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Overview and 
Federal Regulations

   



Federal Regulations and Overview

This graphic illustrates the six-year cycle of the SPP/APR. Year one 
corresponds to federal fiscal year 2020 and school year 2020-21. Year two is 
federal fiscal year 2021 and school year 2021-22. Year three is federal fiscal 
year 2022 and school year 2022-23. Year four is federal fiscal year 2023 and 
school year 2023-24. Year five, the current year, is federal fiscal year 2024 and 
school year 2024-25. Year six, the final year of the cycle, is federal fiscal year 
2026 and school year 2026-27.
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Phases of the SSIP 

This graphic illustrates the three phases of the State Systemic Improvement Plan, or SSIP. In Phases I and II, states 
analyzed their data and infrastructure. Based on this analysis, states developed the State-identified Measurable 
Result (SiMR) and a Theory of Action. Baseline data were used to set targets for expected annual growth, and 
infrastructure, evidence-based practices, and an evaluation plan were identified. We are now in Phase III, which 
involves ongoing evaluation of the SSIP to determine progress toward our goals and any necessary revisions to 
the plan. You, our stakeholders, are essential partners and are required to be involved in all three phases of the 
SSIP.
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The State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) is a key feature of the SSIP. It is a specific, measurable goal that the state aims to 
achieve through its SSIP activities, focusing on a specific outcome for children with disabilities. Texas defined its SiMR as enhancing 
the reading proficiency rate among children with disabilities in grades 4, 8, and high school. This is measured by aggregating the 
results from state assessments in grades 4, 8, and End of Course exams in reading achievement, evaluating their performance 
against grade-level standards, inclusive of any accommodations. Reading proficiency is defined as scoring at grade level or above 
on the 4th and 8th grade STAAR English Language Arts assessments and the high school STAAR English I assessment. 
Accommodations are adjustments or supports provided to students with disabilities to help them access the curriculum and 
demonstrate what they know.
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State Systemic Improvement Plan and SiMR

Enhance the reading proficiency rate at grade level or above 
among children with disabilities in grades 4, 8, and high 
school. This rate will be measured by aggregating the reading 
results from state assessments in grades 4 and 8 ELA, along 
with EOC English I, to evaluate their performance against 
grade-level standards, inclusive of any accommodations.

State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR)
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State Targets

 



SiMR Data Review

Each year, data collected from local educational agencies are used to determine if the state 
met the targets or goals for the indicators in the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance 
Report, including Indicator 17, which reports progress on the SiMR. FFY 2020 was a baseline 
year, and no target was set. This table displays the state’s performance against annual targets 
for each federal fiscal year. The baseline was set at 10.85% in FFY 2020. The state exceeded 
the target of 12% in FFY 2021 with 15.22%. In FFY 2022 and FFY 2023, the state did not meet 
the targets of 20% and 25%, achieving 15.05% and 15.88% respectively. The targets for FFY 
2024 and FFY 2025 are 30% and 40%. Looking back at the past four years' data, we see some 
progress despite fluctuations. However, additional efforts are needed to meet our ambitious 
targets.
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Year FFY 2020 FFY 2021 FFY 2022 FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025

Target - 12.00 % 20.00 % 25.00 % 30.00 % 40.00 %

Data 10.85% 15.22 % 15.05 % 15.88 %

Met Target Baseline Yes No No
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Data Source

 



The data source for reporting progress on the SiMR is State Performance Plan 
Indicator 3B, which measures the proficiency rate for children with IEPs 
against grade-level academic achievement standards. Proficiency is defined 
as scoring at grade level or above on the STAAR 4th and 8th grade English 
Language Arts assessments and the high school STAAR English I end-of-course 
assessment.

• STAAR administrations across Summer, Fall, and Spring are included.
• Retests are included in all STAAR administrations for the reporting period 

unless the student has already passed the test.
• Only the best result across Summer, Fall, and Spring administrations is 

included for each student, ensuring one record per student per subject for 
the reporting period.

• For high school students, the reading results for the reporting period only 
include the English I End-of-Course (EOC) exam, not the English II EOC.
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Indicator Data Source

• STAAR administrations across Summer, Fall, and Spring are included.
• Retests are included in all STAAR administrations for the reporting 

period unless the student has already passed the test.
• Only the best result across Summer, Fall, and Spring administrations is 

included for each student, ensuring one record per student per subject 
for the reporting period.

• For high school students, the reading results for the reporting period 
only include the English I End-of-Course (EOC) exam.

