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The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) and its partners are charged with the goal of improving statewide and district level systems of educational support for children and youth with disabilities. Critical targeted areas for special education in Missouri include improving the elementary achievement and post secondary transition of students with disabilities. To address these issues, a comprehensive system of professional development is being developed and will be implemented with fidelity in the upcoming funding period. The goals and activities of the 2007-2012 Missouri State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) are aligned with and intentionally complement key state and federal accountability reporting requirements within the Missouri school accreditation system (e.g., Missouri State Performance Plan, IDEA Part B, and NCLB).
During the reporting period, the Missouri Integrated Model (MIM) Management and Implementation Teams began development of the Missouri Integrated Model of professional development with input from multiple stakeholders, including representatives from the Missouri Parent Training and Information Center (MPACT), Early Intervention and Early Childhood programs, the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, assistive technology, higher education, and school administration, among others. Assistant Commissioners from the Division of Special Education (Heidi Atkins Lieberman), the Division of School Improvement (Stan Johnson), and the Division of Career Education (Tom Quinn) have provided ongoing support for the MIM management and implementation teams during the development phase of the project. The overarching goals of the MIM are: (1) to enhance the capacity of the Missouri DESE and the Regional Professional Development Centers (RPDCs) to support the development, implementation and evaluation of a targeted system of professional development at the regional, district, and school levels in an effort to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities, and (2) to enhance the capacity of the Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities.
The MIM is grounded in research from the following 3-tiered models: (a) Response To Intervention (RTI), (b) Schoolwide Positive Behavior Supports, (c) High Schools That Work, (d) Reading First, and (e) Professional Learning Communities.  The MIM includes eleven essential features representing the evidence-based practices and qualities of effective and responsive schools, which are: (a) shared vision and commitment, (b) leadership at state, district, and building levels, (c) collaborative environment, (d) ongoing professional development, (e) educator support through mentoring and coaching, (f) culturally responsive practices, (g) resource mapping, (h) family and community involvement, (i) evidence-based practices, (j) data based decision-making, and (k) progress monitoring. These essential features are integrated into the school climate to drive decision-making, support innovation, and support student progress.  The eleven essential features will:  (a) provide a structure for problem solving current and future education needs and (b) construct an appropriate response for addressing the instructional needs of all students. Key documents to guide RPDCs and LEAs in implementation have been developed or are in the development process (e.g., Overview of the MIM, Frequently Asked Questions, and Blueprint for Implementation). These documents, along with information on the districts implementing the MIM, will be openly available in the fall of 2008 on www.MIMschools.org. In addition, this website will become a mechanism for school districts to monitor their implementation process and submit evaluation data for rapid formative analysis.
During the reporting period, teams comprised of DESE and RPDC staff have served on the MIM Implementation Team, and have been closely involved with refinement of the MIM. RPDCs nominated pilot districts in April, 2008 based on administrative support for the project and a history of collaboration between the district and the RPDC. Thirteen Missouri school districts have been selected to pilot the MIM, representing eight of the nine educational regions of the state. The districts are representational of school districts across Missouri with three small districts (1-999 students), five medium districts (1000-4999 students) and five large districts (5000-20,000 students). The project developed a process for initiating the model in the districts first in key schools, then in multiple schools, and finally district-wide. Additionally, a system will be in place for MIM schools to work with other schools within each district and region to provide mentoring and collaboration. 
In the upcoming funding period, each participating district will be assigned an Implementation Facilitator who will have expertise in the MIM, as well as in high quality professional development and systems change principles and practices. This Implementation Facilitator will collaborate with the regional school improvement team in each RPDC to guide the districts’ data-driven needs assessment process and assist the districts in building shared and collaborative leadership through professional development. The following year, it is expected that schools will have built the capacity to implement research-based strategies and initiatives that address each schools’ unique needs. Through this deliberately slow process of implementation, schools and districts will implement the MIM with fidelity and develop the necessary structure to sustain the effort beyond the funding period.
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SECTION A - Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions.  Use as many pages as necessary.)

