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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

Wisconsin's SiMR is a points-based proficiency measure based on an average of the three most recent years
of state assessment data for students grades 3-8 with individualized education programs (IEPs) in the area of
literacy. With stakeholder input, the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (WDPI) rolled over the target
from FFY 2018 (31.67%) to FFY 2019 for the last year of the current cycle. Wisconsin did not administer
statewide assessments in 2019-20 due to COVID-19. Therefore, WDPI is unable to calculate the actual point
measure for FFY 2019. Thus, the FFY 2019 data percentage is unavailable. WDPI is reporting only
percentages for targets and data as they are derived from a multi-year weighted measure therefore, there is no
accurate number of students that can be derived given the points-based proficiency rate WDPI uses.
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

Not applicable

*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: 29.00%
Has the SiMR target changed since the last SSIP submission?
FFY 2018 Target: 31.67%
FFY 2018 Data:

28.89%

No

FFY 2019 Target: 31.67%
FFY 2019 Data:

Not avialable

Was the State’s FFY 2019 Target Met? Choose an item
Did slippage 1 occur? Choose an item
If applicable, describe the reasons for slippage. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without
space).

Not applicable

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.

3
Optional: Has the State collected additional data (i.e., benchmark, CQI, survey) that demonstrates
progress toward the SiMR? Yes
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).

The following is a summary of data sources leveraged by the WDPI to assess progress toward the SiMR:
Continuous Improvement Process (CIP):
- Data Inquiry Journal, a data-based improvement plan process conducted by schools and districts that
focuses on root cause analysis, student data, adult practice data, planning, and evaluation
- Analysis of required improvement plan submission for local education agencies (LEAs) identified with racial
disproportionality in special education
- 90-day rapid cycle improvement plans based on district-selected strategies in Milwaukee Public Schools and
Racine Unified School District
Technical Assistance Network (TA Network):
- Evaluation of contract deliverables
- Universal Event Survey data - training effectiveness survey
- Direct observations of TA Network teams' performance
- Numbers of districts and schools accessing TA Network supports
- Rates of approvable district plans and budgets
- Self-reports by districts and schools regarding alignment of continuous improvement efforts and use of
regional supports
Results Driven Accountability: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment (RDA:PCSA):
- Results of the 2019-20 RDA:PCSA
- Analysis of LEA reasons for noncompliance as reported in the RDA:PCSA
- Analysis of item-response patterns
Transformation Zone (TZ):
- Regional Capacity Assessments (RCA)
- District Capacity Assessments (DCA)
- Observation Tool for Instructional Supports and Systems (OTISS)
Statewide System of Coaching Supports (SSCS):
- Reflection Tools
- Time Logs
- Feedback Forms
- College and Career Ready IEPs (CCR IEP):
- Universal Event Surveys
- Pre and Post Assessments for each step in the CCR IEP process
- Observation Protocol for training sessions
Facilitator Reflection Tool

*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).

Not applicable

*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).

