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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). 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  

6 

*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.



 
 

 

 

  

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).  

*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. 



 

  
    

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.



 
 

   
 

      

 

  

13 

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




Accessibility Report


		Filename: 

		VT Phase III Report FFY19 Final 3-26-21.pdf




		Report created by: 

		Lucille Chicoine, Program Technicial, Lucille.Chicoine@vermont.gov

		Organization: 

		Vermont Agency of Education




 [Personal and organization information from the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.


		Needs manual check: 0

		Passed manually: 2

		Failed manually: 0

		Skipped: 0

		Passed: 30

		Failed: 0




Detailed Report


		Document



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set

		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF

		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF

		Logical Reading Order		Passed manually		Document structure provides a logical reading order

		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified

		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar

		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents

		Color contrast		Passed manually		Document has appropriate color contrast

		Page Content



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged

		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged

		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order

		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided

		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged

		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker

		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts

		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses

		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive

		Forms



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged

		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description

		Alternate Text



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text

		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read

		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content

		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation

		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text

		Tables



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot

		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR

		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers

		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column

		Summary		Passed		Tables must have a summary

		Lists



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L

		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI

		Headings



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting






Back to Top
	Changes to SiMR: [Yes]
	SSIP changes explanation: The SiMR changed in SY 2020. The initial Vermont SSIP SiMR was to improve proficiency of math performance for students identified as having an emotional disturbance in grades 3, 4, and 5. Over the last four years of implementation, we have learned that the number of students identified with an emotional disturbance is excessively small and varies across years. Our stakeholders were in agreement that it was important to broaden the VT SSIP SiMR to include all students with disabilities. In March 2020 the Vermont Special Education Advisory Panel (VTSEAP) was presented the SSIP report which highlighted SBAC results for all students, students with disabilities, and students with emotional disturbance (ED). Based upon this review, VTSEAP was in agreement that math outcomes needed to be improved for all students with disabilities, rather than focus on one narrow disability category, as well as the small population of students with ED in VT. One concern from VTSEAP was to not lose sight of disproportionally low proficiency rates of individual disability categories.In June 2020 the SSIP team gathered 36 state-wide representatives that included general and special educators, LEA, school-level administrators, higher-education faculty and administrators, cross-division SEA members, mental health, VTSEAP, VT Family Network, and parents to examine assessment scores and hypothesize root causes for math proficiency levels for all students, but with an emphasis on students with disabilities and those at-risk. These varied perspectives also confirmed the expansion of the SiMR to include all students with disabilities.
	SiMR Baseline Data: 6.70%
	FFY 2018 SiMR Target: 7.7%
	FFY 2018 Data: 20.0%
	FFY 2019 SiMR Target: 7.7%
	FFY 2019 Data: N/A
	Chages to SiMR target: [No]
	FFY 2019 SiMR met: [No]
	Did slippage occur: [No]
	Reasons for slippage: There was no slippage as the spring 2020 SBAC and Vermont Alternate Assessments (VTAA) were not conducted.  All SEA SPP/APR targets will be reviewed with the VTSEAP throughout the year, with SSIP scheduled for review in October 2021.
	Optional - Additional SiMR data collected: [Yes]
