
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Baseline and Targets

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.
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Baseline Data

FFY 2013

Data 1.47%

FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 1.50% 1.50% 2.50% 3.00% 3.50%

Description of Measure

Proficiency  rate percent  = [(# of children with IEPs enrolled in sixth grade at  the selected schools scoring at  or above
proficient against grade level) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled in sixth grade at the selected schools
who received a valid score on the PPAA and for whom a proficiency level was assigned, and calculated for math)].   The
proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic
year.

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Targets were discussed during stakeholder meetings.  Initially, stakeholders suggested setting targets identical to the Annual
Measureable Objectives (AMOs) established in PRDE’s approved ESEA Flexibility  Plan.    The established AMOs are
much more general, including the scores on all assessments island-wide from third through eighth grades.  The data analysis,
discussed below, reflected that the percentage of students reaching proficiency on the assessments for those grades clearly
decreased each year, such that the percentage of students attaining proficiency on the third grade assessment was higher
than those attaining proficiency on the fourth grade assessment, etc.  As demonstrated by the baseline data for the schools
at issue (1.47%), using the AMOs for this specific group would be unrealistic and fail to meaningfully consider the actual
baseline for this specific population.  As such, targets have been set that consider the actual baseline and an ambitious yet
realistic goal for which to aim for each year.  Additionally, because interventions will have been in place for such a short
period before the 2014-2015 assessment, and 2015-2016 will be the first school year in which the interventions will be in
place the full year, the decision was to maintain the baseline for the first two years. 

Thanks to the collaboration with Academic Affairs, communication with the District Special Assistant of Yabucoa has been
excellent.  She has been engaged in the implementation of the SSIP in her District and has served as the liaison between the
school directors for the schools that have been selected to participate in the SSIP initiative.

Stakeholders have been meaningfully involved in every phase of the SSIP.  Please note that stakeholder input is discussed
throughout the SSIP, not solely in this section.
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OSEP Response
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Data Analysis

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Data Analysis

A description of how the State identified and analyzed key data, including data from SPP/APR indicators, 618 data collections, and other available data as applicable, to: (1) select the
State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities, and (2) identify root causes contributing to low performance. The description must include information about how
the data were disaggregated by multiple variables (e.g., LEA, region, race/ethnicity, gender, disability category, placement, etc.). As part of its data analysis, the State should also
consider compliance data and whether those data present potential barriers to improvement. In addition, if the State identifies any concerns about the quality of the data, the
description must include how the State will address these concerns. Finally, if additional data are needed, the description should include the methods and timelines to collect and
analyze the additional data.

The Associated Secretariat of Special Education (SAEE by its initials in Spanish) of the Puerto Rico Department of
Education (PRDE), with the collaborative support of the United States Department of Education’s Office of Special
Education Programs, as part of the Results Driven Accountability efforts presents it State Systemic Improvement Plan
(SSIP) with the purpose of improving child-level outcomes for students with disabilities.  The SSIP is the new Indicator 17
for the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Improvement Act (IDEA) State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual
Performance Report (APR).

Baseline Data     

FFY 2013
Data 1.47%

 FFY 2014-FFY 2018 Targets              
FFY 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Target 1.5% 1.5% 2.5% 3.0% 3.5%

Description of Measure
Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs enrolled in sixth grade at the selected schools scoring at or above
proficient against grade level) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled in sixth grade at the selected schools
who received a valid score on the PPAA and for whom a proficiency level was assigned, and calculated for math)].  The
proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic
year.

Targets: Description of Stakeholders Input

Targets were discussed during stakeholder meetings.  Initially, stakeholders suggested setting targets identical to the Annual
Measureable Objectives (AMOs) established in PRDE’s approved ESEA Flexibility  Plan.    The established AMOs are
much more general, including the scores on all assessments island-wide from third through eighth grades.  The data analysis,
discussed below, reflected that the percentage of students reaching proficiency on the assessments for those grades clearly
decreased each year, such that the percentage of students attaining proficiency on the third grade assessment was higher
than those attaining proficiency on the fourth grade assessment, etc.  As demonstrated by the baseline data for the schools
at issue (1.47%), using the AMOs for this specific group would be unrealistic and fail to meaningfully consider the actual
baseline for this specific population.  As such, targets have been set that consider the actual baseline and an ambitious yet
realistic goal for which to aim for each year.  Additionally, because interventions will have been in place for such a short
period before the 2014-2015 assessment, and 2015-2016 will be the first school year in which the interventions will be in
place the full year, the decision was to maintain the baseline for the first two years. 

Thanks to the collaboration with Academic Affairs, communication with the District Special Assistant of Yabucoa has been
excellent.  She has been engaged in the implementation of the SSIP in her District and has served as the liaison between the
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school directors for the schools that have been selected to participate in the SSIP initiative.

Stakeholders have been meaningfully involved in every phase of the SSIP.  Please note that stakeholder input is discussed
throughout the SSIP, not solely in this section.

Data Analysis

The SAEE selected a group of stakeholders to work with in developing its SSIP, including from the initial stages of data
analysis.  The stakeholder group is composed of representatives from an array of sectors including:  Special Education
Service Center (CSEE by its acronym in Spanish) Executive Directors, parents of students with disabilities, Special
Assistants/Compliance Officers, ESEA Flexibility Plan Coordinator, and relevant consultants.  This group was selected to
be able to conduct a comprehensive   and effective analysis of the data.  Once the group was selected, an orientation was
held that included an explanation of the SSIP initiative and the need for the beginning of the process to include important
data analysis. 

Next we discuss the initial data analysis that led to the selection of the area of focus for improvement for our SSIP.

Identification of the Focus for Improvement

For the identification of focus for improvement the stakeholder group for SSIP met in various sessions. During the first
session the stakeholder group narrowed the themes to Early Intervention and Assessment.

Data Analysis for Early Intervention (Indicator 7)

In an initial stakeholder group meeting, the group expressed great interest in focusing the SSIP on impacting Indicator 7,
early  childhood  outcomes,  with  the  purpose  of  improving the  process  for  completing the  Summary  of  Results  of
Pre-School Intervention form across the island.  The group reviewed Indicator 7 data from Puerto Rico’s APRs for FFYs
2008-2012.  Tables 1-3, below, include the Indicator 7 data that was reviewed.     

Table 1-Analysis by Year for Indicator 7, Outcome A

Table 2-Analysis by Year for Indicator 7, Outcome B
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Table 3-Analysis by Year for Indicator 7, Outcome C

As reflected in the data in Tables 1-3 above, PRDE maintained averages of over 85% for the percentage of students who
substantially  increased their rate of growth by the time they exited the program for all three outcomes (A, B, and C). 
Additionally, for outcomes A and B, PRDE demonstrated significant improvement from FFY 2008 to FFY 2012 in terms
of the percent of children who were functioning within age expectations by the time they exited the program.  For outcome
C, this figure remained relatively steady over time at around 70%.

As previously mentioned, the stakeholder group’s initial interest in focusing the SSIP on Indicator 7 was to focus on
improving the process for completing the Summary of Results of Pre-School Intervention from across the island—not
because the above reviewed data indicated a significant need for intervention on improving results.

During a technical assistance visit by OSEP to PRDE SAEE in May 2014, OSEP raised a concern of such a focus being
more process-oriented and not sufficiently addressing child-outcomes to meet the purposes of the SSIP.  As a result, a new
meeting was held with the stakeholder group to re-consider the focus topic for the SSIP. 

