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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).  

 7 

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

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

*Refer  to SPP/APR  Measurement  Language for  required information for  Phases  I-III  including  requirements  for  SiMR,
baseline,  targets,  theory  of  action,  and components  of  the implementation and evaluation plan.
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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: 
	SiMR Baseline Data: 39.75%
	FFY 2018 SiMR Target: +3% from FFY 2017
	FFY 2018 Data: 40.44
	FFY 2019 SiMR Target: +3% from FFY 2018
	FFY 2019 Data: N/A
	Chages to SiMR target: [No]
	FFY 2019 SiMR met: [Choose an item]
	Did slippage occur: [Choose an item]
	Reasons for slippage: Please refer to the question about data quality concerns directly related to COVID-19 on page 5.
	Optional - Additional SiMR data collected: [Yes]
	Additional SiMR data collected: For cohort 2.0, data were collected throughout the 2019-20 school year through surveys, classroom post observations, and Individualized Education Program (IEP) file reviews. This data collection was focused specifically on strategies two and three. Due to school closures in the spring of 2020, the department pivoted its training to offer two virtual trainings, one for facilitators for redelivery and a second for direct educator training. Survey data indicate that 100% of facilitators and 100% of direct trainees agreed/strongly agreed with all statements regarding knowledge, understanding, and ability to implement the training. In addition, 75% of teachers showed growth on a classroom post observation, with 50% of the teachers improving substantially (20 points or more). Lastly, cohort 2.0 districts improved their scores in all eight areas of instructionally appropriate IEP (IAIEP) development, as measured against the previous baseline year. The final data point planned for this cohort, universal screening reading data, was unable to be collected due to school closures during the final three months of this cohort's participation.  For cohort 3.0, districts began work in July 2020 on strategies one and three, with a focus on access to virtual instruction. Survey data showed that 100% of facilitators agreed/strongly agreed with all statements related to understanding and implementing the virtual learning platform. On average, 98% of facilitators agreed/strongly agreed with all statements from 11 virtual sessions on access to virtual instruction for students with disabilities (SWDs). In addition, facilitators redelivered critical content within their districts and on average, 92% of all district trainees agreed/strongly agreed with all statements regarding the knowledge, skills, and ability to provide access to instruction for SWDs during the pandemic.
	Unrelated COVID data quality: [No]
	General data quality issues: 
	COVID-19 data quality: [Yes]
	COVID-19 data quality narrative: As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, all Tennessee schools were required to close for in-person learning by March 20, 2020. Statewide assessments were not administered and the U.S. Department of Education granted a waiver to Tennessee excluding it from federal testing requirements. Since Tennessee's SiMR is based on statewide ELA assessment scores, no data were available to measure progress. In addition, as noted on page 3, universal screening reading data was unable to be collected due to school closures during the final three months of cohort 2.0. 
	Changes to theory of action: Broad and detailed versions of the theory of action can be found on pages 7 and 38 of the following document: https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/special-education/sped_ssip_phase_iii4_201920.pdf. 
	Revised theory of action: [No]
	New infrastructure improvement strategies: [Yes]
	New infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: With the third cohort of this work, the department has entered the sustainability phase of this state personnel development grant (SPDG). To see an even greater behavioral change in educators, leading to greater outcomes for students, the department has created eight new positions fully dedicated to this project. These regional access coaches (RACs) have been added to the team to specifically provide coaching cycles at the individual teacher level. These coaches will observe in the classroom, provide coaching sessions for planning, reflecting, or problem resolving using training in Cognitive Coaching, and then observe again and provide feedback. These coaching and feedback cycles have not been possible in the previous cohorts, and the department is confident that this increased capacity will support both educator and student growth. 