1. Project Objective 	[  ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.
Goal 1: To enhance the capacity of the Missouri DESE and RPDCs to support the development, implementation and evaluation of a targeted system of professional development at the regional, district, and school levels in an effort to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities

Objective 1.1: To develop an integrated 3-tiered model process for pilot and eventual scale-up in Missouri.

	1.1a  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of MIM developmental tasks and activities that have reached a level of goal attainment of "0."
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
        12     /12
	100
	
	
 12  /12
	100 




	1.1b Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of RPDCs participating in the ongoing Missouri Implementation Team meetings.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #3]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
            9/9
	100
	
	
    9/9
	100


1.1a A Goal Attainment Scale was developed to evaluate the level of attainment in the development phase of the MIM during the reporting period (October 2007-April 2008). In Goal Attainment Scaling methodology, “0” represents the expected outcome with “-1” and “-2” representing less-than-expected outcomes and “+1” and “+2” representing greater than expected outcomes. The MIM implementation goal is currently at the +1 level (somewhat more than expected), conceptualized as “The Missouri Integrated Model is well-defined, including both a vision and essential features. A range of stakeholders support the model and are dedicated to the implementation.” 

During the reporting period, MIM Management team members (i.e., DESE Special Education Coordinator, Interim Director for Effective Practices, Solution Tree external Consultant, University of Missouri Kansas City external Research Consultant, University of Kansas external evaluators, and University of Missouri Columbia SW-PBS faculty) met at least monthly to plan and organize MIM activities, draft products, and disseminate information. On January 8, 2008, a stakeholder advisory group, consisting of representatives of all DESE divisions, the RPDCs, the state’s PTI Center (MPACT), local and state experts in RTI, Reading First, High Schools that Work, Schoolwide Positive Behavior Supports, Professional Learning Communities, and a broad representation of statewide educational organizations and other state human service agencies met to learn about research-based three-tiered models of educational improvement and to discuss the development and implementation of the MIM. A subgroup of these stakeholders, the MIM Implementation Team, was developed and is leading the effort to develop and implement the MIM. MIM Implementation Team meetings in 2008 were conducted on February 19th and April 9th. Evaluation data from the April 9th, 2008 MIM Implementation Team Meeting indicate that on average, the 22 respondents agreed or strongly agreed that (a) the MIM has the potential to improve outcomes for students, (b) participation on the MIM Implementation Team is a valuable part of the person’s job, and (c) the MIM meetings provide opportunities for collaboration and opinions to be shared regarding the model development and implementation. Evaluation data also includes qualitative information about perceived strengths of the meetings, ideas for future change and improvement, and lingering questions. The evaluation information and questions are immediately addressed in the continually-updated MIM Frequently Asked Questions document, which is regularly disseminated via email to MIM Implementation Team participants between meetings. Additional collaborative opportunities are provided to the MIM Implementation and Management Teams through an online Community of Practice, which includes: (a) MIM documents, (b) evaluation resources, (c) MIM website development, (d) other State’s resources, (e) archived team agendas and minutes, and (f) a discussion board.

In the fall of 2007, the MIM Management Team established an action plan and timeline to assure the completion and coordination of MIM activities. In the Spring of 2008, the timeline was divided into two parts—the MIM Management Team timeline and the MIM Implementation Team timeline.  These documents are revisited on a monthly basis to be certain that project planning, development of components and evaluation is completed in a timely fashion.

1.1b The Missouri DESE has nine RPDCs located at postsecondary institutions across the state http://www.dese.mo.gov/divteachqual/leadership/rpdc/index.html . Staff in these regional centers provide much of the personnel development training to LEAs. RPDCs are seen as key partners in the development of the MIM. Leadership from all nine regions were invited to become part of the MIM Implementation Team, and all nine have either attended the MIM Implementation Team meetings or sent a representative from the RPDC. The views of the RPDC directors are included in the MIM Implementation Team training evaluations collected at each team meeting. 