In that  meeting, the group was in agreement  on focusing on Indicator 3C, performance of students with disabilities on
statewide academic assessments,  as  it  has  perhaps  the greatest  correlation to measuring academic achievement  of  our
students. This indicator is also related to the Puerto Rico Department of Education’s ESEA Flexibility Plan.

Data Analysis for Assessment (Indicator 3 proficiency)

The first step was to evaluate the historical data reported in Puerto Rico from FFY 2008 through FFY 2012.  During this
analysis, stakeholders reviewed the performance of students with disabilities on Puerto Rico’s annual assessments in both
Math and Spanish to identify  the area of greatest  need.  This analysis was extensive and included reviews of student
performance on both the regular and alternate assessment, performance by grade level, and performance by geographical
region.   Next we provide a series of tables of data that  was reviewed, along with descriptions of the data analysis and
observations. 

Table 4-Analysis by Year of the Proficiency Rates of Students with Disabilities on the Annual Assessments (Indicator 3C)

Examination FFY 2008 FFY 2009 FFY 2010 FFY 2011 FFY 2012
Spanish Proficiency 24.27% 26.81% 29.62% 25.31% 31.73%

Math Proficiency 19.30% 22.20% 23.23% 30.98% 24.84%

The data in Table 4 reflects PRDE’s data under APR Indicator 3C from FFY 2008 through FFY 2012.   The proficiency
rate reflects the percentage of students with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned
who scored at  or above proficient  (i.e., receiving a score of ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’).    This proficiency  rate includes
students who took both the regular and alternate assessments and is calculated separately for reading (Spanish) and math.

This data reflects that in nearly all years a lower percentage of students with disabilities attained proficiency on the Math
examination than on the Spanish examination.  The one exception was FFY 2011.  Aside from FFY 2011, the proficiency
rate for students with disabilities in Math for FFY 2008-FFY 2012 never reached 25%.  In light  of this data, and the
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Year

Alternate Assessment Regular Assessment

# of
children

with
IEPs in

AA
against

AAS

# of
children
with IEPs
in grades
assessed
who are

proficient
or above

as
measured
by the AA

against
AAS

%

# of children with
IEPs in RA

# of children with
IEPs in grades

assessed who are
proficient or above

as measured by
the RA

%

W/Accom.
W/ No
Accom.

W/Accom.
W/ No
Accom.

FFY 2008 2057 396 19% 42820 12107 8451 2376 20%

FFY 2009 2191 554 25% 45685 10888 10501 2217 22%

FFY 2010 2223 673 30% 48853 8590 11529 1827 23%

FFY 2011 2266 649 29% 47537 7761 12115 1969 25%

FFY 2012 2094 711 34% 51345 7805 12684 1975 25%

agency-wide concern with the mathematics proficiency rate for all students, the stakeholder group decided to focus on
student performance on the mathematics assessment.  

Next, stakeholders analyzed and compared proficiency rates in Mathematics for students taking the regular assessment and
the alternate assessment.

Table 5-Analysis by Year of Proficiency Rates of Students with Disabilities on the Alternate and Regular Assessments in
Mathematics

 

 

The data in Table 5 reflects
a  consistent  pattern  in
which  a  lower  percentage
of  students  attained
proficiency  on  the  regular
assessment  than  on  the
alternate assessment.   FFY
2008 is the one exception,
but it  is important to note
that  the  FFY  2008
proficiency  rate  was  the
lowest  of  all  years
reviewed  for  students
taking both  assessments. 
Additionally, the difference
in  the  proficiency  rates
that  year  was  only  1%
(proficiency  rates  of  19%

vs. 20%).  The data for both assessments demonstrates improvement in proficiency rates from FFY 2008 to FFY 2012 but
not at the rate PRDE SAEE would like to see improvement. 

In  light  of  this  data analysis,  as  well  as  the facts  that  the far  majority  of  students  with  disabilities  take the regular
assessment  and the concurrent  agency  wide initiatives, especially  those related to PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility  Plan (see
infrastructure analysis discussion), the decision was made to focus the SSIP on student performance (proficiency rates) in
mathematics on the regular assessment.

Having analyzed the above discussed APR data related to Indicator 3C, the group  turned to analyzing data from the
Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR).  The group had looked at CSPR data previously, but having narrowed the
focus  to the proficiency  of rates  of students  with disabilities  in mathematics  against  grade level standards,  the group
re-visited the data to take a look at gaps in the proficiency rate between students with disabilities versus all students, by
grade level.

Table 6-Comparison of Proficiency Rates on the Mathematics Examination of All Students vs. Students with Disabilities,
by Grade Level (2012-2013)

MATHEMATICS
Proficiency Rate (Percent of Students Scoring at ‘Proficient’ or ‘Advanced’)

All Students % Students with Disabilities %
Third (3rd) Grade 21700 66.51% 5695 59.94%
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Fourth (4th) Grade 17256 53.26% 4199 44.07%

Fifth (5th) Grade 13515 40.68% 2936 31.44%

Sixth (6th) Grade 5791 16.52% 1106 11.85%

Seventh (7th) Grade 3367 8.84% 641 6.43%

Eighth (8th) Grade 3712 10.29% 566 6.57%

High School 2749 9.45% 232 4.65%

 Analyzing the Mathematics exam results it was determined that, specifically, sixth grade demonstrated very low level of
performance and would be the focus for PRDE’s SSIP.   The decision to focus on sixth grade included more factors than
simply the achievement gaps between students with disabilities and all students.  While the gaps may not be the largest in
sixth grade, the overall proficiency rates for students with disabilities was the lowest of all elementary school grade levels. 
Stakeholders discussed a desire to focus improvement activities in the later elementary grades, specifically grades four
through six, with hopes of impacting sixth grade mathematics proficiency rate results.  In improving sixth grade
mathematics proficiency rate results, students should be better positioned for exiting elementary school. 

In addition to having reviewed proficiency rates data by assessment subject, assessment type, and assessed grade level, the
SAEE reviewed more detailed raw data that allowed stakeholders to analyze proficiency rate data at the regional and
district levels.  PRDE obtained this more detailed data upon request from the PRDE Planning Unit.  The Planning Unit
provided the database of student performance results on Puerto Rico’s regular annual academic assessment examinations
(i.e., against grade level standards), the Pruebas Puertorriquenas de Aprovechamiento Academico (PPAA) for school years
2012-2013 and 2013-2014. 

The data analyzed for both years was broken down by grade and provided at the region, district and school levels.   The
assessment results data details student performance level in each exam as falling within one of four categories:  Pre-Basic,
Basic, Proficient, Advanced.   As a result  of this analysis, it  was determined that  the focus of this initiative should be
focused on the geographical area in which students presented the lowest level of academic achievement. 

Table 7-Comparison of Proficiency Rates of Students with Disabilities on the Mathematics PPAA by Region

Region 2013 2014 Comparison

% P/A % P/A
Arecibo 26.23% 25.94% -0.30%

Bayamón 22.35% 22.98% 0.63%

Caguas 29.83% 31.79% 1.97%

Humacao 19.48% 21.32% 1.83%

Mayagüez 26.00% 27.56% 1.56%

Ponce 25.62% 27.49% 1.87%

San Juan 20.88% 22.43% 1.55%

Grand Total 24.50% 25.78% 1.29%
 
Table 7 reflects the proficiency rates (i.e., percentage scoring at ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’) of students with disabilities on
the Mathematics PPAA administered in April 2013 (2012-2013) and April 2014 (2013-2014).  Additionally, the table
includes the raw change in percentage in each region’s proficiency rate from the April 2013 to the April 2014 PPAA
administrations. 