	Continued infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: Infrastructure ChangesDuring the previous Phase III – 3 reporting period, a new governor was elected for the state of Tennessee, and a new commissioner of education was appointed. This new commissioner, Dr. Penny Schwinn, began her tenure in February 2019. Since then, several large scale infrastructure changes have taken place to support the department’s new strategic plan, Best for All (https://bestforall.tnedu.gov/). As of May 2020, the Division of Special Populations now falls within the Office of Districts and Schools.  Implementation Activities  Strategy One: Access to Core Instruction July 2020—The current first improvement strategy is access to core instruction for SWDs. The essential evidence-based practice (EBP) for this first strategy during the spring workshop was differentiated instruction. Strategy Two: Providing Increasingly Intensive Intervention (formerly called Special Education within a Continuum of Service)  2019-20 School Year (final three months/first quarter of the FFY 2019 SSIP reporting period)—In the spring of 2020, district facilitators in the 20 SSIP 2.0 districts were to complete the third of three workshops on the second coherent improvement strategy: providing increasingly intensive intervention. Due to sudden school closures, the department pivoted to offer virtual trainings at the state level to ensure that district trainees could receive the third and final training session. The EBPs for this second strategy included data-based decision-making informed by assessments and root cause analysis of student performance, and a multi-sensory approach to learning focused on instructional practices that improve student outcomes.   Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits through IAIEP Development 2019-2020 School Year (including the first quarter of the FFY 2019 SSIP reporting period)—A great deal of work relative to the third improvement strategy of addressing students' skill deficits through the writing of IAIEPs was embedded into the second improvement strategy. For IAIEPs, the department had districts focus on the writing of effective narratives, present levels of performance, and goals that truly support students in their areas of need. File reviews were completed in the fall of 2019 to assess improvement in the quality of IEPs in the SSIP 2.0 districts.   October 2020—For cohort 3.0, as part of the series on providing access to instruction during the pandemic, participants engaged in and redelivered a session on IAIEP purpose, accommodations, and creating a quality plan for each student. As the department moves into the next year with this cohort, training participants will continue to learn about the purpose and implementation of IDEA and the importance of the IEP team and IAIEP development. 
	State evaluated outcomes: Strategy One: Access to Core InstructionJuly 2020 to April 2021—The department analyzed faciliator and district training participant survey responses to evaluate the impact of strategy one in this pandemic year with the 27 new cohort 3.0 districts. There was overwhelmingly positive feedback yielded from these district staff. Strategy one will continue in year two (2021-22 school year), when in addition to survey responses from participants, classroom observations will be conducted to evaluate fidelity of implementation of the interventions and EBPs included in strategy one. Strategy Two: Providing Increasingly Intensive Intervention 2019-20 School Year (including the first quarter of the FFY 2019 SSIP reporting period)—The SSIP 2.0 districts implemented the second strategy during the 2019-20 school year. Training survey data were aggregated, with highly positive responses being received from training participants. In addition to survey responses from participants, classroom observations were conducted to evaluate fidelity of implementation of the interventions and EBPs included in strategy two. 498 teachers received two observations between three to six months apart using the intervention observation rubric. 75.0% of teachers improved in their second observation as compared to their first, with 48.7% of teachers improving substantially (by 20 points or more). 77.1% of educators observed received scores for the second observation in the top three quartiles of scores, which can be regarded as having met fidelity.  Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits 2019-20 School Year (including the first quarter of the FFY 2019 SSIP reporting period)—the SSIP 2.0 districts also received training, guidance, and support from state staff regarding the third improvement strategy during the 2019-20 school year. To evaluate the impact that such support might have on districts relative to the writing of IAIEPs, the department conducted baseline file reviews in the 2018-19 school year. Across the eight IEP content areas for the files sampled, there was an average score of 64.91 percent of records meeting or exceeding expectations. The highest scores were assigned for testing accommodations, accommodations and modifications, and services. Follow up reviews were conducted on 540 records in the fall of 2019 to measure progress on the quality of IAIEPs.  May 2021—Following a similar process as described above, IEPs from the 27 districts in cohort 3.0 will be evaluated by department staff utilizing the updated IAIEP rubric to establish a baseline in order to assess growth over the next three years. In terms of the continued implementation of these three strategies, past evaluation data collected for each cohort have been strong and demonstrated that this work has led to positive outcomes in the targeted areas. These strategies also align to data the department has collected that show that students with an SLD who receive instruction in a regular education setting more often than their peers are not necessarily gaining proficiency at those peers. These strategies are focused on closing this gap, and thus remain a priority area moving forward.