SPPI 3B: 
Proficiency Rate



Data Quality
States are required to identify any data quality concerns that affected 
progress toward the State-identified Measurable Result. Or SiMR 
during the reporting period. Data must be timely, accurate, complete, 
secure, accessible, and usable. TEA makes assessment data available in 
the Texas Performance Reporting System, or TPRS. STAAR aggregate 
data for all Texas students who participated in statewide test 
administrations can be found in the Research Portal. Users can analyze 
and compare assessment results across multiple administrations and 
across regions, LEAs, and campuses. Reports for each STAAR 
administration can be generated to analyze the results by different 
student groups and demographic categories. To address identified 
concerns the Performance Reporting group adjusted data processing 
procedures and timelines to ensure timely submission of evaluation 
data to OSEP. The tight timeframe between when data becomes 
available in January and the SPP/APR submission deadline in early 
February continues to present a challenge.
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Timely

Accurate

Complete

Secure

Accessible

Usable
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Multi-Level Data 
Analysis

  



Multi-Level Analysis Overview

This slide provides an overview of the statewide multi-level analysis of reading proficiency among children with IEPs, based on STAAR ELA 
for grades 4 and 8 and the English I assessment results from 2020–21 to 2023–24 or FFY 2020 to FFY 2023 respectively. It examines total 
proficiency rates by grade and then breaks down the proficient group by accommodation status. There are four levels in the multi-level 
analysis. Each level represents a different lens for analyzing reading proficiency starting from broad to narrow or more detailed.
LEVEL 1: Total Proficiency Rate by Grade (All Students with IEPs)
This includes three graphs that show the overall percentage of students with IEPs in each grade level (4, 8, and High School) who met or 
exceeded the standard on the STAAR ELA or English I assessments—regardless of whether they had accommodations with taking the 
assessment.
This data helps identify whether trends are improving, declining, or stable.
LEVEL 2: Combined Total Proficiency Rate Across All Grades
This includes a graph that averages total proficiency across Grades 4, 8, and high school for each year. It gives a statewide summary of 
reading proficiency trends and helps contextualize whether any one grade is driving higher or lower trends.
LEVEL 3: Breakdown of Total Proficiency by Accommodation Status (Within Each Grade)
This includes three graphs that examine the composition of the proficient group by showing:
What percent of proficient children with IEPs received accommodations
What percent of proficient children with IEPs did not receive accommodations
LEVEL 4: Combined Accommodation Breakdown (All Grades Together)
This includes a graph that aggregates the accommodation breakdown across Grades 4, 8, and high school and shows a summary view of 
accommodation reliance across all tested students with IEPs.
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Level Focus Analysis 
Count

Details

1 (Starts 
broad)

Total Proficiency by Grade 3
(combined)

Grade 4 (ELA), Grade 8 (ELA), High 
School (EOC English I)

2 Combined Total Proficiency 
Across All Grades

1 All grades combined into one 
proficiency trend graph

3 Accommodation 
Breakdown Within Each 
Grade (of the Proficient 
Group)

3 One for each grade: Grade 4 (ELA), 
Grade 8 (ELA), High School (EOC 
English I)

4 (Digs 
deeper)

Combined Accommodation 
Breakdown Across All 
Grades

1 All grades combined: percent of 
proficient with vs. without 
accommodations



Statewide Reading Proficiency Rates for Children with IEPs by Grade 
Against State Targets (FFY 2020–2023)

This line graph shows the percentage of students with IEPs who met 
or exceeded the reading proficiency standard in Grade 4, Grade 8, 
and High School (English I end of course) for the federal fiscal years. 
or FFY, 2020 to 2023. Each line represents a different grade level and 
shows how proficiency changed over time. Across all grades, 
proficiency rates for students with IEPs are below the state targets, 
though all grades show some improvement over the 4-year period. 
Grade 4 appears to have slightly higher proficiency rates in the 
earlier years but levels off or lags behind others by FFY 2023. Grade 
8 shows notable improvement over time, especially from FFY 2021 
to FFY 2023, and comes closest to reaching the 25% target in the 
final year. High School (English I) had the lowest starting point in FFY 
2020 but made steady gains. Despite gains, none of the grade levels 
reached the 2023 state target of 25%, which signals a continued 
need for system-level support and targeted strategies.
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Statewide Combined (Grades 4, 8, and HS) Reading Proficiency Rates 
for Students with IEPs Against State Targets (FFY 2020–2023)