The data reflects that  the lowest  proficiency rates for both years was Humacao Region.   This is despite the Humacao
Region  having one  of  the  larger  improvements  in  proficiency  rate  data  from  the  2013  administration  to  the  2014
administration.  As a result of this analysis, the decision was made to focus initial SSIP efforts in the Humacao Region. 
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Having selected to focus on the Humacao Region, additional factors upon proficiency rates, such a gender and disability
determination, were reviewed.   

Table 8-Comparison by Gender of the Performance of Students with Disabilities on the Mathematics PPAA within the
Humacao Region (All Grade Levels)

Performance Level
Female Male

2013 2014 2013 2014
Pre-Basic/ Basic 81% 79% 80% 79%

Proficient/Advanced 19% 21% 20% 21%

The Table 8 data reflects that  there was nearly  no difference based on gender in the proficiency rates of students with
disabilities  on the Mathematics PPAA in the Humacao Region.   In fact, the proficiency  rates by  gender for the 2014
administration were identical.  The raw difference in proficiency rates for the 2013 administration was only 1%. 

The regional proficiency rate data was also broken down by disability and reviewed, but it was determined to not focus the
SSIP on any  specific disability  groups.   While there was some variation in proficiency  rate by  disability, stakeholders
determined the SSIP effort should aim to impact all students with disabilities in the general classroom setting, regardless of
disability.   Due to the small size of some of the disability groups in this analysis, it was determined that the data table
would not  be included in the SSIP some group  sizes were not  statistically  significant  and might  be seen as disclosing
personal information.  Again, the stakeholders were clear with the desire to provide the interventions to all students with
disabilities in the general classroom setting regardless of type of disability.

Next, the data was reviewed at  the district  level within the Humacao Region.   The next  table reflects the mathematics
proficiency rates for students with disabilities taking the PPAA, by district, within the Humacao Region.  

Table 9-Comparison of Proficiency Rates of Students with Disabilities on the Mathematics PPAA by District within the
Humacao Region (All Grade Levels)

Humacao Region Districts 2013 2014

 
Comparison

% P/A % P/A
Canovanas 18.73% 20.41% 1.68%

Fajardo 22.71% 20.94% -1.77%

Las Piedras 22.73% 25.68% 2.95%

Yabucoa 14.43% 16.82% 2.39%

Humacao Region 19.48% 21.32% 1.83%
 
Analyzing the Mathematics exam results for this region by district, it was determined that Yabucoa District demonstrated
the lowest percentage of students with disabilities attaining proficiency on the mathematics PPAA and would be the initial
focus for PRDE’s SSIP.   Although the Yabucoa District had the second highest raw percentage improvements in this data
from 2013 to 2014, it had a significantly lower percentage of students with disabilities attaining proficiency than the other
districts.

Table  10-Comparison  by  Grade  of  Performance  of  Students  with  Disabilities  within  the  Yabucoa  District  on  the
Mathematics PPAA

Grade Level % Pre-Basic % Basic % Proficient % Advanced
Third (3rd Grade) 13.2% 41.4% 21.5% 23.8%

Fourth (4th) Grade 22.0% 49.1% 14.5% 14.4%
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Fifth (5th) Grade 32.5% 51.6% 12.6% 3.3%

Sixth (6th) Grade 51.4% 45.3% 2.7% 0.7%

Seventh (7th) Grade 42.0% 56.2% 1.1% 0.7%

Eighth (8th) Grade 50.3% 48.0% 0.6% 1.1%

Eleventh (11th Grade) 49.3% 50.3% 0.4% 0.0%

Grand Total 35.7% 48.7% 8.4% 7.2%
 

As a result of the data analysis conducted, it was recommended that the SSIP would begin with a focus on impacting the
proficiency rate of sixth grade students with disabilities taking the PPAA in mathematics within the Yabucoa district.  For
reasons discussed further within this SSIP, including the infrastructure analysis, the determination was later made to further
focus the SSIP on those students attending schools within the Yabucoa district designated as ‘focus schools’ through
PRDE’s ESEA Flexibilty Plan.

Taking into consideration feedback and suggestions raised by  OSEP during their visit  to PRDE, it  was determined that
intervention efforts to impact results on the sixth grade mathematics examination would begin with students at an earlier

elementary level (beginning in 4th grade).  The idea is that the longer the students are impacted by the intervention before
taking the exam, the greater the results that  may  be expected.   This will allow multiple years of intervention build up
through the multiple years of carrying out the SSIP.    

For the start  of Phase II of the SSIP, the stakeholder group was expanded to include representation in additional areas
related  to  the  selected  topic.    The  additional  resources  incorporated  into  the  stakeholder  group  were:    Academic
Superintendent of the Yabucoa School District (who is responsible for overseeing the implementation of the Flexibility Plan
in the District  of Yabucoa),  PRDE Director of the Mathematics  Program, a School Director,  and a Special Education
Teacher.   The school director and special education teacher were selected from outside of the Yabucoa district, with the
purpose of providing classroom and school director level perspectives  without  the influence of being individuals  who
would be directly  involved with the initial SSIP efforts.   The selected school director came from a school designated a
school of excellence under the ESEA Flexibility Plan.  The special education teacher was selected in part due to her being a
specialist with mathematics instruction and assessment. 

The new members received an orientation regarding the SSIP at the next meeting.   During that meeting, the stakeholders
discussed the elementary schools in the district and which schools might be included in implementation of the SSIP.  PRDE
SAEE determined that all elementary schools in the Yabucoa School District that were designated as ‘Focus Schools’ in
accordance with PRDE’s ESEA flexibility  plan would be included.    The nine schools  are listed below, along with the
municipality in which each is located in parenthesis:

Calzada (Maunabo)
Marín Abajo (Patillas)
Eugenio María de Hostos (San Lorenzo)
Luis Muñoz Rivera (San Lorenzo)
Gerardo Selles Sola (San Lorenzo)
Quemados (San Lorenzo)
Quebrada Honda/SU Isidro Vicens (San Lorenzo)
Dra. María T. Delgado de Marcano (San Lorenzo)
Jorge Rosario del Valle (San Lorenzo)

With  the  purpose  of  measuring academic  progress  of  students  in  these  schools  throughout  the  school  year,  it  was
determined that additional data could be requested and analyzed.  As such, the SAEE will be requesting from the Yabucoa
District data results from the district’s analysis of evaluations of student academic progress.   This district level analysis is
conducted by subgroup and is conducted based on ten week periods (following the first 10, 20, 30, and 40 weeks of the
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school year).   This will provide academic data aside from the annual assessment which can be reviewed to consider the
impact  of SSIP interventions throughout  the year.   Additionally, on a quarterly  basis, the SAEE will request  from the
Undersecretary  for  Academic  Affairs  the  results  of  desk  monitoring conducted  at  the  focus  school  to  validate  the
effectiveness of Flexibility Plan interventions being carried out in the schools.    

Root causes contributing to low performance

As part of the work plan, initial visits to three of the selected schools were held with the goal of providing the schools an
orientation regarding the SSIP.  Moreover, conversations were held with each of the school directors to identify some of the
possible causes for the low achievement levels.  Among the possible general causes identified were:

Lack of a Special Education Facilitator in the municipalities and the district.
Need for professional development for general education teachers with regard to serving students with disabilities.
Need to strengthen instructional planning of special education teachers.
Lack of communication between the teacher from the general education classroom and the special education teacher.
Lack of schools utilizing data based strategies in making educational decisions.  