	Infrastructure next steps: Over the 2016-17 and 2017-18 school years, the three coherent improvement strategies were implemented for the initial cohort of 30 school districts (“SSIP cohort 1.0”) selected to participate in the work through a competitive application process. In 2018-19, SSIP 1.0 districts continued utilizing the coherent improvement strategies and expanding the work to additional schools across the districts.  The 2018-19 school year (Phase III-3) also marked the addition of a new cohort of participating school districts. In this 2018-19 school year, 20 districts were selected to participate in the work through the same competitive application process utilized for SSIP 1.0 districts. Initial train-the-trainer sessions for district-level facilitators and supervisors began for the SSIP 2.0 districts in the summer of 2018. These facilitators were responsible for redelivering the content in their school districts in three full-day trainings in the fall, winter, and spring and four one-hour communities of practice throughout the year. During the 2019-20 school year (Phase III – 4), the SSIP 2.0 districts implemented the second coherent improvement strategy of providing increasingly intensive intervention. Throughout the 2018-19 school year, the third improvement strategy of writing IAIEPs to address students’ skill deficits was also employed.  The 2020-21 school year (Phase III-5) marked the addition of a new cohort of participating school districts. In February 2020, 29 districts were selected to participate in the work through the same competitive application process utilized for SSIP 1.0 and 2.0 districts, but districts signed on for a four-year commitment, rather than the two years of the previous cohorts. Initial train-the-trainer sessions for district-level facilitators and supervisors began in the fall of 2020. These facilitators were responsible for redelivering critical content related to strategy one, which was focused on virtual access to instruction in response to the needs created by the pandemic. This pandemic year saw some attrition in SSIP cohort 3.0, with two districts electing to withdraw from the cohort due to their own internal infrastructure challenges. Moving forward, trained facilitators from the 27 remaining cohort 3.0 districts will be responsible for redelivering the content in their school districts in three full-day trainings in the fall, winter, and spring and four one-hour communities of practice throughout the year for 2021-22 (strategy one and three), 2022-23 (strategy two and three), and 2023-24 (strategy two and three). Data have been strong with the first two cohorts, and the department expects that with the additional two years of department-supported implementation as well as regional coaching supports, it will be even stronger. Data will be analyzed regarding IAIEP quality, climate survey improvement, classroom observation growth, and universal screening growth. These are all change-sensitive assessments, which the department believes will result in greater state assessment proficiency.
	New EBP: [No]
	New EBP narrative: 
	Continued EBP: Environment: For a student to truly have access to core instruction, there must be a positive environment that effectively supports students. Research contends that both emotional support and classroom climate have the capacity to yield improved student outcomes. This EBP is addressed in the strategy one training content and is intended to increase student access to core instruction.  Universal Design for Learning: Universal design for learning (UDL) was one of the initial EBPs employed to address this first improvement strategy. UDL centers on the principles of effective learning: engagement, representation, and expression. This EBP is addressed in the strategy one training content and encourages educators to respond to variance in students within the classroom to help them succeed.  Multi-Sensory Approach and Data-Based Decision-Making: These EBPs have been grouped together. The materials developed for strategy two were focused heavily on utilizing a multi-sensory approach to educate and support SWDs, partially informed by the research findings related to reading instruction for SWDs and students with characteristics of dyslexia.   Writing Instructionally Appropriate IEPs (IAIEPs): This EBP has been implemented in several waves and will continue to be assessed moving forward. For cohort 3.0, IEPs from the 27 districts will be evaluated during the 2020-21 school year utilizing the updated IAIEP rubric to establish a baseline in order to assess growth over the next three years. This EBP is addressed in strategy two training content and is intended to improve the quality of IEPs to focus on areas of deficit and aligned interventions.   
	Evaluation and fidelity: Please see the response under “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” on page 9. 