	Additional SiMR data collected: Data that support progress: Indicators 5 and 8, and professional development (PD) outcomes.  2019-20, 3 PD sessions were held “EdCamp” style. The goal of the PD was to better foster equitable access to high quality math learning for all students, including students with disabilities through discussions. 70 total participants included general and special educators, administrators, academic coaches, and systems coaches. A post survey found an average of 94% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they were more knowledgeable of the content, as well as their understanding of equitable access to high quality, math learning experiences.VT LRE data over the last 3 years helped to assess the environment in which students are receiving math instruction and to review and use these data in writing Continuous Improvement Plans. In 2019-20 SY, 89% of students in grades 3-5 in SSIP LEAs received 80% or more of instruction in general education settings, below the state average of 91%. The percentage of students in the same category at SSIP sites has varied from 87% in 2017-18 to 93% in 2018-19 to 89% in 2019-20. VT Special Education Advisory Panel (VTSEAP) has provided feedback to revisions and implementation efforts through feedback loops, (i.e. emails that were sent out with updates asking for feedback and through subsequent meetings. The percentage of parents in SSIP LEAs reporting involvement has decreased since 2016-17, when 40% of parents reported involvement. In the last 2 years, 28.6% of parents reported involvement. The SEA is working closely with the VTSEAP, VT family network and the monitoring team to increase parent engagement and response rates. Strategies include shortening and clarifying the survey, increasing messaging about parent survey data and how they are used, and making changes in dissemination practices for the 21-22 SY.
	Unrelated COVID data quality: [Yes]
	General data quality issues: Over the course of the last three years of implementation the Transformation Team (TT) has refined implementation of the SSIP to develop coherence and alignment across participating schools and the SEA. Each year at the annual SSIP meeting with all LEA sites, data are reviewed, and teachers share instructional strengths and areas of improvement. Based upon this information, the TT felt that we needed a better understanding of classroom instructional practices, as well as alignment among instructional and systems coaches. As a result, the TT determined that fidelity forms and a need to define and develop systems coaches’ processes and tools.We developed fidelity of intervention instruments to assess the degree to which the VT SSIP systems and instructional coaching resulted in improved implementation of VTmtss and mathematics instruction. The math fidelity form defines student and teacher behaviors aligned to the Common Core State Standards/National Council of Teacher of Mathematics Practice Standards. As a part of our SSIP implementation, the AOE hired math coaches and provided training in the fall of 2020 on the fidelity tool. The training included practice opportunities; inter-rater reliability was obtained across the four hired math coaches. Fidelity instruments for systems and math instruction were used for the first time in winter and spring 2021. Another layer of fidelity that the TT wants to measure is the quality and fidelity of systems and instructional coaching provided by VT SSIP coaches to ensure consistencies in practice across the instructional and systems coaches. These processes and tools are currently under development. We are working closely with the SEA Education Quality Division, Student Pathways Division, Proficiency-Based Learning (PBL) mathematics expert, and the VTmtss Team to ensure systems and instructional coaching is aligned with existing evidence-based practices and expectations for coaching. As mentioned previously, COVID prohibited the SEA from collecting and analyzing student formative assessment data and highlighted the need to expand student level data beyond the SBAC and VTAA. We are working closely with the PBL Team to develop a process of collecting student formative data and are examining how to analyze data from the differing formative assessments used by participating schools. We expect to collect 2020-21 data to be reported on the 2022 SSIP Phase III report. 
	COVID-19 data quality: [Yes]
	COVID-19 data quality narrative: (1) Data Completeness: The primary data quality concern was the absence of the 2020 SBAC and VTAA data used to inform the SiMR. After school closures in March 2020, the amount of VT SSIP professional learning provided decreased significantly.(2) Ability to Collect Data: In March 2020 all SSIP LEAs closed school for three weeks and then reopened in a virtual setting only. During this time the instructional coaches reached out to teachers to provide support, but many teachers (general and special education) were overwhelmed and not sure about support needed beyond understanding a virtual platform. The instructional coaches were no longer allowed into schools and did not join virtual classrooms. In May 2020 the Transformation Team held the annual SSIP meeting virtually with all sites. All 10 sites were present and did participate across two days. Data was collected at this meeting and sites shared challenges and celebrations focused on SSIP implementation. Data was also shared from Systems Coaches to better explain how sites were developing coherence across teachers, leaders and families. Additional data from the annual SSIP meeting is discussed in greater detail in sections 9 and 16 of this report.  