Throughout  this data analysis process, stakeholders analyzed the data closely  with an eye for identifying data quality
concerns.    However,  no data quality  concerns  were identified.    Additionally,  compliance data was  considered, and no
potential barriers to improvement were considered as a result of this analysis.  For example, assessment participation rates
and initial evaluation data were considered, but these raised no concerns as to the impact on the validity of the proficiency
rate data.      

 

OSEP Response
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Analysis of State Infrastructure

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity

A description of how the State analyzed the capacity of its current infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity in LEAs to implement, scale up, and sustain the use of
evidence-based practices to improve results for children with disabilities. State systems that make up its infrastructure include, at a minimum: governance, fiscal, quality standards,
professional development, data, technical assistance, and accountability/monitoring. The description must include current strengths of the systems, the extent the systems are
coordinated, and areas for improvement of functioning within and across the systems. The State must also identify current State-level improvement plans and initiatives, including
special and general education improvement plans and initiatives, and describe the extent that these initiatives are aligned, and how they are, or could be, integrated with, the SSIP.
Finally, the State should identify representatives (e.g., offices, agencies, positions, individuals, and other stakeholders) that were involved in developing Phase I of the SSIP and that
will be involved in developing and implementing Phase II of the SSIP.

The Puerto Rico Department of Education, as part of this ESEA Flexibility Plan application process, conducted an
analysis of existing infrastructure with the goal of assuring an accurate accounting of areas and resources that would allow it
to comply with the terms of its ESEA Flexibility Plan.  It is important to note that as a part of the work undertaken with
the stakeholder group during Phase I of the SSIP, the stakeholders reviewed the infrastructure analysis previously
conducted by the PRDE through the ESEA Flexibility efforts.  The stakeholders validated that this recently conducted
infrastructure analysis was very helpful and responsive to the interest of development of the SSIP.  Herein, we provide a
description of PRDE infrastructure and explain how this infrastructure analysis responds to not only the needs of the
ESEA Flexibility Plan but also to the SSIP initiative.

PRDE operates a unitary system with a central level lead by the Puerto Rico Secretary of Education and two principal
subsecretaries:  one focused on academic affairs, and the second focused on administrative affairs.  The central level office
leadership also includes a Special Education Secretary who oversees the SAEE and an Auxiliary Secretary for Planning and
Educational Development.  The Auxiliary Secretary for Planning is responsible for collection of PRDE data, the analysis
and validation of data, and sharing the data with other PRDE offices.  The Special Education Secretary is in charge of all
matters  related  to  the  administration  of  the  special  education  program,  including,  technical  assistance,  transition,
transportation, equitable services, provision of services to students with disabilities, and compliance with requirements
related to special education.  It is important to note that over 80% of students with disabilities within the PRDE system
receive their education in the general curriculum, in a general education classroom setting.   The PRDE Sub-Secretary for
Academic Affairs has appointed a liaison to work directly with and in close coordination with the SAEE. 

PRDE divides the island geographically into seven educational regions and 28 school districts (four districts per educational
region).  The educational regions are functional units of the PRDE, under the supervision/leadership of a Regional Director. 
The regions are charged with administrative responsibilities for the purpose of benefiting school districts and schools falling
within their geographical boundaries. Regional Directors are responsible for a variety of activities such as organizing
training programs for school administrative personnel; coordinating transportation services; organizing academic,
recreational, and cultural activities for schools; and managing professional services for students with disabilities. Regions
are also responsible for providing support to address administrative issues in different schools and providing
recommendations for addressing such problems. In addition, regions support schools on discipline norms; maintain teacher
certification records; provide orientation to school directors on services and systems related to school security as well as
any other administrative function delegated by the Secretary of Education.

The districts are branches of PRDE that operate under the direction  of a district level special assistant who supervises all
academic activities of the schools within the geographical boundaries of the given region.   As part of the district structure,
the district level staffing includes academic facilitators for core academic subjects (Spanish, Mathematics, English, etc.) who
function as instructional leaders for teachers, serve as coaches, and facilitate professional development regarding curriculum
and instructional strategies.  These facilitators also provide support in the design of programs adjusted to address the needs
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of specific students in the school and they collaborate with School Directors in the development of programs for a variety
of student subgroups such as the gifted, low performing students, students at-risk of dropping out of school, students
enrolled in special education, and students with limited Spanish proficiency.  The districts are also responsible for the
coordination of professional development activities for teachers and other school support personnel.

At the school level, each school has a School Director (the equivalent of a school principal) who is in charge of the
administrative responsibilities and functions as a teaching leader for all teachers within the school.  It is important to note
that each school director, in conjunction with their school’s PCEA Working Committee, will, among other things, establish
the activities and interventions that the school will be developing during the school year in order to increase/improve the
academic achievement of its students.  This plan is known as the Authentic Comprehensive School Plan (PCEA by its
acronym in Spanish). The PCEA permits each school to:

Document achievements of students, personnel, and other resources available for the year, utilizing the available data
provided by the PRDE planning unit.
Document  the analysis  of  student  achievement  tendencies,  identify  root  causes  of  low academic achievement,  y
propose strategies for improving student academic achievement.
Summarize school professional development needs pin down additional professional development needs to meet the
needs of specific student subgroups within the school.
Plan  activities  that  reflect  the  interests  and  needs  of  parents,  plan  initiatives  to  involve parents  in  educational
processes of the school and promote strong and effective relationships between families and the school.
Plan for effective use of school budget during the current school year.

PRDE uses a standard platform for PCEAs, which assists and guides schools with the development of their PCEAs.  This
and other technological tools makes it possible to standardize analysis of needs and the planning process for interventions,
retrieval of school level data, dissemination of data to the schools, and use of data for decision making at the school,
district, and central levels.

At the PRDE SAEE central level, SAEE is made up of Technical Assistance and Academic Support Unit which consists of
seven (7) Special Education Academic Facilitators.  This unit also responds to the needs of and provides assistance to the
eleven (11) Special Education Service Centers (CSEEs by its acronym in Spanish).  Generally speaking, this unit has the
following responsibilities:

Establish SAEE Public Policy in the Academic Area
Work with the following topics: serving deaf, blind, and deaf-blind studnets; placement alternatives; early childhood
transition; post-secondary transition; autism; and, adaptive physical education.
Coordinate, via the district-level Special Education Academic Facilitators, activities related to academic support and
Technical assistance to schools.  
Prepare and execute a Professional  Development  Plan  for  district,  municipal,  and CSEE level  Special  Education
Academic Facilitators.
Assure that interventions that should be carried out in the schools in compliance with the ESEA Flexibility Plan are
realized.
Through  the  CSEEs,  streamline  and  provide  special  Education  services  from  child  find/identification  through
placement of students.