	Support EBP: Over four years of implementing SSIP activities in Tennessee, a great deal of progress has been made toward the different steps and activities outlined in the detailed theory of action. In this theory of action, phases of “promote,” “provide,” “produce,” and “assess” are outlined, delineating the pieces necessary to achieve the SiMR (the “achieve” phase in the theory of action). These phases are carefully planned to develop training materials, professional development sessions, and ongoing data collection to address the three coherent improvement strategies.     In the 2019-20 school year, the department implemented the second coherent improvement strategy for SSIP 2.0 districts, providing increasingly intensive intervention, specifically for students with a high-incidence disability. To promote this work, the department provided staff within the participating districts trainings that assisted with truly developing an effective model by which students with a high-incidence disability could meaningfully access increasingly intensive interventions.     In July 2020, cohort 3.0 facilitators began training on strategies one and three that will continue through the 2021-22 school year. The 2022-2024 school years will employ a train-the-trainer model of redelivery focused on strategies two and three. The high-quality professional development produced by the department ensures that the activities outlined in trainings do not dissipate when trainers return to their schools. Consistent reinforcement of the work through follow-up workshops, communities of practice, and refined materials/resources ensure the continued integration of the strategies and EBPs into the classroom. The final two phases in the detailed theory of action, “assess” and “achieve," are discussed further on pages 8-10 of this document.
	Stakeholder Engagement: The department has continued to engage and solicit feedback from stakeholders during implementation of the SSIP in three cohorts. Various stakeholders have received information on the work, including: special education supervisors, educators, administrators, service providers, advocacy groups, other SEA divisions, the Dyslexia Advisory Council, and the Governor’s Advisory Council for the Education of Students with Disabilities (AC). Information has been shared publicly through a variety of modes. Written communications and briefs are posted to state websites and communicated through various internal and external newsletters. In addition, partners have made content of the plan available to families and provided resources about the progress implementing the work. For the new cohort of districts (3.0), participating superintendents and special education supervisors were provided with district-specific data infographics summarizing the work and subsequent data from this first year of implementation during the pandemic. Statewide data was also communicated within the SEA, via social media, and on the project’s website.  In January 2021, the senior director of special populations presented two sessions within the Partners in Education (PIE) virtual conference to a wide range of stakeholders. These sessions, aligned with strategy one, focused on lessons learned from the pandemic and the impact of teacher behavior and communication on student learning and outcomes. An additional session focused on the next steps and critical implementation planning for cohort 3.0 facilitators preparing to move into year two. The cohort 3.0 team also created a virtual exhibit booth with information, handouts, and interactive videos open to all conference participants.  Success of the SSIP is contingent upon not just the communication methods outlined above, but also on the availability of feedback loops. At presentations, feedback is gathered verbally from attendees/participants and recorded. In addition, the department analyzes qualitative data and feedback from training attendees and district facilitators who may see challenges or opportunities for improvement relative to the content.   The director of data services and the senior director of special populations lead discussion and feedback of the SSIP implementation and activities as a regular item in the quarterly AC meetings. AC members (comprised of parents of SWDs, individuals with disabilities, educators, and student and parent advocates) and other stakeholders in attendance at these meeting provide feedback through participation in roundtable conversations. These are open meetings which are recorded and available on the department’s website for public viewing. In January 2021, the senior director of special populations led one of these sessions with members of the Advisory Council to engage in meaningful conversations about the work completed thus far as thus far as well as the impending implementation slated for the 2021-24 school years. Council members confirmed  the need for this content, continued expansion into additional districts, and retraining of districts from previous cohorts due to staffing turnover.
	Stakeholders concerns addressed: 
	Stakeholders concerns: [No]
	FFY 2018 required OSEP response: OSEP's required actions from Tennessee's FFY 2018 SPP/APR included: In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP. Specifically, 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.These required actions were addressed in pages 1-15 of this document.
	FFY 2019 SiMR: In Phase I, Tennessee identified a SiMR of increasing by three percent annually the percent of students with a specific learning disability (SLD) in grades 3-8 scoring at or above Basic on the statewide English/language arts (ELA) assessment. (Please note that the assessment performance level "Basic" has since changed to "Approaching.") Evaluation activities were developed by the department to track progress toward and achievement of this ambitious but achievable goal.