An end-of-year participant impact survey was not implemented due to the stress and challenges teachers and administrators were facing in spring 2020.(3) Steps to Mitigate Impact: As a result of COVID, the Core Team met twice a month in the summer to plan for the fall. This included changes to instructional coaches’ contracts that required them to be willing to coach virtually. The SSIP coordinator met with each LEA intersted in implementing SSIP, to ensure there was capacity available, and made recommendations of how implementation might look within each LEA.  Additionally, the SEA was in close contact with special education directors and administrators to help provide support in planning for the fall 2020 implementation.  While COVID brought new challenges, we feel, as a CORE team with the LEA sites that teachers, students and families will find that academic growth has still occured in the 2020-21 SY.
	Changes to theory of action: Following the May 2020 annual SSIP participant meeting, the VT SSIP Core Team began to revise the Theory of Action (ToA). The VT SSIP stakeholders (general and special educators, higher-education, SEA, special education directors, administrators, parents, family network, NCSI TA provider, outside evaluator, systems coaches, math coaches, and mental health) who attended a state-wide stakeholders' meeting in June 2020 identified barriers to meeting the VT SSIP SiMR, which included teacher preparation, school culture and rigorous expectations, lack of unified vision within the state and some LEAs of math instructional practices, a need for increased data literacy and for the identification of evidence-based math interventions, and the need for the articulation of a master schedule to increase math instructional time and math interventions. After having this discussion, the ToA was revised:If educators, strategic leaders at school, district and state levels, and stakeholders, using a continuous improvement cycle, commit to systemic improvement, use data to drive decisions around high-quality instruction aligned to critical standards that are accessible to all students, share expertise and allocate resources, then we can expect improved outcomes in mathematics proficiency levels for all students with disabilities in grades 3, 4 and 5. Along with revising the ToA, a root cause activity was completed to expand and identify implementation changes needed. The Core Team developed revised logic models and evaluation plans to identify more specific outcomes, data collection and analysis methods, timelines, and people responsible for different aspects of the evaluation plan. The revised logic models were shared with VT SSIP stakeholders at the fall 2020 VT SSIP Kick-Off meeting. 
	Revised theory of action: [Yes]
	New infrastructure improvement strategies: [Yes]
	New infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: Since last reporting period, the Core Team was dedicated to reviewing and changing SSIP infrastructure: improvement strategies, the organizational structure, the ToA and logic models, building SEA capacity, and creating new evaluation tools and analyses.  A clearly defined Core Team (CT) was established to include key personnel from the Data Management (DM), Education Quality Assurance (EQA) and Student Pathways Divisions, the VTmtss team, the NCSI TA provider and the SSIP external evaluator. While not yet part of the Core Team, EQA and DM staff have been engaged to ensure SSIP professional learning is aligned with evidence-based practices. The Transformation Team (TT) was reorganized to include CT members and the SSIP systems coaches. This team meets twice a month. The SSIP instructional coaches participate in the TT on a semi-monthly basis and are a key component in the SSIP feedback loops, providing a forum for CT members to learn from SSIP coaches supporting implementation. Concurrently, the CT provides information to be shared with LEAs and school personnel. The Evaluation Team was also reconfigured to include members from the SEA special education team, representatives from the VTmtss and Student Pathways Team, and the external evaluator.A state-wide stakeholder team, representative of 36 varied organizations/groups, was reestablished and is scheduled to meet quarterly. The revised ToA and logic model were developed by the CT and refined with feedback from the TT and stakeholder team. New evaluation strategies include fidelity of intervention tools to guide and assess systems and instructional coaching. A professional learning dashboard was created in winter 2020. More information about the dashboard is provided in question 14. As most of these adaptations have just been finalized, we have no outcome data to report.