Previously, the facilitators from the Technical Assistance Unit were assigned to substantive specialty areas (e.g., serving
deaf-blind students, transition).  However, as part of the analysis carried out by the Special Education Secretary in
searching for improved academic support to the regions, districts, CSEEs, and schools, it was determined to assign each
facilitator form this unit by Educational Region rather than substantive specialty area.  Through this change in approach,
the SAEE assured the maintenance of constant and consistent communication with the various administrative levels that
make up the PRDE.  Moreover, this assures the Technical assistance needs of both districts and schools are met.
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As for data systems, the SAEE maintains and can access information regarding students with disabilities from two
database/student Information systems which are able to communicate with each other:  (i) Mi Portal Especial (‘My Special
Portal’ or ‘MiPE’) (the special Education specific student information system) and (ii) the Sistema de Información
Estudantíl (the ‘Student Information System’ or ‘SIE’ by its acronym in Spanish).   Both systems identify students using
the same student identification number.  This is an improvement compared to the prior special education specific student
information system which did not allow for the same level of integration between the two systems.    

The following diagram lays out the PRDE infrastructure/organizational structure relevant to implementation of the ESEA
Flexibility Plan and the SSIP.  It reflects the relationship between the different agency components.

Figure 1-Organizational Chart

  Combining  Resources  and Efforts  to  Achieve  Similar  Goals:    A Strength  of  the  Puerto  Rico  SSIP  is  its
Implementation Alongside and Integration with PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility Plan Efforts
One of the criteria taken into consideration for the selection of Indicator 3 as the focus for the SSIP is the fact that this is
also a focus of PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility Plan, which has an end goal of improving academic achievement for students, with
a goal of having both initiatives aligned and working together.  The shared connection in focus and commitment of resources
and initiatives is an added strength for the SSIP.

As part of Principle II of the ESEA Flexibility Plan, Puerto Rico proposed a differentiated model of accountability.  This
new system allows for enhanced transparency, presents new and ambitious Annual Measureable Objectives (AMOs), and
classifies schools into four categories:  priority, focus, excellence, and transition (remaining Title I schools not otherwise
classified).  As established through the Flexibility Plan, the initiative provides external service providers to the lowest
performing schools (which are designated as ‘priority schools’) and the schools with the lowest graduation rates or largest
educational gaps (designated as ‘focus schools’).   This permits PRDE to attend to the specific needs of these schools
utilizing comprehensive research based interventions.

As established in PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility plan, during the 2013-2014 school year, each school district is to focus its
efforts in providing technical assistance to support teachers with their professional development, maintaining rigor in
education based in high standards and expectations.  As previously mentioned, the district-level academic facilitators have a
key responsibility of monitoring the planning and implementation of school interventions.  As such, they are responsible
for assuring that schools are attending adequately to these needs with interventions designed to improve the teaching-
learning process for all.  As part of the Flexibility Plan, teachers serving students with disabilities are provided technical
assistance and supervision via the Special Education Academic Facilitators.  This personnel is available for all schools and
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can provide coaching activities within the school as a form of on-site professional development.  The hope is that such
technical assistance will improve professional capacity of teachers to provide differentiated instruction and make the
curriculum more accessible to students with disabilities.

Each school district is to prepare technical assistance calendars to attend to teachers and directors in their efforts to obtain
an increase in the academic achievement of our students.  The PRDE hopes to evidence a significant growth in academic
achievement and to identify valid strategies to maintain academic progress for the 2015-2016 school year.   

As part of PRDE’s efforts to strengthen infrastructure with the goal of fully implementing the Flexibility Plan, external
resources are assigned to provide services to each school classified as a priority or focus school.  These resources, external
service providers, are referred to as the Red de Apoyo Diferenciado (Differentiated Support Network, ‘RAD’ by its
acronym in Spanish).  The RADs offer administrative and academic support individualized to address the specific areas of
need for each school.  The RADs also help schools in planning and implementation of the interventions designed to result
in school transformation.  Each school community, in cooperation with its assigned external service provider (i.e., its
RAD), works to achieve the goals established in the school’s intervention plan (which is a component of the school’s
PCEA).  This intervention plan is to contain and address the school’s needs and the specific reasons for why they school
has been identified as priority or focus.

One of the services the RADs provide is professional development (via workshops, coaching, and other means) throughout
the school year and push for the creation of a culture of data based decision making. Moreover, the RADs have the
responsibility to provide the necessary support for schools to extended learning time and strengthen community
integration.  The services provided by the RADs are provided consistent with the strategies established by the School
Director in the school’s PCEA.   Nonetheless, RAD services and resources are provided under a separate budget wholly
apart from the school’s standard operating budget.   For implementing the RAD service efforts, PRDE has assigned a
budget of approximately $81 million dollars island-wide for contracting the external service providers.

With the purpose of assuring compliance [compliance with what?  Flex Plan?], PRDE has developed internal systems for
monitoring focus schools, through the districts, with the goal of assuring the schools are receiving the necessary support to
comply with student needs and attend to the root causes of student academic performance issues.  As established through
the Flexibility Plan, these monitoring activities are to be held at least three times per year and may include desk monitoring
or school visits.   As part of the monitoring visits, focus are to provide quarterly evidence of implementation of their action
plan.  This evidence is collected through the desk monitoring process to be carried out by the Subsecretary for Academic
Affairs.  It’s important to note that the information about results of this monitoring activity will be shared with the SAEE
to guide decision making y develop new strategies or interventions, as necessary.

To demonstrate appropriate implementation and provide follow-up to the planned interventions with priority and focus
schools, PRDE will use an external evaluator.  The external evaluator will be responsible for monitoring the processes
associated with planning, implementation, and intervention results with the priority and focus schools.  Moreover, the
external evaluator will carry out follow-up activities directly to the schools via on-site visits at least once per year. 

PRDE considers that its strategies with focus schools will result in all students meeting rigorous standards and that all
schools will attend to student needs, especially subgroups with lower demonstrated levels of achievement such as students
with disabilities and limited Spanish proficient students.  Because of the link between the ESEA Flexibility Plan and the
interventions making up the SSIP, the involved costs for implementing the interventions have already been contemplated
and reserved for these specific purposes.  One resource for the SSIP not contemplated by the ESEA Flexibility Plan
involves the more intensive involvement from the SAEE central level holding visits to the selected schools, assisting more
directly in the needs assessment process and the professional development offerings. 

One limitation has been the amount of subject/material based academic facilitators and special education academic facilitator
positions that were vacant.  Academic Facilitators are area or subject experts who serve as liaisons between the
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administrative levels to support services within their area of expertise in the schools. At the district-level, there are
Academic Facilitators dedicated to subject-matter areas such as Mathematics as well as Academic Facilitators with
expertise in Special Education.  Additionally, there are Special Education Academic Facilitators assigned to the
municipality level.  With the goal of providing the best academic support to the schools, the SAEE revised the job
responsibilities of the Special Education Facilitators at the District and Municipality levels to clarify their distinct roles
and responsibilities.  For special education, the municipality facilitators focus on gathering data and documentation
evidencing compliance with legal requirements and reporting while the district level facilitators are dedicated to providing
technical assistance on more academic and results oriented matters, including integrating themselves with the district work
plan. 

At the outset of Phase I of the SSIP, the majority of Special Education Academic Facilitator positions within the Humacao
Region were vacant—at both the district and municipality levels.  Specific to the Yabucoa District, the district had been
without any assigned Special Education Academic Facilitators for an extended period of time.  As a result, the region
struggled with the its limited number of Special Education Facilitators focusing in large part on attending to administrative
and reporting tasks, not allowing sufficient time for providing the academic support and technical assistance required by
the schools.  