1. Project Objective 	[  ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.
Goal 1: To enhance the capacity of the Missouri DESE and RPDCs to support the development, implementation and evaluation of a targeted system of professional development at the regional, district, and school levels in an effort to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities

Objective 1.2 To improve professional development provided by the DESE and the RPDC consultants through increased collaboration.

	1.2a Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of RPDC consultants and DESE staff who report satisfaction regarding collaboration in development and implementation of MIM professional development efforts. 
	PROJ

	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
     100/100  
	100%
	
	22/22

	100%



	1.2b  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of RPDC consultants who report increased knowledge regarding research-based 3-tiered models in education.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #2]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
       999/999
	
	
	999/999

	

	1.2c. Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of RPDC consultants who report satisfaction regarding technical assistance with professional development.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #3]
	PROJ

	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
       999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	



	1.2.d  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of school personnel involved in the MIM who report satisfaction with regard to regional and state support.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #3]
	
PROG
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
            999/999  
	
	
	
999/999
	



	1.2.e  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of professional development/training activities that are based on scientific- or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #2]
	
PROG
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
       100/100
	100%
	
	
   248/288
	86%



	1.2.f  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of professional development/training activities based on scientific- or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices that are sustained through on-going and comprehensive practices. 
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #3]
	
PROG
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
             50/100
	50%
	
	
      104/288
	36%



1.2a Evaluation data from the April 9th, 2008 MIM Implementation Team Meeting indicate that all 22 respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the MIM meetings provide opportunities for collaboration and opinions to be shared regarding the model development and implementation. The MIM Implementation Team evaluation will be collected annually to ensure that collaboration remains an integral part of the implementation process.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]1.2b-1.2c In order to provide a comprehensive professional development framework, the MIM will increase the RPDC consultants’: (a) level of knowledge of 3-tiered models and (b) satisfaction with technical assistance from the DESE. To evaluate this relationship, all professional staff at each RPDC will be surveyed annually regarding their level of knowledge of the MIM, perceived support from the DESE staff, and collaboration with the DESE staff. RPDCs will participate in a survey by October of 2008 to capture baseline data regarding level of knowledge regarding research-based 3-tiered models in education, RPDC satisfaction with state support and collaboration within the RPDC. After the results are analyzed and interpreted, the MIM Management Team will establish a target for each performance measure to be reported on in subsequent annual performance reports. 

1.2d In April of 2008, RPDC directors were asked to nominate up to two districts in their region to participate in the MIM pilot project. Five RPDC directors nominated two districts, three RPDC directors nominated one district, and one RPDC elected not to participate. The following thirteen districts in Missouri were identified for participation in the MIM: Columbia 93, Grandview C-4, Lewis County C-1, Linn County R-I, Hazelwood, Henry County R-I, Joplin R-VIII, Meramec Valley R-III, Raytown C-2, Sheldon R-VIII, Sikeston R-6, St. Charles R-VI, and Willow Springs R-IV. Selection criteria included administrative support for the project and a history of collaboration between the district and the RPDC.  The thirteen Missouri school districts represent eight of the nine regions of the state. The districts are representational of school districts across Missouri with three small districts (1-999 students), five medium districts (1000-4999 students) and five large districts (5000-20,000 students). These districts also represent the state’s diverse student population with a range of minority students from 0.7%-71.5% and free/reduced lunch from 2.4%-62.5%. 

In the 2008-2009 reporting period, it is anticipated that the thirteen MIM districts will: (a) engage in a process of self-study involving general education, special education, parents, and the community, (b) form a district MIM leadership team, (c) form a building MIM leadership team, (d) designate a district MIM coordinator/contact person, (e) develop a working partnership with the Regional MIM Implementation Facilitator, (f) participate in the MIM Kick-Off on September 9, 2008 and other MIM training, and (g) follow procedures for submitting timely activity, financial and evaluation reports. MIM districts will also participate in a survey process by October of 2008 to capture baseline data regarding satisfaction of regional and state support. 