	Continued infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: Infrastructure improvement strategies that have been continued include: (1) Support for LEAs and schools in planning for implementation of VTmtss and improved mathematics instruction, (2) Provision of mathematics training through EdCamps, (3) Job-embedded coaching (systems and instructional), (4) Stakeholder engagement. 1. VTmtss Implementation: A large focus of SSIP coaching during this reporting period was on supporting LEA implementation of VTmtss strategies through systems coaching. The tools and processes used to support LEAs and schools were refined this past year, as discussed in the previous section. Qualitative feedback from two formal stakeholder meetings, as well as the mathematics EdCamps which included alignment to VTmtss indicated that SU/SD and school personnel found the SSIP support had a large impact in their implementation efforts. 2. Mathematics Training: As discussed in the third question of this report, three EdCamps were held during the 2019-20 school year. The 2020-21 EdCamp training series began in January 2021, with the second EdCamp held in February 2021. As mentioned previously, an average of 94% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they were more knowledgeable of the EdCamp training content and 94% felt knowledgeable of supporting equitable access to high quality, universal mathematics learning experiences in alignment with schools' vision of success for ALL students. Participants also reported the EdCamps were high-quality, relevant, useful, and incorporated adult learning practices.3. Job-Embedded Coaching: During the shortened 2019-20 school year, there were 29 systems coaching activities across four LEAs, with minimal coaching provided after March 2020. As of January 30, 2021, there have been 26 systems coaching activities that focus on MTSS implementation and developing coherent teams and processes across four LEAs in 2020-21. In the 2019-20 school year, the SSIP mathematics coaches conducted 23 coaching activities with personnel from three SSIP LEAs and eight SSIP schools. Minimal support was also provided to three non-SSIP LEAs and seven non-SSIP schools. As of January 30, 2021, there have been 23 mathematics coaching activities with eight schools during the 2020-21 school year. 4. Stakeholder Engagement: Strong stakeholder engagement continued to guide SSIP implementation. As discussed in the previous section, the stakeholder group was reconfigured, but continued to meet and support implementation as in previous years. There were 23 participants at the May 2020 meeting and 44 at the November 2020 meeting.While these meetings were virtual, skilled use of virtual meeting platforms allowed the SSIP staff to incorporate the use of breakout rooms, engagement strategies, and information sharing. At both meetings, stakeholders stated the meeting objectives were met, adult learning practices were used, and the meetings were high-quality, relevant, and useful.
	State evaluated outcomes: 1. VTmtss Implementation: VTmtss team recently developed new forms and collaboratively working with the SSIP Evaluation Team developed fidelity implementation forms to measure outcomes of Systems Coaching fidelity, as well as the number of change ideas and actionable steps within a PDSA cycle completed by LEA teams, facilitated by Systems Coaches.
2. Mathematics Training: EdCamp training sessions are measured through end-of-event evaluation surveys that assess the impact on participants' knowledge; the degree to which the training objectives were met; the quality, relevance, and usefulness of the training; the use of adult learning practices; and opportunities for qualitative feedback. While not implemented at the end of the 2019-20 school year due to the pandemic, an annual participant survey is administered at the end of each school year, to assess the summative impact of the EdCamp training sessions. The evaluation data collected was very positive, 94% of teachers find the EdCamps to have a significant impact on their knowledge and skills related to evidence-based mathematics instruction. 
3. Job-Embedded Coaching: The use and impact of job-embedded systems and mathematics coaching is assessed through an ongoing review of output data, feedback from the annual participant survey and from stakeholder meetings. The annual meeting is held each spring, in May 2020 feedback from SSIP sites and other stakeholders were the driving force to develop better forms and processes for instructional and systems level coaching. The creation of the SSIP coaching dashboard mentioned previously provides the SSIP Core Team with a real-time understanding of coaching activities. 
4. Stakeholder Engagement: Stakeholder engagement is assessed through evaluation surveys implemented after each stakeholder meeting or event. This includes quantitative satisfaction and impact feedback, but more importantly, rich qualitative data are also collected to provide more nuanced assessment. Feedback is also solicited from the VT SEAP on an ongoing basis. 
Other Data Evaluated: Students in more inclusive settings are more likely to receive instruction from general education content teachers. Therefore, LRE data were analyzed to determine the percentage of time students with disabilities spent in general education settings. The LRE data analysis found that students with disabilities in SSIP sites spend close to 90% of their time in general education, just below the state average.
SPP/APR Indicator 8 Parent Involvement data were analyzed to determine the degree to which parents were involved. The percentage of parents reporting is lower than desired. This lower percentage led us to revise the survey to make the questions clearer, as well as work closely with schools to disseminate surveys in the future, rather than a third party. We plan on expanding our support to families in the 2021-22 school year, with the assistance VTSEAP subcommittee discussed in the next section.
Data on LRE and Parent Involvement were discussed in detail in section 4.
Many implementation strategies & outcome measures have been revised or newly implemented. We will continue improving strategies & analyzing data.