Such vacant positions were a concern island-wide, but particularly within the Humacao Region.  Following a significant
effort by PRDE and SAEE, pushed in part by the Flexibility and SSIP efforts, there has been success in filling the majority
of Special Education Academic Facilitator positions that were empty island-wide.  In the case of special education
facilitator positions, the SAEE has successfully filled more than 75% of the positions that were vacant.  Within Humacao
Region, and as part of ensuring the necessary infrastructure to implement the SSIP, the SAEE filled 100% of the Special
Education Academic Facilitator positions.  Through this effort, there was success in strengthening the academic component
that is providing technical assistance directly to the schools as well as at the district and SAEE levels. 

In terms of Mathematics at the outset of Phase I, the district only had one Mathematics Facilitator for providing technical
assistance to the district.  An analysis conducted as a part of the ESEA Flexibility Plan infrastructure analysis, it was
determined that the Humacao Region required three mathematics facilitators.  Since that time, all three mathematics
facilitator positions were created and have been filled.  These efforts to ensure the necessary infrastructure in terms of
Special Education and Mathematics Facilitators with the Humacao Region is key to successful implementation of PRDE’s
SSIP.

Considering the infrastructure analysis as part of SSIP Phase I, it was determined that as part of Phase II of the SSIP,
PRDE would include as part of the stakeholder group, representation of the different levels of the DEPR. The additional
resources incorporated into the stakeholder group, which has been mentioned previously in the SSIP, included the
Academic Superintendent of the Yabucoa School District (whose main responsibility is overseeing the implementation of
the Flexibility Plan in the District of Yabucoa), the Director of the Mathematics Program (which is part of the
Undersecretary of Academic Affairs), a School Director, and a Special Education Teacher.  In addition, as part of the
stakeholder group, the SAEE joined forces with the Yabucoa School District with the goal of carrying out coordinated work
to address both Flexibility and the SSIP initiatives.  Initially, orientations were held to present the SSIP and evaluate how
special education would be able to strengthen support provided by the RAD.  Working sessions were coordinated to
analyze the planned interventions in the selected schools, along with employees of the school district and the RADs.

Below we provide a graphic image of the representatives who were involved in the development of Phase I and will be
involved in the development and implementation of Phase II of the SSIP:

Figure 2-Representatives who are involve in the development of SSIP
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  In  the  Selection  of  Coherent  Improvement  Strategies  section,  more  detail  is  provided  regarding the  strategies  to  be
implemented.

 

OSEP Response
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Measurable Results for Students with Disabilities

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities
A statement of the result(s) the State intends to achieve through the implementation of the SSIP. The State-identified result(s) must be aligned to an SPP/APR indicator or a
component of an SPP/APR indicator. The State-identified result(s) must be clearly based on the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses and must be a child-level outcome in contrast
to a process outcome. The State may select a single result (e.g., increasing the graduation rate for children with disabilities) or a cluster of related results (e.g., increasing the
graduation rate and decreasing the dropout rate for children with disabilities).

Statement

Statement

PRDE’s  State-Identified  Measurable  Result  (SIMR)  is  aligned  to  APR  Indicator  3C  and  focuses  on  improving the
performance of students with disabilities on the PPAA.  Specifically, the SIMR shall be an increase in the percentage % of

special education students from the 6th grade who score proficient or advanced on the regular assessment for math from the
selected schools in the Yabucoa School District. 

As stated at the outset of this SSIP, the following tables reflect the SIMR baseline data (FFY 2013) and SIMR targets for
FFY 2014-2018:

Baseline Data

FFY 2013
Data 1.47%

 

FFY 2014-FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Target 1.5% 1.5% 2.5% 3.0% 3.5%

 

Description

Description

Through the SSIP, PRDE hopes to improve performance of students with disabilities on the PPAA specifically within the
following parameters:

Students in sixth grade;

Who attend focus schools in the Yabucoa School District;
In the subject of Mathematics.

PRDE hopes that the interventions of the SSIP will result in increases in percentage of students who attain ‘proficient’ or
above each year.   As discussed throughout the SSIP, and in large part  in the data analysis section, PRDE engaged in a
systemic process with extensive stakeholder involvement in order to select the SIMR.   
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As discussed with the stakeholder group, PRDE has established measurable and rigorous targets for each successive year of
the SSIP (FFYs 2014 through 2018) which require PRDE to more than double the percentage of special education student
who score proficient  or advanced on the regular assessment  for math from the selected schools in the Yabucoa School
District. 

PRDE notes that while this SIMR focuses on improving a result  for a subset of the SEA population of students with
disabilities, implementing this SSIP will have an impact on the Statewide results.  First, the targets aim for an increase in a
subset of the overall measurement for Ind. 3C.   Even a small increase here will increase the overall results for 3C. More
importantly, while the SIMR focuses on grade 6 assessment, the interventions will be implemented in grades four (4)
through six (6), and as such, we expect to see increases in the fourth and fifth grade assessments as well, which will also
increase the results in Ind. 3C.  Theses interventions for grades 4 through 6 at the selected schools began in January 2015. 

The first class of 6th grade students who have received the interventions will be taking the assessment this spring will have
had the interventions for only a couple months before taking the exam.  The second group, which will take the assessment
in spring 2016, will have had the interventions for an entire school year.  The third group, testing in spring 2017, will have

had two full years of interventions (their entire 5th and 6th grade years) while the fourth and future groups will have had

three full years with the interventions (their entire 4th, 5th, and 6th grade years).  The idea is that the longer the students
have consistently had these interventions, the better the chances of success they will have in attaining proficiency on the

6th grade mathematics assessment.  Moreover, we expect the impacts of the interventions to continue beyond sixth grade
leading to  improved  results  in  assessments  in  later  grades  as  well.    As  such,  improving results  on  this  SIMR  by
implementing this SSIP will improve results on Inc. 3C overall on a Statewide basis.  

Additionally,  PRDE hopes  to expand implementation of these interventions  from the 9 focus  schools  in the Yabucoa
district to all focus schools island-wide.   Currently, there are 128 elementary level focus schools throughout PRDE. The

following table reflects the percentage of sixth (6th) grade students with disabilities who took the Mathematics PPAA in
April 2014 that attended focus schools.

Table 11-Percentage of 6th Grade Students with Disabilities taking the Mathematics PPAA who Attend Focus Schools

Sixth Grade Students with Disabilities Who Took the
Mathematics PPAA in April 2014

A.      Number Attending Focus Schools 1323

B.      Number Attending All Schools 8760

Percentage Attending Focus Schools
(‘A’ divided by ‘B’)

15.1%

 

As  reflected above, 15.1% of all 6th  grade students  with disabilities  who took the mathematics  PPAA in April 2014
attended focus schools.  Withstanding significant changes in school populations or focus school designations, PRDE SAEE
anticipates this percentage to maintain relatively steady in coming years.  As such, upon PRDE’s planned expansion of the
interventions to all focus schools, PRDE will directly  be impacting 15.1% of this  population.   As discussed in prior
sections, focus schools generally reflect lower achieving populations.   Targeting the SSIP effort in these schools has the
potential to have a significant impact on a State-wide basis.

Following the second semester of 2014-2015, the PRDE SAEE will analyze data to evaluate the effectiveness  of the
interventions in the District of Yabucoa.  This will be evaluated using the database of 2015 assessment results, as well as
analysis of periodic academic evaluations and student progress reports that are issued at the 10 week, 20 week, 30 week,
and 40 week points throughout the school year.   Through this effort, necessary adjustments can be made in advance of
expanding the interventions island-wide.
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During the first semester of the 2015-2016 school year, PRDE SAEE hopes to expand the SSIP interventions to all 128
elementary-level focus schools.  This will be done with the support of staff from the central level through the district level,
who will ensure the continuity of work and intervention implementation in each school.   This was a decision discussed
with and recommended by stakeholders.  