This line graph shows the average reading proficiency rate for 
students with IEPs across Grade 4, Grade 8, and High School 
(English I end of course) from FFY 2020 to 2023. Rather than 
displaying each grade separately, this graph combines them into a 
single line representing the non-weighted average of all three grade 
levels. The combined average proficiency rate for students with IEPs 
across Grades 4, 8, and High School shows steady improvement 
over the four-year period. From FFY 2020 to FFY 2023, there is a 
clear upward trend, indicating positive momentum in reading 
outcomes for students with IEPs statewide. Despite this progress, 
the combined proficiency rate remains below the state targets, 
particularly the 25% goal set for FFY 2023. 
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Statewide Grade 4 ELA Proficiency Rates (With and Without 
Accommodations) for Children with IEPs (FFY 2020–2023)

This line graph shows the percentage of Grade 4 students with IEPs who met or 
exceeded the state’s reading proficiency standard from FFY 2020 to 2023. The data 
are broken down into two groups:
Students who received testing accommodations
Students who did not receive accommodations
This graph highlights an important trend in Grade 4 reading proficiency among 
students with IEPs. Across all four years, the data shows varying proficiency levels for 
4th grade students using accommodations compared to those who do not. The gap 
between the two groups is pronounced and persistent, suggesting that 
accommodations may be playing a key role in enabling access to grade-level 
standards. Both groups show some variation year to year, but there is no clear 
upward trend in proficiency among students without accommodations.
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Statewide Grade 8 ELA Proficiency Rates (With and Without 
Accommodations) for Children with IEPs (FFY 2020–2023)
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This line graph displays the percentage of Grade 8 students with IEPs 
who achieved reading proficiency from FFY 2020 to 2023. The data 
are disaggregated into two groups:
Students who received testing accommodations
Students who did not receive accommodations
This graph reveals a consistent pattern in Grade 8 reading proficiency 
among students with IEPs. Students with accommodations 
consistently outperform those without accommodations each year. 
The gap in performance is substantial, which may indicate that 
accommodations play an increasingly important role in supporting 
academic access at the middle school level. While students with 
accommodations show modest gains over the four years, proficiency 
among students without accommodations remains low and relatively 
flat. 



Statewide HS English I Proficiency Rates (With and Without 
Accommodations) for Children with IEPs (FFY 2020–2023)
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This line graph displays the percentage of High School students with IEPs who 
achieved proficiency on the English I End-of-Course assessment from FFY 2020 
to 2023. The results are broken into two groups:
Students who received testing accommodations
Students who did not receive accommodations
This graph illustrates a persistent and significant gap in reading proficiency 
among high school students with IEPs, depending on whether they received 
accommodations. Students with accommodations consistently outperform 
those without in every year shown. The performance gap is widest at the high 
school level compared to earlier grades, suggesting that accommodations are 
especially critical as academic complexity increases. While students with 
accommodations show gradual improvement from FFY 2020 to FFY 2023, 
students without accommodations remain at a low and relatively static 
proficiency level. 



Statewide Combined Reading Proficiency Rates (With and Without 
Accommodations) for Children with IEPs (FFY 2020–2023)
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This line graph shows the average reading proficiency rates for students with IEPs 
across Grade 4, Grade 8, and High School from FFY 2020 to 2023. The data are 
disaggregated by accommodation status to highlight performance differences 
between two groups:
Students who received testing accommodations
Students who did not receive accommodations
This graph reveals a consistent pattern across grades. Students with 
accommodations outperform those without accommodations in each year from 
FFY 2020 to 2023. The proficiency gap is noticeable and consistent, suggesting 
that accommodations are a key factor in supporting students with IEPs across all 
grade levels. The average proficiency rate for students with accommodations 
shows modest gains over time, while rates for those without accommodations 
remain significantly lower. 



Key Findings
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• Total proficiency declines as grade level increases:
• Grade 4: 17.1%
• Grade 8: 14.6%
• High School (English I): 12.3%

• The proportion of students scoring proficient with accommodations 
increases by grade over the four-year period (FFY 2020–2023):

• Grade 4: Students with accommodations were 1.1× more likely to be proficient
• Grade 8: Students with accommodations were 2.0× more likely to be proficient
• High School: Students with accommodations were 2.7× more likely to be proficient

• Key takeaways
• As grade level increases, fewer children with IEPs reach proficiency
• However, a larger share of those who are proficient received accommodations
• Indicates that accommodations may be increasingly essential in upper grades
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Questions, 
Insights,

&
Feedback 
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Strategies & Activities 
Implemented
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Theory of Action