	Infrastructure next steps: 1. VTmtss Implementation: It is expected that the refined organizational structure will support improved consistent SSIP implementation through better communication and coordination across the SEA, systems and instructional coaches, the external evaluator, and other stakeholders. Feedback will continue to be solicited from SSIP partners and stakeholders to gauge the effectiveness and impact of the SSIP organizational structures. 2. Mathematics Training: SSIP training will continue to be evaluated via multiple methods and refined as necessary. The EdCamp sessions are highly rated on end-of-event evaluation forms. At each SSIP stakeholder engagement meeting, participants have spoken highly of the quality of the EdCamps and the impact they have on teachers' instruction. We expect the positive outcomes to continue during the next reporting period. 3. Job-Embedded Coaching: Job-embedded coaching will continue as established during the last year. With improved data collection processes to assess coaching outputs, we are in a better position to fully understand coaching activities in each participating SU/SD and school. The creation and use of fidelity of intervention tools for systems and instructional coaching will provide a more accurate measure of how well implementation of VTmtss strategies and mathematics instruction is occurring. The systems coach improvement planning includes the creation of process and outcome measures, as well as setting up a plan for long-term sustainability of assessing and adjusting SSIP goals. Through a collaboration with the SEA Education Quality Team, we will institute a process for observing SSIP coaches for quality and fidelity to the VTmtss and mathematics instruction expectations.4. Stakeholder Engagement: Current stakeholder engagement activities include engaging with SSIP participants (through coaches), regular meetings with the VSEAP and the newly formed subcommittees, quarterly state-wide stakeholder group meetings, and cross SEA division conversations. We will explore other methods of stakeholder engagement to augment the current activities. We expect continued positive stakeholder feedback as we work through the pandemic challenges.
	New EBP: [Yes]
	New EBP narrative: While systems coaching has focused on implementation of VTmtss strategies since initial implementation of Phase III, during the last year, the scope and sequence and content of the systems coaching has evolved in alignment with the roll-out of the SEA's 2019 VTmtss Framework. The VTmtss Framework is based on the most recent research and evidence related to the effective use of MTSS practices. VTmtss is encased in the idea of considering the Framework components within a decision-making process of continuous improvement. The SSIP coaches and external evaluator have worked very closely with the VTmtss Team to ensure the coaching processes, content, and evaluation tools are aligned with VTmtss expectations. The CT and TT determined that SSIP implementation would benefit from having more actionable change plans. Implementation research stresses the importance of fidelity of implementation in achieving desired outcomes. We created fidelity forms to guide best practices for systems coaching and evidence-based math instructional practices for math coaching. Fidelity of intervention processes and tools have been developed, and staff have been trained on the processes and the use of the instruments. The processes and instruments will be tested this winter and spring, with a full roll-out occurring in fall 2021. The math fidelity of intervention instrument is based on the Common Core State Standards Practice Standards/National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) eight effective practices. The process and instrument used to assess systems' implementation is aligned with the Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) cycles, which are at the root of successful MTSS implementation. The SEA's existing PDSA worksheet was modified to include more specific data related to implementation, so that a fidelity score can be calculated.
	Continued EBP: The SEA continues to focus on developing a continuum of supports for all students in Vermont schools that utilize nationally recognized frameworks for supporting VTmtss and evidence-based mathematics instruction. The VTmtss framework’s five components include: A Systemic and Comprehensive Approach, Effective Collaboration, High-Quality Instruction and Intervention, Comprehensive and Balanced Assessment, and Professional Expertise. Research has shown that schools implementing a well-designed MTSS framework are in a better position to support high quality instruction, increased data literacy practices by teachers and leaders, provide appropriate supports for all students, and reduces false negatives to special education evaluations. The SEA offered SSIP sites professional learning opportunities and resources that are aligned with the Common Core State Standards Math Practices/NCTM's eight effective mathematics teaching practices, instructional coaching practices, educational benefit review of IEPs to ensure compliance results-based outcomes, as well as with data analysis and use to drive instruction. It is through these learnings, coaching, and changes in practice that we hope to impact math proficiency levels for all students with disabilities.