 

The SIMR is clearly based on PRDE’s data and State infrastructure analyses.    Figure Three lists the components at the
central and school district levels that will be supporting this initiative. 

Figure 3- PRDE Resources Involved in Implementing the SSIP Initiative

The central level component, along with the stakeholder group, will work on the development and logistics of the required
interventions to attend to the needs of each school.   In coordination with district level personnel, PRDE assures it  will
offer, to the teachers of the selected schools, professional development on the identified topics.  This will be accompanied
by follow-up from the school district with the support of the Special Education Academic Facilitator who will serve as a
liaison with the Educational Region.   During this  follow-up, work sessions will be held with teachers  to evaluate the
application of strategies discussed in offered professional development workshops.

Additionally,  support  will  be  provided  with  internal  resources  form  the  agency,  specifically  the  support  of  the
Differentiated Support  Networks  (RADs by  the acronym in Spanish)  at  focus  schools  (please refer  to the extensive
discussion of the RADs in the Infrastructure Analysis  section.   As previously  discussed, the RADs were established
through PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility Plan.   In light of these resources and our infrastructure analysis, PRDE SAEE, in order
to avoid duplicity of effort and maximize results of the Flexibility Plan efforts, the SSIP interventions will be integrated
with the RAD support efforts.   The RADs are providing special attention to activities related to serving students with
disabilities in grades 4 through 6 in the identified schools.  Moreover, the RAD has among its responsibilities, the creation
of workshops aimed at attending to previously identified themes for each subject area.   As part of the special education
themes to be addressed in these schools is identifying needs related to the SSIP.

 

OSEP Response
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies

An explanation of how the improvement strategies were selected, and why they are sound, logical and aligned, and will lead to a measurable improvement in the State-identified
result(s). The improvement strategies should include the strategies, identified through the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses, that are needed to improve the State infrastructure
and to support LEA implementation of evidence-based practices to improve the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. The State must describe how
implementation of the improvement strategies will address identified root causes for low performance and ultimately build LEA capacity to achieve the State-identified Measurable
Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

As previously discussed and explained in detail, one of the determining factors leading to the selection of Indicator 3C as the area of focus for the SSIP was close relationship to
goals of implementing PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility Plan.    Below we discuss our coherent improvement strategies in two parts: district level efforts initiated through the ESEA
Flexibility Plan (which are discussed in great detail as a part of our infrastructure analysis) and SAEE-specific efforts being provided in addition to the ESEA Flexibility Plan efforts.

Throughout PRDE’s ESEA Flexibility Plan, schools designated as focus schools are assigned an external service provider to serve as their RAD.    The RADs are external
providers that have the responsibility of offering services aimed at school transformation and school turnaround.   The efforts are to be focused on increasing the academic
achievement of students and teacher professional development, taking into consideration the specific needs of each school, including the needs of students with disabilities.  They
will offer individualized attention in administrative and academic areas for each school that they serve.  As discussed earlier in our SSIP, all schools selected to receive SSIP
interventions are focus schools.  As such, all schools participating in the SSIP are receiving the support of a RAD.

Generally, each RAD shall implement coherent and integrated interventions and improvement strategies that shall offer:   administrative support, programmatic interventions,
extended schedules, and improved relationships with the school community.  Additionally, the RAD shall apply models, strategies, services, and activities that have been proven
effective in improving academic achievement, including differentiated instruction for students with disabilities. To ensure the interventions carried out by these providers are aligned
with academic standards and current curricular materials, these providers participate in trainings offered by PRDE personnel regarding current curricular materials, planning,
differentiated instructions, and strategies adopted by the Subsecretary for Academic Affairs, so that they may be able to dominate these themes.

Specifically, the RAD support to the schools focuses on the following areas:

Administrative and Operational Support – The administrative and operational support is based in providing tools
to school personnel to carry  out their  work in more efficiently.   They provide support, training, and follow  up to
achieve effective implementation of the work plan established for the school year, maximize resources, and comply
with academic work efforts.  For Special Education, the services in this area include:

1.

Assistance  in  coordinating  academic  support  to  general  Education  teachers  from Special  Education  Academic
Facilitators  with  the  goal  of  supporting  teachers  and  providing  them with  differentiated  Education  strategies  in
teaching special Education students participating in the general curriculum / general classroom setting.
Support  to  ensure  appropriate  distribution  of  equipment  and  didactic  materials  necessary  for  serving  this  student
population. 

Learning Communities – Through this initiative, the RAD will be providing resources and strategies with the purpose
of significantly integrating the community and enriching the educational process. 

1.

Workshops -  Some of the themes that will be covered through the workshops are:2.

Data Driven Decision Makinga.

Educational Leadershipb.

School Climate and Culturec.
Discipline and Security/Safetyd.
Assessmente.
Planning differentiated integration, individualized instruction, and construction of knowledge.f.

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

4/17/2015 Page 117 of 124



Attending to special student needs, training of pedagogical strategies, accommodations, and alternate evaluations.g.

Individual  Coaching  –  For  school  directors  and  teachers  that  provide  instruction  by  core  subject  area,  including
mathematics, and special education.

1.

Group Coaching – This is by establishing learning communities by grade or material area, including teachers of Special

Education.

2.

Provide follow-up on Basic Materials and Special education, in the areas of:3.

Planning process and academic achievement in the classroom.
Demonstrative Classes.
Modeling differentiated instruction.
Effective utilization of various evaluation methods.
Utilizing student data to guarantee effective differentiated instruction.

Attending  to  the  needs  identified  through  classroom  observations,  school  transformation  plan,  and  the  results  from

evaluations and teacher requests.

Instruction  (Extended Learning  Time  of  one hundred forty-four  (144)  hours during the school year)  for  the core
subject  areas with an emphasis on Spanish and Mathematics – Each RAD, along with the school director, is to design a
program that  provides this extended learning time for  students for  enrichment  and the  instruction  necessary  to  meet
academic standards. 

 

In addition to the above mentioned support, the RADs will be responsible for:

1.

Strengthening  and  promoting  teacher  use  of  curricular  materials  developed  and  aligned  to  PRDE’s  new  standards,
particularly curriculum maps and sequencing calendars according to focuses of the PRDE academic programs.

Support  the design  and implementation  of  instructional strategies that  permit  students to  dominate  PRDE grade level
standards with  a special emphasis of  Mathematics and Spanish.   These strategies include strengthening development  of
linguistic  concepts and mathematics,  creating intellectually  challenging activities that  permit  students to  continuously
advance to superior levels based on their competencies. 

In cooperation with PRDE, support the implementation of internal evaluation administration in Focus Schools to measure

progress of students in subjects of Spanish, English, Mathematics, and create systems for managing and using these data in

the school community.

 

Specific to the Yabucoa District, the district special assistant (i.e., superintendent) directed the RADs for the selected

schools within the district to provide special attention to addressing needs of students with disabilities in the general

curriculum in grades four through six in the area of mathematics. 
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In addition to the agency-wide efforts PRDE is implementing, the SAEE has begun to develop a series of improvement strategies aimed at strengthening infrastructure.  Among
these efforts are:

The SAEE has joined efforts with the Yabucoa District with the purpose of carrying out coordinated work to address
both the ESEA Flexibility and SSIP initiatives. Initially, orientation sessions were held to present the SSIP and evaluate
how  SAEE and special  education  staff  would  be able  to  strengthen support  provided by  the RADs.    Working
sessions were coordinated to analyze the planned interventions in the selected schools, including staff  from the
School District and the RADs.