1.2e In regard to Program Performance Measure #2, data downloaded directly from My Learning Plan (DESE's online professional development coordination system https://www.mylearningplan.com/) indicates that during the reporting period, 248 of the total 288 topics of Missouri DESE trainings which occurred during this timeframe are based on scientific- or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices.
 
1.2f In regard to Program Performance Measure #3, data downloaded directly from My Learning Plan (DESE's online professional development coordination system https://www.mylearningplan.com/) indicates that during the reporting period,  104 of the 288 total Missouri DESE trainings which occurred during this timeframe can be considered "sustained through on-going and comprehensive practices",  meaning that they occur in a series of at least two trainings on the same topic. 



2. Project Objective 	[  ] Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.
Goal 2: To enhance the capacity of the LEA to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities.

Objective 2.1: To improve knowledge and behavior of LEA staff.

	2.1a.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of teachers in identified schools who participated in research-based professional development.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #2]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	50/100
  
	50%
	
	563/5044
	11



	2.1b.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of teachers in identified schools who participated in on-going and comprehensive professional development in evidence-based instruction/behavioral practices.
[aligned with Program Performance Measure #3]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	25  /100
	25%
	
	183/5044
	3.5



	2.1c.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of school personnel involved in the MIM who report satisfaction with collaboration within identified schools.

	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	



	2.1d.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of school personnel involved in the MIM who report the use of data-driven decision making [correlated with SPP Indicator 3]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	
	
999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	



	2.1e.  Performance Measure 
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of school personnel involved in the MIM who report the use of research-based models of instruction and intervention. [aligned with Program Performance Measure #2]; [correlated with SPP Indicator 3].
	
PROG
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	




	2.1f.  Performance Measure 
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of teachers within MIM identified schools who report job satisfaction.
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	



2.1a-2.1b The MIM districts were nominated and identified in April 2008. One school within each district will be identified by June, 2008. School personnel sign up for all professional development trainings and workshops through My Learning Plan, software that tracks professional development by the user. This software will enable the MIM Management Team to access professional development participation rates by MIM schools. This data will be analyzed for reporting and to inform professional development efforts and technical support for each MIM school. Targets for these measures take into consideration baseline data for the MIM districts. During the reporting period, 563 of the 5044 professional staff within the MIM districts (11%) participated in research-based professional development. Of these, 183 professional staff within the MIM districts (3.5%) participated in on-going and comprehensive professional development in evidence-based instruction/behavioral practices. It should be noted that while My Learning Plan does provide accurate information on school staff within each of the 13 districts who have participated in DESE and RPDC sponsored professional development, we do not have accurate information at this time about additional professional development such as inservices provided by the district. To get a more accurate understanding of professional development in Missouri, leadership at DESE and RPDCs are currently in the process of developing an improved data collection and evaluation system. The intention is to use this new system during the next reporting period.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]2.1c-2.1f The MIM districts were recently identified. It is anticipated that the districts will begin implementing the MIM process in selected schools within their districts after the MIM Kick-Off on September 9, 2008. Year 1 of implementation will focus on the following: (a) a self-study (needs-assessment) to build capacity within the school to implement the eleven essential features, (b) the establishment of teams to build capacity on identified features (e.g., data-based decision making), and (c) development of a MIM Learning Community.  An annual survey of school staff will ask the district professional staff to evaluate the implementation of the MIM in their schools. MIM schools will also participate in a survey by October of 2008 to capture baseline data regarding collaboration, satisfaction, use of data-driven decision making and use of research-based models of instruction and intervention. This data will be analyzed for reporting and to inform professional development efforts and technical support for each school.


2. Project Objective 	[  ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.
Goal 2: To enhance the capacity of the LEA to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities.

