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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?    
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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? 

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).  
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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.
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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.
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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): 

*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. 
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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): 

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.
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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): 

*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: N/A
	SiMR Baseline Data: 27.63%
	FFY 2018 SiMR Target: 28.6%
	FFY 2018 Data: 30.40%
	FFY 2019 SiMR Target: 29.1%
	FFY 2019 Data: N/A
	Chages to SiMR target: [No]
	FFY 2019 SiMR met: [No]
	Did slippage occur: [No]
	Reasons for slippage: Although there was no slippage, PRDE notes that data for FFY 2019 is not available due to the waiver of statewide assessments that normally would have was been administered in spring 2020. Due to widespread school closures related to the novel Coronavirus disease (COVID-19), the United States Secretary for Education invited states to apply for waivers for the statewide administration of assessments and certain accountability provisions of ESEA back when the pandemic hit. As discussed in the OSEP October 2020 Monthly Technical Assistance Call, all states (including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico) requested and were granted waivers. Specifically, Puerto Rico submitted its waiver request to the USDE on March 22, 2020 due to the widespread school closures because of the COVID- 19 for the submission of various reports including the “Report card provisions related to assessments and accountability in section 1111(h) based on data from the 2019-2020 school year”. In March 27, 2020 the USDE granted the waiver to PRDE which states as follows: “After reviewing Puerto Rico’s request, I am pleased to approve, pursuant to my authority under section 8401(b) of the ESEA, a waiver of the assessment, accountability and reporting requirements listed above for the 2019-2020 school year.” This waiver of this requirement represents a significant impact for the data presented in this report. 
	Optional - Additional SiMR data collected: [No]
	Additional SiMR data collected: As done in previous years, PRDE collected the data of the grades of the students from the three participating schools from the SSIP. The academic progress of the students provides information on the individual growth. This gives the opportunity to monitor the effectiveness of the interventions provided and identify any deficiency. The results of the analysis of the students in the 5th grade of the participating schools scoring “A’s, B’s or C’s” in Math courses in a school year basis are presented:2015-2016: 81%2016-2017: 60%2017-2018: 67%2018-2019: 82%2019-2020: 91%The data shows that 60% or more of the 5th grade students in the participating schools obtained an A, B or C in the yearly progress report for math for the last 5 school years. When comparing the data from one period to another, the last two school years show the highest percentage of students obtaining grades of A, B or C. It is important to point out the improvement of 15% shown from 2017-2018 to 2018-2019, and of 9% from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020. This data suggests that the improvement strategies established by the SSIP are working and producing the expected results. The percentage of students who obtained A, B and C during FFY 2019 is the highest reported compared to all FFYs since PRDE began analyzing this data for the SSIP in FFY 2015.
	Unrelated COVID data quality: [No]
	General data quality issues: N/A
	COVID-19 data quality: [Yes]
	COVID-19 data quality narrative: As noted above, PRDE's statewide assessment was not administered in FFY 2019 due to the global pandemic, and as such, FFY 2019 assessment data for this indicator was not available. The impact on data completeness was due to a full lock down for all schools at the end of the 2019-2020 school year and resulting wavier of statewide assessment requirements. Due to widespread school closures related to the novel Coronavirus disease (COVID-19), the United States Secretary for Education invited states to apply for waivers for the statewide administration of assessments and certain accountability provisions of ESEA back when the pandemic hit. As discussed in the OSEP October 2020 Monthly Technical Assistance Call, all states (including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico) requested and were granted waivers. Specifically, Puerto Rico submitted its waiver request to the USDE on March 22, 2020 due to the widespread school closures because of the COVID- 19 for the submission of various reports including the “Report card provisions related to assessments and accountability in section 1111(h) based on data from the 2019-2020 school year”. In March 27, 2020 the USDE granted the waiver to PRDE which states as follows: “After reviewing Puerto Rico’s request, I am pleased to approve, pursuant to my authority under section 8401(b) of the ESEA, a waiver of the assessment, accountability and reporting requirements listed above for the 2019-2020 school year.” This waiver of this requirement represents a significant impact for the data presented in this report. PRDE is considering  as an alternative to mitigate the impact of COVID on the data collection for next school year by administering the PR Assessment virtually and face to face at the schools. At the time of submission of this report, an official memorandum from PRDE regarding the administration of the next statewide assessment has not yet been released.