SiMR - The WDPI SiMR is a points-based proficiency measure for students grades 3-8 with IEPs in the area
of literacy. The three most recent years of assessment data are used to make these calculations. For
example, in FFY 2018, data from the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years was used to calculate the
percentage relative to our target. Accordingly, 2019-20 statewide assessment data is needed for the FFY
2019 calculation. However, as a result of the April 15, 2020 enactment of the 2019 Wisconsin Act 185, the
Coronavirus Relief Package, and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver granted by the
Department of Education on March 23, 2020, all state and federal academic assessment requirements were
officially suspended or waived for 2019-20. Thus, we do not have data for one of the three years needed to
calculate the data for the SiMR for FFY 2019. In the absence of this data and with stakeholder input, the
decision was made to roll over the FFY 2018 target for this submission.
RDA: PCSA - WDPI also uses participation and proficiency data in LEA Determinations and exercised its
flexibility with respect to required actions for LEAs identified as needing assistance (year 2 plus). WDPI did
not require these LEAs to submit improvement plans, therefore there will be a gap in evaluation data related
to continuous improvement. Due to the statewide school closure order in March 2020, LEAs were unable to
access needed records to complete their RDA:PCSA process. The data set for 2019-20 is therefore
incomplete with only 56% of districts correcting noncompliance within one year of identification. Through a
secure file transfer process, WDPI consultants received evidence of correction from each of these LEAs and
reviewed the records to verify student-specific and current compliance; thus this data is considered valid and
reliable. To mitigate the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on Cohort 4 data reporting, WDPI postponed the
RDA:PCSA process for one year. Milwaukee Public Schools, the only district in the state with more than
50,000 enrolled students, will continue to complete monitoring activities in 2020-21.
TZ - The COVID-19 pandemic had a significant impact on WDPI’s ability to collect and use practice data
within the Transformation Zone. Both participating districts were poised to collect and use the spring and fall
2020 Observation Tool for Instructional Supports and Systems (OTISS) and implementation data from spring
and fall training and coaching efforts, but were unable to do so because of adjusted priorities due to the
March 2020 statewide school closure. Instead, these districts faced an immediate need to shift to virtual
instruction and train educators to use new tools to provide high quality virtual and blended instruction.
Therefore, only baseline data is available relative to the OTISS. The regional team leveraged the virtual
format to support the administration of capacity assessments in August 2020.
SSCS - Formal coach observation and formal individual coach observation data collection did not occur due
to the COVID-19 pandemic. All other statewide coaching data collection was conducted per the evaluation
plan.

*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).
Not applicable

*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).

Not applicable

*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).

The WDPI Continuous Improvement Process (CIP) synthesizes understanding of continuous improvement
(CI) as an ongoing, data-driven process in which LEAs deliberately and strategically collaborate to
understand and replicate successes. Implemented effectively, the CIP results in long-term, embedded,
positive change in the LEA, thereby improving student outcomes. Implementation activities for FFY 2019
included: joint Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
federal notification packets to 447 LEAs to inform their continuous improvement efforts, jointly identifying
ESSA and IDEA schools for improvement, including 98 LEAs identified as needing assistance year 2,
intervention, or substantial intervention and 63 with significant disproportionality under IDEA, and improved
and developed CI tools and resources, including the Wisconsin Information System for Education (WISE).
Under ESSA, 78 schools were identified in need of Comprehensive Support and Improvement, 160 in need of
Targeted Support and Improvement, and 60 in need of Additional Targeted Support. These LEAs and
schools are required to engage in CI aligned to a Plan-Do-Study-Act cycle as detailed in the WDPI CIP.
WDPI's investment in the TA Network ensures every LEA access to a regional team with expertise needed to
engage in CI as outlined in Wisconsin's CIP. Short-term outcomes focused on installation of effective regional
teams with capacity to support the use of coaching for equity, strategic use of data, and CI planning. All 12
regions established a TA Network team representing expertise in special education, Title I, Educator
Effectiveness, coaching, and data use as evidenced by team membership rosters, capacity reflections, and
team terms of reference. TA teams' ability to operationalize their capacity is evidenced by high percentages
reporting that learning objectives were accomplished, readiness to apply content from training, and review of
work plans. Intermediate outcomes focused on leveraging TA Network team capacity to deliver CI supports
focused on LEAs with federal identification. Significant variability exists across TA teams’ delivery of
effective supports as evidenced by low rates of approvable CI plans submitted by LEAs to WDPI, and low
percentages of LEAs demonstrating alignment between district and school data and identifications.
In January and February 2020, the WDPI conducted RDA:PCSA validation visits in representative Cohort 3
LEAs to determine if records were accurately assessed in accordance with the RDA:PCSA Directions and
Standards. LEAs were notified of any records that were not properly assessed. Due to the statewide school
closure in March, WDPI suspended RDA:PCSA verification activities to allow LEAs to focus on pressing tasks
associated with the school closures. In May 2020, Cohort 3 LEAs were notified that verification would resume
and to submit evidence of correction for any identified noncompliance by November 15th, 2020. COVID-19
continued to affect some LEA's ability to submit documentation in a timely manner. As of January 11, 2021,
64% of LEAs in Cohort 3 have corrected all identified noncompliance.