Objective 2.2: To improve student academic achievement, behavior, and transition education.
	2.2a.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of students with disabilities in identified districts who demonstrate proficiency or better on state assessments in communication arts during the 2006-2007 school year (note: mean of 13 districts’ means of state reading assessments in grades 3-8, 11). [aligned with SPP Indicator 3]
	
PROJ
	
Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
42.9/100 
	42.9%
	
	
   14.6/100
	14.6%



	2.2b.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of students with disabilities in identified districts who demonstrate proficiency or better on state assessments in mathematics during the 2006-2007 school year.  (note: mean of 13 districts’ means of state reading assessments in grades 3-8, 10). [aligned with SPP Indicator 3]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	35.8/100
	35.8%
	
	
  17.9/100
	17.9%



	2.2c.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of students with disabilities within identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year who are inside regular class at least 80% of the day. [aligned with SPP Indicator 5]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	60/100

	60%
	
	
64/100
	64%



	2.2d.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of students with disabilities in identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year who are suspended or expelled. [correlated with SPP Indicator 4]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
1.4/100
	1.4%
	
	
      1.6/100
	1.6%



	2.2e.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of students with disabilities in identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year with three or more office discipline referral. [aligned with SPP Indicator 4]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	999/999
	
	
	999/999
	



	2.2f.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of students with disabilities in identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year who report engagement in classroom and school activities. [correlated with SPP Indicator 3]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	
	999/999
	
	
	999/999

	



	2.2g.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of youth aged 16 and above in Missouri with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals during the 2006-2007 school year. [aligned with SPP Indicator 13]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
100/100
	100%
	
	
 372/508
	73.2%



	2.2h.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percentage of youth aged 16 and above in identified districts with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals. [aligned with SPP Indicator 13]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
999/999
	
	
	
 999/999
	%



	2.2i.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Dropout rate of students with disabilities in identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year. [aligned with SPP Indicator 2]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	4.5/100

	4.5
	
	
4.8/100
	4.8%

	

	2.2j.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Graduation rate of students with disabilities in Missouri during 2006-2007 school year.[aligned with SPP Indicator 1]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	74/100
	74%
	
	6694/9192
	72.8%



	2.2k.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Graduation rate of students with disabilities in identified districts during 2006-2007 school year. [aligned with SPP Indicator 1]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	74/100

	74
	
	
  73.9/100
	73.9%



	2.2l.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Attendance rate of students in identified districts during 2006-2007 school year. [correlated with SPP Indicator 3]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	96/100
	96
	
	
94.8/100
	94.8%



2.2a-2.2b The percentage of students with disabilities in the identified districts who demonstrate proficiency or better on state assessments in communication arts [14.6%] and math [17.9%] is lower than the state averages in communication arts [17.64%] and mathematics [20.89%]. 

2.2c The percentage of students with disabilities in the identified districts who are inside the regular class at least 80% of the time [64%] exceeds the target set in the State Performance Plan [60%] and the state average [57.23%]. 

2.2d The percentage of students with disabilities in identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year who are suspended or expelled is 1.6%.

2.2e Through the MIM implementation process, MIM schools will collect data on student disciplinary office referrals. Baseline data will be the number of referrals during the 2008-2009 school year. This data will be analyzed for reporting and to inform professional development efforts and technical support for each MIM school. 

2.2f The DESE collects parent, student, and community engagement information through a survey process given to schools in the first year of their Missouri School Improvement Program (MSIP) cycle. These surveys will be administered annually in all MIM schools to evaluate changes in engagement of students, parents, and the community. This data will be analyzed for reporting and to inform professional development efforts and technical support for each MIM school.