	Evaluation and fidelity: Without a fidelity of implementation tool to assess practice change, a mathematics fidelity of implementation rubric was developed based on the NCTM effective mathematics practices and EBPs. The SSIP instructional coaches were trained on the tool. Coaches observed classroom video while independently providing rubric ratings. Inter-rater reliability was reached. SSIP LEA coaches were trained and were supported by coaches to ensure reliability. Focus was given to practice standards on deeper understanding to support instructional changes in classrooms. A VT SSIP Systems Process, Planning, and Outcome Tool was developed to track the process and outcome measures within VTmtss to determine the effectiveness of SSIP systems coaching on outcomes identified by participating LEAs. Other tools developed by VTmtss that Systems Coaches facilitated with district and school teams include a Systems Screener & Driver Diagram to track change ideas within a PDSA cycle. All tools will be tested this winter and spring, with a full roll-out in fall 2021; we will be in a better position to report on practice change.The recently developed SSIP Coaching Log Dashboard allows the SSIP CT and TT to track the amount and type of coaching in LEAs and schools. Coaches log all interactions and the data are shared real-time to facilitate ongoing decision-making regarding coaching. Systems Coaches have a fidelity form completed to measure that each systems coach has completed the processes described as part of implementation. The math fidelity form is used to guide coaching to teachers by collecting data on current math practices. The qualitative data provided are particularly useful in tracking the coaching activities to ensure they are focused on improving the implementation of VTmtss and evidence-based mathematics instruction. 
	Support EBP: Three EdCamps that were focused on math EBPs and VTmtss processes were held during the 2019-20 school year. There were 70 participants across the three trainings, across which an average of 94% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they were more knowledgeable of the EdCamp training content (evidence-based practices) as a result of the training. At the time of this report, there have been two EdCamps held during the 2020-21 school year. There were 29 systems coaching activities during the 2109-20 school year. The most frequent coaching activities included supporting LEA Leadership Team meetings, providing coaching, facilitating SSIP related activities, and assisting with Continuous Improvement Plans. As of January 30, 2021, there have been 26 systems coaching activities across four LEAs. The SSIP mathematics coaches conducted 23 coaching activities in 2019-20. The most frequent activities were general mathematics coaching and developing and reviewing action plans. As of January 30, 2021, there have been 23 mathematics coaching activities with eight schools. Coaches continue to align coaching and change plans with evidence/data.In 2020-21, the SEA is collaborating with the All Learners Network, a national wheelhouse of professional development geared toward systems change in mathematics instruction and leadership, to augment the SSIP offerings. Two All Learners Network trainings will focus specifically on meeting the instructional needs of students with disabilities in the math classroom-providing evidence-based resources to participants.
	Stakeholder Engagement: May 2020, the VT SSIP annual networking meeting was held to support and celebrate SSIP implementation activities and successes. Participating sites, coaches and SEA teams gathered.  The objectives were for LEAs/schools to share implementation of SSIP activities, discuss the status of VT SSIP, review the SiMR, & examine outcome data. On average, 88% of the 23 participants agreed or strongly agreed they were more knowledgeable about the current status of the SiMR, outcome data, and other schools' implementation outcomes. 
June 2020, a state-wide team of 36 stakeholders representing: SEA data, education quality, student pathways, Vtmtss, special education, monitoring, TA teams, LEA superintendents, curriculum, special education directors, MTSS coordinators, general/ special education teachers, principals, VT family network, VT special education advisory panel, parents and higher educators, met for two half-day sessions to discuss reframing the SSIP, previous implementation, how & why the SiMR was chosen, introduce new team configurations and asked for engagement on these teams, present NAEP, SBAC, & LRE data, LEA survey data on coaching, conduct a root-cause analysis using 5-whys. Focus: WHY Aren't students performing well in Mathematics?  Breakout session feedback was collected using Nearpod. 4 breakout groups submitted this feedback:  Group 1:  Lack of access to relevant PD, knowledge base. Having the logistical availability for staff to dedicate to this over time. Scheduling and staffing system needs to be supportive. Group 2: Teacher Prep programs are often not aligned to school needs; are not providing the level of knowledge in mathematics and teaching students with disabilities for teachers to be successful. Group 3: PD is less likely to address math, particularly with all school personnel. When it does, it often focuses on procedural aspects of math. 
Group 4:  Not all district and school-based leaders are involved in the construction of what quality math instruction looks like and therefore are not able to provide appropriate resources and support.