	Changes to theory of action: N/A
	Revised theory of action: [No]
	New infrastructure improvement strategies: [No]
	New infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: N/A
	Continued infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: Even with the challenges and difficulties faced during this period, PRDE was able to continue with the implementation of the coherent improvement strategies. The first strategy is to provide Professional development activities for teachers who served students with disabilities.  The professional development activities offered during FFY 2019 were based on the needs studies carried out by the schools. The second is the communication between the teachers from the general education classroom and special education. To increase communication between the teachers from the general education classroom and special education, PRDE continues to implement professional learning communities based on strategies within curriculum implementation for all participating schools. During this period, an increase communication between general education and special education teachers were promoted through the professional activities provided at the schools. The third is the schools utilizing databased strategies in making educational decisions. One of the strategies established for the PRDE, previously mentioned in the EBP’s section, is data driven decision making.  The purpose of this strategy was to provide the necessary tools in order for the school to use data for decision making. The data analysis derive from META-PR allows the school director to prepare plans to address the deficiencies of their students. Despite the fact, that META-PR is not reported for this period, it continues to be an SSIP strategy and evaluation component; it has been used in previous reporting periods and it will continue to be used in school year 2020-2021. The fourth strategy is that PRDE Special Education Program continues the alignment with the initiatives related to improve the academic performance such as Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS).  During the 2017-2018 school year, PRDE determined one area of focus would be the implementation of PBIS. Despite the impact hurricanes Irma and Maria had on the island, including the school system shutdown for several months, recovery and reconstruction efforts that impacted many schools, the PBIS work plan began to be executed by Spring of 2018.  Through it, the PRDE sought to prevent and manage inappropriate behaviors that influence school climate, in order to foster positive environment conducive to learning and to increase student achievement. The PBIS system is an important resource for the progress of the SSIP, since it trains teachers and other school personnel on how to implement evidence-based practices. By the beginning of the 2019 - 2020 school year, PBIS committees began their training on Tier 2, Trauma-informed and culturally appropriate PBIS. They participated from 2 train-the-trainer, 6 hour-long workshops, followed by 7 three-hour long practical coaching sessions. 
	State evaluated outcomes: As mentioned in previous SSIP submissions, establishing an evaluation matrix to evaluate the progress toward achieving improvement strategies is the biggest challenge that PRDE has had through all phases. However, during 2019-2020, PRDE integrated different components to evaluate the effectiveness of the coherent improvement strategies. Some of these data are: analysis of the fifth-grade students “A’s, B’s and C’s” grades in math for FFY 2015 to FFY 2019 and Teacher Evaluation System results.The academic progress of the students provides information on the individual growth. This gives the opportunity to monitor the effectiveness of the interventions provided and identify any deficiency. The results of the analysis of the students in the 5th grade of the participating schools scoring “A’s, B’s or C’s” in Math courses in a school year basis are presented:2015-2016: 81%2016-2017: 60%2017-2018: 67%2018-2019: 82%2019-2020: 91%The data shows that 60% or more of the 5th grade students in the participating schools obtained an A, B or C in math in the yearly progress report for the last 5 school years. When comparing the data from one period to another, the last two school years show the highest percentage of students scoring an A, B or C in math. It is important to point out the improvement of 15% shown from 2017-2018 to 2018-2019, and of 9% from 2018-2019 to 2019-2020. This data suggests that the improvement strategies established by the SSIP are working and producing the expected results. The percentage of students who obtained a grade of A, B or C during FFY 2019 is the highest reported compared to all FFYs since PRDE began analyzing this data for the SSIP in FFY 2015.In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies implemented as part of the SSIP in the performance and execution of the teachers, PRDE decided to use the results of the evaluations made for the third, fourth and fifth grade teachers of the participating schools conducted through the PRDE Teacher Evaluation System.  This System, as explained in previous SSIP submissions, is a three-step process consisting of two visits and the final evaluation, which documents, through observation, the areas of strength and opportunity of the teacher, as well as the next steps to receive academic support and technical assistance. The evaluation grants the teacher a level of performance based on the results of the evaluation and the metric of the evaluation.  The levels of performance are defined as follows:90% to 100%- exemplary level of performance89% to 80%- competent level of performance79% to 70%- minimum level of performanceLess than 69%- inadequate level of performanceThe data analyzed for FFY 2019 presents that the 90% of the teachers evaluated had an exemplary level of performance and 10% showed an competent level of performance. 
	Infrastructure next steps: PRDE will continue to implement the above mentioned improvement strategies during the FFY 2020.1. The professional development activities for teachers will have to focus on virtual teaching with emphasis on math. Including specific coaching of the use of items available at home as a tool for differentiated instruction.2. Regarding the strengthening of communication between teachers for the FFY 2020, it is expected that all special education and math teachers received the same professional development and as much as possible include both teachers in the coaching sessions. 3. By using the data-driven decision-making strategy, teachers can identify the needs of their students and implement differentiated instruction. This will be achieved with the results of the PR assessment.4. PRDE SAEE will continue to be align with the PBIS implementation in the participating schools. During the 2020-2021 school year, PRDE is looking forward to the recruitment of a school psychologist around the island for each school. The personnel will be a key component of the Tier 2 implementation of the PBIS. 
	New EBP: [No]
	New EBP narrative: 
	Continued EBP: PRDE Evidence Based Practices (EBPs) are presented in the ESSA Plan. Since Phase II, PRDE established the following EBPs to address the individual needs for students with disabilities: concept development, integration of technology, contextualized instruction, problem-based learning (PBL), curriculum integration and research in action, differentiated instruction and focus on problem-solving. Other strategies that were used by the schools are: an extended learning time program, job embedded professional development plan, parent and community involvement strategy, coaching and data driven decision making. The EBPs that a school implements are established in the School Improvement Plan (DEE, per its acronym in Spanish). In this plan, the school establishes the activities and interventions that will be developing during the school year in order to improve the academic achievement of its students impacting the SiMR.As a long-term goal PRDE expects to see the following impacts:1. Teachers gain in knowledge2. Improved academic achievement of special education students.3. Reduction in academic gaps between the special education subgroup and all students.