2.2g While the state did not meet the target for Indicator 13, compliance of 73.2% was significantly higher than compliance of 44.8% from the previous year. The statewide data represents 85 districts that had transition-aged youth and completed the self-assessment through the MSIP during the 2006-2007 school year. During the 2007-2008 school year, DESE continued to help teachers improve their ability to write IEPs that include coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals. A statewide Transition Planning and Compliance training was held on December 6th and 7th in Columbia, Missouri. Due to inclement weather, 207 of the 261 educators registered attended the training. Those who registered represented 121 districts across the state, and they included 44 administrators, 130 teachers, 4 counselors and diagnosticians, 33 process coordinators, 16 transition or work experience coordinators, and many other district-level education personnel. This training included a presentation, activities, and the dissemination of two DESE approved IEP examples. The evaluation pre/post knowledge-based assessment showed that the participants made statistically-significant gains related to transition compliance and Indicator 13. The statistical test was a Paired Samples T-Test with a significant level set at 0.05 and a sample size of 113. This training package was then distributed to each RPDC for use in their regional trainings on the topic. Between October 2007 and March 2008, 296 regional trainings included transition planning information.

2.2h The DESE collects Indicator 13 information through a district self-assessment process in schools in the first year of their Missouri School Improvement Program (MSIP) cycle. These self-assessments will be administered annually in all MIM schools to evaluate changes in compliance with Indicator 13, postsecondary transition. This data will be analyzed for reporting and to inform professional development efforts and technical support for each school.

2.2i The baseline dropout rate of students with disabilities in the identified districts was 4.8% during 2006-2007 school year.  

2.2j The graduation rate target was based on data that excludes the Department of Corrections (DOC) because DOC serves an adult population and does not issue diplomas. However, based on a request from OSEP, the DOC data is now included in the actual performance data. The graduation rate has increased from 70.3% in the 2005-06 school year to 72.8% in the 2006-07 school year. To further improve the graduation rate of students with disabilities, DESE has implemented a number of strategies including: (a) expanding Missouri Options, a GED/graduation option program for at risk youth; (b) implementing regional trainings on student engagement and transition planning; (c) facilitating state-wide transition institute; (d) training district staff using the Transition Outcomes Project; (e) identifying Transition Liaisons; (f) developing Community Transition Teams; (g) identifying and disseminating evidence-based practices and models of success in transition; and (h) facilitating an online community of practice in transition, online transition training modules, and courses in transition planning.

2.2k The graduation rate of students with disabilities in the identified districts during 2006-2007 school year [73.9%] exceeds the target set in the state average [72.8%], but does not meet the State Performance Plan target of 74%.

2.2l The attendance rate of students in the identified districts during the 2006-2007 school year was 94.8%.


2. Project Objective 	[  ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.
Goal 2: To enhance the capacity of the LEA to improve educational achievement and outcomes for children and youth with disabilities.

Objective 2.3: To assist LEA personnel in improving collaboration, information-sharing, and satisfaction of parents and families.

	2.3a.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of parents with a student with a disability in identified schools who report that school facilitated parental involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. [aligned with SPP Indicator 8]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
            999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	



	2.3b.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of parents with a student with a disability in identified schools who report satisfaction with information-sharing about educational services (5-point Likert scale). [correlated with SPP Indicator 8]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
999/999
	
	
	
999/999
	



	2.3c.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Percent of parents with a student with a disability in identified schools who report satisfaction with the education provided for their student with a disability (5-point Likert scale). [correlated with SPP Indicator 8]
	
PROJ
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	999/999
	
	
	
 999/999
	



2.3a-2.3c The DESE collects parents, students, and community engagement information through a survey process given to schools in the first year of the MSIP cycle. These surveys will be administered annually in MIM schools to evaluate changes in engagement of students, parents, and the community. This data will be analyzed for reporting and to inform professional development efforts and technical support for each MIM school.


