff, families, students, and other community stakeholders willing to
participate in upcoming SSIP feedback collection activities. To date, over 100 stakeholders from a diversity of
backgrounds and experiences across Indiana have been identified to participate in this future work. Within this
stakeholder network, 28 parents have been identified to participate, and were selected to represent a diversity
of backgrounds and experiences, multiple language traditions and races/ethnicities.This, in particular, will be a
critical component of the upcoming year, as it is Indiana’s goal to greatly improve the participation of families
in the SSIP process and to significantly widen its stakeholder reach.

*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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Were there any concerns expressed by stakeholders during engagement activities?

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

A single concern was identified regarding the collection of student assessment data at the start of the
COVID-19 pandemic. IDOE issued documents providing guidance to school districts (and SSIP partners)
concerning student assessment (shared above).

*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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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):

The OSEP response to FFY 2018 indicated that the State must provide a FFY 2019 target reflecting
improvement over baseline and report data regarding the SiMR. Due to COVID-19, the State cannot provide
standardized data reflecting the .5% improvement over the 3rd grade reading baseline targeted in the SiMR.
As indicated in Section A - Question 4 of the FFY 2019, IDOE cancelled the 2019-2020 IREAD assessments
in response to statewide school closures caused by the pandemic.
The OSEP response to FFY 2018 also provided four further directives:
1. Narrative or Graphic Representation of Principal Activities Implemented in Phase III, Year Five: The State
completed multiple activities within three target areas: Systemic Alignment, MTSS/UDL, and Early Literacy.
Systemic Alignment activities focused on streamlining and strengthening communication amongst
stakeholder teams, as well as expanding the communicational reach of stakeholders to include families.
MTSS/UDL activities centered on implementing TA with the SSIP districts. Early Literacy focused on
analysis of state-wide literacy data to identify districts needing specific TA in literacy, as well as identifying
key literacy EBPs and their alignment with the Indiana Literacy Framework, Division for Early Childhood
recommended practices and Council for Exceptional Children high-leverage practices. These activities are
described in greater detail on Section B, Pages 8 and 9.
2. Measures and Outcomes Achieved Since Last SSIP Submission (April 1, 2020): Since the last SSIP
submission, the State has identified two SSIP districts in which to conduct TA regarding MTSS
implementation. Due to the constraints of COVID-19, the districts have completed the Self-Assessment
phase and will continue forward with TA from Indiana IEP Resource Center in 2020-2021. In these SSIP
districts, the IDOE conducted a family and educator survey about literacy which found disparities in educator
perceptions of families’ literacy understanding compared with family perceptions of their own understanding.
Section B, Pages 9 through 11, Page 15 provide greater detail on measures and outcomes.
3. Summary of Coherent Improvement Strategies, Including Infrastructure Improvement and EvidenceBased Practices with Outcomes Toward the SiMR: Multiple improvement strategies were taken across
Systemic Alignment, MTSS/UDL, and Early Literacy, targeting infrastructure improvement and the use of
evidence-based practices. Major emphasis was placed on the identification of SSIP districts for TA around
MTSS/UDL, including implementation of a needs assessment with identified schools. In Early Literacy, a
family engagement and early literacy assessment was also completed to identify strengths and needs in
participating districts.
4. Supporting Data Demonstrating Capacity to Improve SiMR Data: Data specific to 3rd grade literacy
outcomes was not collected during the FFY 2019 cycle, due to COVID-19. Strategies have been developed
to more closely target the SiMR for the FFY 2020 cycle, as indicated on Part B, Page 10.

*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.