All of the participating stakeholders listed above have been given ongoing updates on SSIP implementation efforts and have been given the opportunity to provide feedback on those efforts electronically, and within project-related events.
VT Special Education Directors were surveyed about use of and awareness of their LRE data & about the technical assistance needs in their LEA. SSIP training and coaching were designed with this input in mind.
From these consultations, we identified activities and actions for implementation, which enabled the drafting of a new ToA and logic model.
2020-21 VT SSIP Kick-Off Meeting was held virtually November 16, 2020, with 44 stakeholders, representing the same groups as listed above. The meeting objectives: allow participants to provide feedback on the current activities and implementation plan of the Vermont SSIP; to explain the benefits of, and commitment needed to implement the SSIP in their LEA, and/or school. On average, 88% of the 26 stakeholders who completed the survey agreed or strongly agreed they had opportunities to provide feedback and are more informed.
	Stakeholders concerns addressed: At the May 2020 annual meeting, stakeholders expressed a number of concerns about the support provided by the VT SSIP professional learning. Concerns addressed the need to increase the focus on high-needs students, differentiating and scaffolding universal math lessons, embedding interventions in classrooms, and building systems that can efficiently be used within the instructional model that matches high-quality response and intervention with high quality instruction.Between May 2020 and the beginning of implementation for the 2020-21 school year, extensive planning was conducted by the VT SSIP Core Team to revamp the professional learning provided. The new theory of action, logic models, and a professional learning scope and sequence (for systems and instructional coaching) developed during this time provided an improved infrastructure to support a greater focus on addressing the needs of students with disabilities.At the November 2020 kick-off meeting, stakeholders' concerns focused primarily on implementation during the pandemic. Most of the comments focused on school and district personnel's capacity, stress and lack of time due to the pandemic. One stakeholder stated that it was a very challenging year to think about SSIP goals because our entire MTSS system is not able to be utilized due to staffing/ coverage for remote and hybrid schooling.  Parents did not weigh in on these pandemic concerns at this gathering. It is difficult to specifically address this need, other than to examine methods of implementation and evaluation that will minimize the burden for participating LEAs and school personnel.
	Stakeholders concerns: [Yes]
	FFY 2018 required OSEP response: Not Applicable
	FFY 2019 SiMR: To improve the proficiency of math performance for students with disabilities in grades 3, 4, and 5.