3. Program Performance Measures
	3a.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Program Performance Measure #1: The percentage of SPDG projects that implement personnel development/training activities that are aligned with improvement strategies in their State Performance Plan. (SPP)
	PROG
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
    5/ 5
	100%
	
	
  5/5
	100%



	3b.  Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	Program Performance Measure #2 & #3 are referred to above in the objectives and project performance measures. Program Performance Measure #4 is not applicable to the goals of the Missouri SPDG. 
	PROG
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	



Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)

3a. The 2007-2012 Missouri SPDG Program supports five projects: (a) the MIM [http://www.mimschools.org], (b) the Transition Coalition project [http://www.transitioncoalition.org], (c) the University of Missouri-Columbia [MU] Center for PBS project, (d) the Missouri Parent Training and Information Center [MPACT] project [http://www.ptimpact.com/], and the (e) the KU-Missouri SPDG evaluation project [http//www.researchcollaboration.org]. All five projects implement personnel development/training activities that are aligned with improvement strategies in Missouri’s State Performance Plan. Specifically, the projects are designed to promote improvement on State Performance Plan Indicator 1, Indicator 2, Indicator 3, Indicator 4, Indicator 5, Indicator 6, Indicator 7, Indicator 8, Indicator 9, Indicator 10, Indicator 13, and Indicator 14 through high-quality, research-based, ongoing professional development. 

3b. Program Performance Measure #2 & #3 are referred to above in the objectives and project performance measures. Program Performance Measure #4 is not applicable to the goals of the Missouri SPDG.
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SECTION B - Budget Information   (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)


SPDG funds were not expended at the expected rate for this funding period.  

There were several reasons for this.  (1) This was the first year of the grant and the funding period was for only six months, giving us a much shorter period of time to initiate grant activities and expend funds. (2) Some contractors have not submitted their final billing for the contract year, so those fund expenditures do not show up in this budget report.  (3) All of the activities during the first six months of the grant have been focused on development of the Missouri Integrated Model (MIM), rather than on implementation.  A large part of the requested funds were for grants to districts to support implementation activities.  These funds have not been allocated yet, as the model is still in development.  Implementation activities will begin during the second reporting period.  

There were no changes to the budget that affected our ability to achieve our approved project activities and/or project objectives.

Significant changes to the budget resulting from modification to project activities.

1. As the project was initiated, it was determined that it would be necessary to hire a consultant to research and develop the Missouri Integrated Model (MIM) and to develop training and implementation materials. Funds were not originally allocated for this purpose.
2. As the project was initiated, it was determined that implementation activities with pilot districts should not begin until the 2008-2009 school year.  A large amount of funds were allocated during the first budget period for grants to districts to implement pilot activities.  These funds were not expended during the first budget period, but will be expended during the course of the grant.
3. On the advice of the MIM Management Team, MIM Implementation Team, Regional Support Center staff and national experts, we slowed the pace of our implementation activities to ensure that the MIM was fully developed and all necessary groundwork had been completed to prepare stakeholders and pilot districts prior to initiating implementation activities.  
4. Because of the reworking of our timeline for implementation, three implementation facilitators who were originally proposed to be hired during the first budget period will not be hired until the second budget period.  These funds will be expended over the remaining years of the grant.  
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SECTION C - Additional Information  (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)

Current partners on grant.

The current partners on this grant are:
· Missouri Parents Act (MPACT), the Missouri Parent Training and Information Center (PTI)
· The University of Kansas (KU) Transition Coalition
· The University of Missouri (MU) Center for Positive Behavior Supports
· The University of Kansas (KU) Project Evaluators
· The University of Missouri—Kansas City (UMKC) Institute for Human Development

None of the above partners changed during the present budget period and no change is anticipated for this next period.

At this time we do not anticipate any changes to the grant’s activities for the next year.

At this time we are not requesting changes to key personnel as indicated on block 4 of the GAN.

Targets on performance measures 1.2b, 1.2c, 1.2d, 2.1c, 2.1d, 2.1e, 2.1f, 2.2e, 2.2f, 2.2h, 2.3a, 2.3b, 2.3c are not yet established because at this time there are no baseline data collected on which to base the targets. The “Explanation of Progress” sections under each of the performance measures listed above provides descriptions of how the data will be collected during the second year of the grant. Targets will be established by the MIM Management Team and reported in the next SPDG continuation report (APR) in May, 2009.
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