*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):

CIP - WDPI WISExplore offered training and support on CI using the Data Inquiry Journal (DIJ), a
data-based improvement plan process that focuses on root cause analysis, student data, adult practice data,
planning, and evaluation. Thirteen LEAs conducted student data and adult practice data inquiry and
developed improvement plans with evaluation metrics that include both student outcome data and changed
adult practice data. WDPI required 63 LEAs to submit improvement plans when identified with racial
disproportionality in special education, and analyzed the data submitted through the improvement plans to
invest in professional learning and TA to support areas of need. WDPI continued to support Milwaukee
Public Schools and Racine Unified School District using a customized intensive monitoring structure. This
linked team structure aligns efforts from WDPI to LEA leadership, to LEA improvement coordination, and
finally to school improvement teams. Each LEA developed, implemented, and evaluated 90-day rapid cycle
improvement plans based on their selected strategies.
TA Network - WDPI’s TA Network planning team, Joint Federal Notifications coordinating group, and
Special Education and Title I leadership evaluated TA Network outcomes using process measures including
evaluation of contract deliverables, training effectiveness surveys, and direct observations of TA Network
teams' performance. Evaluation using outcome measures include numbers of LEAs/schools accessing TA
Network supports, rates of approvable LEA plans/budgets, and self-reports by LEA-s/schools regarding
alignment of continuous improvement efforts and use of regional supports. Results indicate that the intended
outcomes for this strategy are not being met. Therefore, WDPI intends to make the following substantive
shifts in its approach to the TA Network for 2021-22:
- shift from focusing on team capacity-building activities to the expectation that TA Network teams will
leverage their current understanding to provide high quality CI supports to identified LEAs/schools with direct
technical assistance support from WDPI
- intentionally focus their knowledge and skills of TA Network teams to prioritize support for identified LEAs
where systems and structures are in place that work well for some students but not others
- determine the extent to which the investment in the TA Network is a value-add to LEAs as they engage in
continuous improvement based on the articulation and evaluation of concrete outcomes connected to
changes in adult practice.
RDA:PCSA - WDPI evaluated the results of the 2019-20 RDA:PCSA and identified 10 requirements with the
most noncompliance. WDPI further analyzed LEA reasons for noncompliance as reported in the RDA:PCSA,
determined common errors, and developed statewide guidance on suggested solutions to avoid
noncompliance. WDPI also analyzed item-response patterns to reduce the reporting burden on LEAs. The
RDA:PCSA compels LEAs to focus on compliance with literacy-related IDEA requirements and serves as a
key component of the state's monitoring system. Procedural compliance items in the PCSA are those
believed to have the greatest impact on improving reading outcomes.

*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):

Partnering with the Wisconsin Evaluation Collaborative, WDPI will develop and implement a CIP evaluation
plan focused on LEAs/schools identified for improvement under IDEA and ESSA based on the following
2021 timeline:
March: review of improvement plans submitted by LEAs identified under IDEA and CSI schools and
present framework for evaluation plan to the State Superintendent
June: complete five-year evaluation plan
July: execute an intergovernmental agreement to fund the evaluation plan for FFY 2021 and implement
year one of the five-year evaluation plan
WDPI will encourage identified schools/LEAs to leverage existing local CI planning processes, including
those to meet state requirements for Educator Effectiveness (EE), to address gaps flagged in the joint
federal accountability system. WDPI will develop web-based technical assistance targeted to schools and
LEAs identified under federal law on how to leverage EE to close gaps.
The TA Network will be integrated into a Statewide System of Supports (SSOS) in development, and be a
Level 2 (L2) support intended to ensure effective CI focused on accelerating growth between student
groups within federally identified schools/LEAs under ESSA and IDEA. Outcomes will include:
TA Network teams provide direct support to 90% of the regions' identified LEAs needing L2 support,
including ELA proficiency for students with IEPs as part of LEA Determinations, 80% of L2 LEAs identified
with significant racial disproportionality achieve an approvable plan with first submission, 80% of the
regions' L2 identified LEAs/schools articulate and make progress toward resolving an adult-focused
resource inequity, and 80% of L2 LEAs/schools receiving TA Network support achieve an average rating
of 'accomplished' across key exit criteria in the CIP rubric. An evaluation plan for the TA Network will be
developed examining: the extent to which LEAs/schools that engage with the TA Network improve more
than those who engage with other CI supports, factors that lead to improvement in both adult practices and
acceleration of student growth, the degree to which TA Network team relationships with L2 LEAs/schools
result in effective CI supports, and the degree to which the TA Network structure is a cost effective
investment.
WDPI recognizes the disruption caused by school closures during the 2019-20 school year and that a
successful transition back to in-person learning during the 2020-21 school year has absorbed a significant
amount of LEA staff time. Thus, WDPI postponed Cohort 4 LEA completion of the RDA:PCSA to the
2021-22 school year. LEAs will receive additional notification and instructions for participation in the RDA:
PCSA in the spring of 2021. Cohort 4 will conduct their RDA:PCSA at that time and report results to WDPI
in November 2021. Cohort 5 LEAs will conduct the RDA:PCSA during their regularly scheduled time period,
also reporting results in November 2021. WDPI will include data from two cohorts in the next reporting
period to ensure all districts in the state will have completed the RDA:PCSA during the 5-year cycle, and
conduct a trend analysis of the RDA:PCSA results to determine items to include in the next cycle.