	Evaluation and fidelity: During FFY 2019, PRDE continued to use different platforms to ensure and demonstrate the fidelity of implementation. Specifically, the Student Information System (SIE by its acronym in Spanish), school improvement plan (DEE, by its acronym in Spanish),  PCS (Follow-up and Compliance Portal, formerly known as SAMA) and Dashboards. With data obtained from these platforms, PRDE SAEE can evaluate the fidelity and effectiveness of the interventions provided and identify any deficiency. One of the data analysis made was the results of the students in the 5th grades at the participating schools scoring “A’s, B’s or C’s” in Math. During the FFY 2019, 91% of the students scored "A’s, B’s or C’s" which represents significant improvement comparing these results to previous years. The percentage of students who obtained A, B and C during FFY 2019 is the highest percentage reported compared to all FFYs since PRDE began analyzing this data for the SSIP in FFY 2015.In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies implemented as part of the SSIP in the performance and execution of the teachers, PRDE decided to use the results of the evaluations made for third, fourth and fifth grade teachers of the participating schools conducted through the PRDE Teacher Evaluation System.  The data analyzed for FFY 2019 presents that the 90% of the teachers evaluated had an exemplary level of performance and 10% showed an competent level of performance. 
	Support EBP: During FFY 2019-2020, the professional development for both general and special education teachers addressed serving students with disabilities on concerns identified in the schools assessment. These professional development activities were designed to provide educators with evidence-based tools and resources that promote effective instruction. The knowledge and skills gained through these opportunities will strengthen the quality of the teaching and learning process in the classroom to result in an improvement of the student achievement. As previously stated, to ensure the implementation of best practices through coherent improvement strategies for the period included in this report, the professional development was offered at two levels: PRDE Central Level and at a school level.PRDE Central Level, through the Technical Assistance Unit (TAU), provided professional development regarding communities of practice, data analysis activities and trainings regarding policy through virtual modules. Throughout the 2019-2020 school year, the TAU provided TA and professional development to all level staff (central level, ORE and school level) on the program including new policies and procedures. Also due to the emergency caused by the Covid 19 pandemic, other professional development activities were coordinated and provided directly by the schools (at a school level).  The professional development activities emphasized a variety of topics including: analysis and interpretation of data & strategies on how to make decisions for better educational practice; reading comprehension levels and their relationship to META-PR tests in the area of mathematics; use of technology in math teaching; use of the reflective diary; PBIS reporting on Trauma and Self-Care; digital citizenship; organize your students/Video Interaction; provide better feedback; assessment; PBIS Tiers 1 & 2.
	Stakeholder Engagement: The stakeholders were engaged with monthly meetings. In these meetings they were given the opportunity to review all APR indicators, including the SSIP. We have monthly meetings and during the lock-down period  we held monthly virtual meetings through the TEAMS platform. The stakeholders' concern is on the scaling up in order to allow a larger sample of schools participating and benefiting from the SSIP. This is why on FFY 2020-2021 school year the SSIP scaled up to 23 elementary schools within the Humacao Region.The activities to be implemented were discussed and co-planned during a meeting held in the summer of 2019 with the PRDE Special Education Stakeholder Group to assure that they are aligned with our theory of action. Also, the discussion of the work plan for the implementation of the SSIP for the FFY 2019 was developed. In monthly meetings with the Stakeholder Group, it was decided to have an external provider who would have the responsibility, as in previous periods, of providing the technical assistance and coaching services for regular and special education teachers in the participating schools. Various meetings with the stakeholder internal interest group were held during FFY 2019.  At the beginning, meetings were held the 3rd Thursday of each month. However, after the pandemic hit and because of the virtual distance learning, workshops and trainings, the meetings were changed to the 3rd Friday of each month, mostly for the benefit of the parents. The amount of parents participating in this group increased during this period. Through discussions with the Stakeholder Group, PRDE SAEE decided to scale up the sample increasing the number of participating schools from 3 to 23 during 2020-2021 school year.
	Stakeholders concerns addressed: N/A
	Stakeholders concerns: [No]
	FFY 2018 required OSEP response: On the FFY 2018 OSEP's response to PRDE was the following, "the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data."PRDE SAEE understands that it has addressed all of OSEP's requests within this report.
	FFY 2019 SiMR: PRDE’s State Identified Measurable Results (SIMR) criteria is to increase the percentage (%) of special education students in the 5th grade who score proficient or advanced on the math regular assessment in the participating schools (all elementary schools from the former Yabucoa School District). PRDE’s SIMR is aligned in accordance to APR Indicator 3C and focuses on improving the performance of students with disabilities on the Puerto Rico Assessment System, called Measurement and Evaluation for Academic Transformation of Puerto Rico (META-PR).