Review  of  the functions of  the Special Education Facilitator of  the District in order to focus on offering Technical
assistance to the schools.  
As previously discussed, there had been a need to fill Special Education Facilitator positions in the District.   SAEE was
approved for fill the vacant positions, and then successfully filled all of those positions.
As part  of  the  ESEA Flexibility  Plan,  the  SAEE  is  conducting a  needs  assessment  regarding technical  assistance  for
teachers with  regard to  special  education,  beginning with  focus schools (as defined within  the  Flexibility  Plan).    The
purpose is to  prepare an  intervention  plan  based on  the needs identified by  each  school.    This intervention  plan  will
operate in  coordination with  the RADs, the companies who are contracted to  provide support  services directly  to  the
schools.

There was an orientation for Special Education Planning during October 21st, 2014 to Special Education Teachers of all
regions.  The speakers were Mr.  Felipe Olmeda (Ponce,  Caguas and Mayagüez-  Regions)  and Jorge Pérez (for  Arecibo,
Bayamón,  Humacao and San  Juan  Regions).  On November  12  and 18,  2014,  Mr.  Felipe Olmeda attended to  a pair  of
orientations relating technical assistance in the Barranquitas District to Special Education teachers.

Also, there was a second training to the Special Education Facilitators of Humacao Region, during December 4, 2014, to
clarify  questions and doubts related to  ESEA Flexibility.  The  subjects discussed were  Public  Policy  in  the  Planning of
Learning and Curriculum Processes, and the participants included Special Ed Facilitators and Teachers.

A residential  workshop  about  differentiated instruction  with  an  emphasis  on  students  with  disabilities  was held.    This
workshop was provided for Academic Subject Material Facilitators as well as Special Education Facilitators.  The goal is to
prepare a district work plan for how the team would work together to train schools about this theme.

In addition to the strategies already implemented, and as discussed with and evaluated by the Stakeholder Group, the SAEE will be impacting Focus Schools in the additional
following ways:

In  accordance with  PRDE’s  ESEA  Flexibility  Plan,  the district  special  assistant  (superintendent)  is  charged with
developing an intervention and academic monitoring plan that includes regular  visits  to the schools  by Academic
Facilitators,  which includes  the Special Education Facilitator.    The frequency  of  the visits  depends  on the given
school’s classification.   As all schools at issue in the SSIP are focus schools, these schools will be visited once each
week. The goal of  monitoring plan is  to ensure the effective use by the schools  of  the curricular  materials  and
implementation of  PRDE’s  academic  public  policy  initiatives, to help teachers  with the use of  data for  developing
differentiated academic instruction, to provide job-embedded professional development to teachers to assist them in
using the different academic intervention strategies, and to develop corrective actions to attend to teacher needs. 
The SAEE will establish Intervention Plans based on needs assessments carried out at each Focus School.
The SAEE will establish a Professional Development Plan to impact math teachers and special Education teachers at focus
schools who teach  fourth  through sixth  grade.    Among the first  themes that  will be addressed as part  of  this plan  are
reasonable accommodations and differentiated instruction.   Nonetheless, these themes may vary depending on the needs
identified at each school as a result of Special Education Academic Facilitator intervention activities.
The  SAEE  will  continue  holding  periodic  meetings  between  Special  Education  Academic  Facilitators,  Mathematic
Facilitators,  and  the  RAD  coordinators  /  ‘coaches’,  with  the  goal  of  coordinating  efforts  to  establish  and  share
intervention strategies that results in the highest levels of success.  Also, these meetings will aim to promoting teamwork
between math teachers from the general curriculum and special education teachers.

In summary, all of these activities, both those initially contemplated through the ESEA Flexibility Plan and those involving added resources and efforts lead by SAEE and special
education staff, work to support the following key improvement initiatives:  conducting school specific needs assessments for serving students with disabilities, providing
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professional development for teachers on serving students with disabilities that is coordinated between the SAEE and the districts and school RAD, assuring necessary resources
are in place such as necessary academic facilitators, and district level academic monitoring to ensure compliance with ESEA Flexibility activities and goals.  These activities are
based on and supported by PRDE’s data and infrastructure analyses, consider current PRDE initiatives, and are targeting at addressing root casus for low performance and
building capacity to achieve the SIMR for children with disabilities.  Additionally as discussed earlier in the SSIP, PRDE SAEE has plans to scale up intervention of improvement
strategies to additional schools.  Also, the effectiveness of the improvement strategies will be continuously reviewed and revised or further scaled up as necessary. 

OSEP Response
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Theory of Action

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Theory of Action

A graphic illustration that shows the rationale of how implementing the coherent set of improvement strategies selected will increase the State’s capacity to lead meaningful change
in LEAs, and achieve improvement in the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

Submitted Theory of Action: Theory of Action Graphics

 Provide a description of the provided graphic illustration (optional)

Description of Illustration

As depicted below in our Theory of Action graphic, PRDE believes that IF it implements the combination of the following
interventions:

Conducting a school specific needs assessment for serving students with disabilities;

Providing professional development  for both general and special education teachers with regard to serving students with
disabilities that  will be sure to address concerns identified in the needs assessment  (in a coordinated fashion between the
SAEE, the RADs and the school district);
Assignment of additional resources such as ensuring a district level special education facilitator is in place as well as those
services provided to the school by the RAD (discussed above); and,
An Academic Monitoring plan carried out by the district to ensure compliance with the Flexibility Plan,

THEN, the result  will be in improved performance of students  with disabilities  taking the PPAA at  the participating
schools.  Moreover, PRDE anticipates that the more time in which students are served with these interventions, the more

improvement can be expected with their PPAA results.  As such, with the interventions being implemented in 4th through

6th grade, while PRDE expects to see results in the first year, PRDE believes that greater results will be seen in future years
as those students will have been served with these interventions for longer periods of time.   As such, stakeholders believe
that this theory of action has a high likelihood of leading to a measurable improvement in the SIMR.

Stakeholders  were  involved  in  the  development  of  the  Theory  of  Action.    Multiple  meetings  were  held  with  the
Stakeholder Group where general needs were identified first, and later after those needs were validated through visits the
district and school and those needs were validated.  Similarly, the group discussed the strategies that would be utilized to
address the needs that would be most likely to result in academic gains for students.

The below  graphic illustration  shows  the rationale of  how implementing the coherent  set  of  improvement  strategies
described throughout this document  will lead to achievement of improved results for children with disabilities. 
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Additionally, we are including a second graphic that addresses concerns/assumptions raised by the stakeholders that may
impact the achievement of students with disabilities, coherent improvement strategies identified to address these needs,
and expected outcomes from implementing these activities.   In establishing these items, stakeholders considered the data
and infrastructure analyses.  The arrows demonstrate the relation between the information in each box. 
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OSEP Response
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Certify and Submit your SPP/APR

Name: Carlos J. Rodriguez Beltran

Title: Special Education Secretary

Email: rodriguezbcj@de.pr.gov

Phone: 787-635-1285

I certify that I am the Chief State School Officer of the State, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State
Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report is accurate.

Selected: Designated by the Chief State School Officer to certify

Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual
Performance Report.
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