*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.

11
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):

Not applicable

*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):

TZ - The TZ is a vertical slice of the system from practice to policy (i.e., from the student to the state). The
TZ is a linked team structure between WDPI, a regional partner, and two LEAs in order to install and
continuously improve an implementation infrastructure that supports teachers' use of high quality literacy
instructional practices in grades 3-5 as measured by the OTISS. This strategy builds the capacity of districts
to identify and address gaps in their system structures, routines, and policies so that literacy outcomes
increase for all students and are accelerated for students of color and students with IEPs.
SSCS - The SSCS funds 12 regional coaches to support districts and schools through the CI process.
These coaches are part of an intentional linked teaming structure from the student to the state. Coaches
keep equity central to conversations during the CI process for identified districts and schools. The SSCS
also engages instructional coaches throughout the state focused on deepening educator practice in literacy
to improve literacy outcomes for all students and accelerate improvement for students of color and students
with IEPs.
CCR IEP - The CCR IEP process provides a framework for IEP teams to explore beliefs and attitudes
regarding students with IEPs, build knowledge and skills to evaluate and plan special education services,
and examine systems and practices that support students, families, and educators. They emphasize the
importance of clearly identifying disability-related needs as specific skills addressed by goals and aligning
specially designed instruction (SDI) closely to those. This process more effectively targets the development
of foundational reading skills and the SDI supporting them to improve literacy proficiency for students with
IEPs.
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):

TZ - Capacity assessments yielded the following data:
- RCA total scores were 42.9% in August 2019, and 50% in February and August 2020
- DCA:
District 1 showed growth from 19% in August 2019 to 32% in August 2020
District 2 remained flat from 30% in August 2020 to 28% in August 2020
Analysis indicates increased or maintained growth in capacity at both levels despite district-level executive
leadership changes and a lack of state-level implementation infrastructure and resources. OTISS baseline
data was collected in fall 2019, and both districts selected 'clear instruction' as the first area for improvement,
as it was the lowest average score among the components of effective teacher practice (1.18 and 1.32 on a
2-point scale).
SSCS - SSCS leverages a reflection tool, observation form, time log, and feedback form within a decision
support data system to strengthen the system as a whole and provide essential data to improve individual
coaches and leaders. Each tool is aligned to best practice in coaching based on a coaching competency
practice profile. Data trends and patterns inform decisions and next steps within the system. This year, data
led to creating professional development to build knowledge related to systemic oppression and how it affects
all aspects of a system for both individual coaches and the coaching system.
CCR IEP - In addition to post-event surveys to gather information on participant perceptions of the process
overall, a pre and post assessment for each step in the CCR IEP process was instituted to gauge the degree
of participant learning. To ensure fidelity of messaging and delivery of content, an observation protocol was
implemented
and Measurement
all training sessions
observed
to collect
fidelity
A facilitator
reflection
tool was
used to
*Refer
to SPP/APR
Language
for required
information
for data.
Phases
I-III including
requirements
for SiMR,
support debrief
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from
trainer. 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):

TZ - State implementation specialists supported the Regional Implementation Team (RIT) in the TZ through:
- co-development with district teams of a practice profile focused on high quality instructional practices as
measured by the OTISS,
- development of a stage-based implementation plan for District Implementation Teams incorporating all
active implementation components (communication protocols, training, and coaching delivery), and
- building WDPI executive leadership capacity to understand the need for a state level implementation and
improvement team to ensure alignment and coherence in implementation and improvement efforts across the
agency. The proposal was not approved, so implementation efforts continue to require significant
coordination by individuals across multiple teams.
SSCS - WDPI supported coaches convening monthly to strengthen the SSCS network, connect coaching
strategies to implementation work within districts, and expand the shared leadership through small
workgroups. Monthly professional development was informed by trends and patterns collected through the
data system. Goals in supporting the knowledge and implementation of coaching were linked to the
components of the Coaching Competency Practice Profile to continue to build and enhance a unified and
aligned message of what effective coaching looks and feels like in Wisconsin.
CCR IEP - WDPI continued to leverage CCR IEP resources developed by the department (e.g., five-step
checklists, forms) in conjunction with the content delivered over five 90-minute sessions. Each of the 12
CESA regions hosted one training provided free to LEAs. Participants in the introductory training series
received an explanation and demonstration of content, participated in discussion activities around scenarios,
and practiced application of the CCR IEP framework.

*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):

Input from the WDPI State Superintendent's Special Education Advisory Council was gathered twice during
this submission period leading to setting the SiMR target for FFY 2019 and adjusting the SiMR and strategies
for the next cycle.
116 LEAs participated in TA calls with WDPI. 13 LEAs provided input into the CIP facilitated by the
WISExplore team. The feedback was reviewed and incorporated into the DIJ template. All identified LEAs had
the opportunity to give input into the identification and monitoring process for LEA Determinations and racial
disproportionality in SE through the improvement plan application, onsite TA, and TA calls.
Team coordinators met quarterly with WDPI to engage in data review and improvement cycles. WDPI
engaged with LEAs through quarterly TA calls. A TA Network planning team engaged in ongoing
capacity-building development/delivery and data review and included a TA Network team member to inform
capacity-building from an end user perspective. WDPI met with regional executive leadership five times to
address facilitators and barriers to the effectiveness of TA Network teams.
LEAs were encouraged to develop a PCSA committee including parents of students with IEPs to plan how
and when to conduct the PCSA. After LEA staff review records, the committee reconvenes to review results
for patterns to share with the community. This group also helps choose actions the LEA will take to ensure
errors do not reoccur in future IEPs. WDPI sought input from the SE Council and the Regional Service
Network leading to the creation of statewide guidance on solutions to avoid noncompliance.
WDPI, regional leaders, LEA leaders, and teachers identified facilitators and barriers through the linked team
structure of the TZ. WDPI and regional implementation specialists presented capacity and project updates to
the WDPI Cabinet to ensure ongoing awareness of facilitators and barriers to the work. WDPI implementation
specialists provided ongoing coaching to the regional team to examine team membership and communication
protocols to ensure the right people are engaged in the work. Coaching the RIT on the role of executive
leadership in the work increased engagement of the Wisconsin RtI Center and CESA leadership and
informed revisions to LEA implementation team membership.
A stakeholder group of coaches, evaluators, and coach organizations co-created the Coach Evaluation
Rubric and Process (CERR). They also collaborated to develop the Coach Evaluation Guide outlining the
recommended processes for coaches and evaluators to plan and carry out learning-centered evaluations
specific to professional roles. The CERR provided relevant feedback for instructional teams or systems
coaches for guided, individualized, and self-determined professional growth.
CCR IEP training materials and plans were co-created with regional partners who work directly with schools
and LEAs so training was tailored to the needs of LEAs for an introductory training. Participant feedback from
previous iterations of training was used to inform the model delivered this year. As training materials were
developed, the vetting process included statewide staff from a variety of grants.

*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?

No
If “Yes”, describe how the State addressed the concerns expressed by stakeholders.
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Not applicable

*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):

Not applicable

*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.