The SSIP Theory of Action was initially developed in 2015, 
revised in 2019, and received minor edits in 2021. This 
framework illustrates the connection between key action 
strands aimed at increasing reading proficiency in special 
education for grades 4, 8, and high school. Each key 
strand follows the same progression of actions, starting 
with TEA, then moving to the ESC, the LEA, the campus, 
and finally the stakeholder. This ensures that children 
with disabilities receive access to quality, evidence-based 
reading practices and appropriate educational services to 
enhance reading proficiency.
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Improvement Strategies 

The SSIP contains four key infrastructure improvement strategies to support improved reading outcomes for children with disabilities. Strategy 1: 
Allocate Resources: This strategy aims to support regional Educational Service Centers (ESCs) and local educational agencies (LEAs) in enhancing student 
outcomes. TEA utilized state and federal resources to bolster technical assistance capabilities, expand professional development opportunities, and 
improve resource allocation for the Texas SPED Support website. Additionally, the agency continued to fund regional liaisons tasked with providing 
personalized support to LEA leadership teams.
Strategy 2: Expand Initiatives and Opportunities: This strategy focuses on sustaining network support, resources, and professional development 
opportunities aimed at improving reading instruction and addressing related challenges. By maintaining these initiatives, TEA seeks to provide ongoing 
assistance to educators and administrators in their efforts to enhance reading outcomes for students with disabilities.
Strategy 3: Communicate Expectations, Standards, and Results: To communicate expectations, establish standards, and drive positive outcomes, this 
strategy involves providing continuous statewide training through Reading Academies. TEA also implemented certification requirements and training for 
school personnel to encourage the adoption of effective reading instructional strategies. Additionally, ESCs were directed to set regional goals aligned 
with the SiMR to communicate expectations at both the ESC and LEA levels for improving reading outcomes for children with disabilities.
Strategy 4: Collaboration: This strategy establishes partnerships with institutions of higher education, statewide agencies, and organizations to 
strengthen teacher quality initiatives and ensure uniformity across programs and policies that impact student results. Key activities within this strategy 
include developing a revised certification and testing framework for Special Education Teacher Certification and vetting and approving individual test 
items for the assessment.
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Evidence Based Practices and Continuing Efforts

• Standards-Based Individualized Education Program (IEP) Process Training and Coaching
• Reading Trainer of Trainer (ToT) Resources
• Courses on Literacy Supports for Autism Spectrum Disorder and Assistive Technology
• Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Best Practices Modules
• Training on the Language-Literacy Connection for Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH) Children
• Texas Lesson Study (TXLS): 
• Science of Reading (STR) Exam and Certification
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Additional Data Collected

Additional data was collected and analyzed regarding supports provided by ESC Special Education Liaisons, Technical Assistance Networks, and Education Service 
Centers. 
SPED Liaisons, Strategic Integration Liaisons (SILs), and Lead SILs worked to improve outcomes for children with disabilities (CWD) by providing timely, targeted 
program support to local educational agencies (LEAs). They supported LEA teams through the integration and alignment of Texas Education Agency (TEA) 
initiatives. Data on progress towards performance measures was collected monthly and quarterly through Qualtrics.
Technical Assistance (TA) Networks addressed thematic topics and reported progress towards required activities and metric data quarterly via Qualtrics. 
Providing resources and professional development opportunities ensured that educators have the knowledge and skills necessary to improve reading outcomes 
for children with disabilities.
In their annual SECIP submission, each ESC established a reading goal aligned with the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). ESCs were required to monitor 
progress towards the state reading goal and their two additional goals. Progress was reported quarterly on activities implemented in connection with these 
goals. Aligning reading goals with the SSIP ensures that local efforts are in sync with statewide improvement plans. This alignment helps maintain a clear focus 
on priority areas and achieve consistent progress across the state. Monitoring and reporting progress quarterly helps track the effectiveness of the implemented 
practices.
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Insights,

&
Feedback  

Opportunity 

 



28

Resources and 
Contact Information

   



29

Resources

• The SPPI 17 webpage provides information regarding the State Systemic Improvement Plan, TEA’s theory of action, and the 
February 2025 SSIP. The next is a direct link to the February 2025 SSIP.

• The Texas Performance Reporting System (TPRS) integrates state and federal reporting requirements into a single reporting 
system that can be viewed at the campus, district, region, and state levels.

• The Texas Assessment Research Portal contains data for all Texas students who participated in statewide test administrations. 
This data is available to analyze state assessment results. Based on accountability rules, state assessment results within the 
Research Portal vary slightly from the data used for accountability calculations.

• Texas SPED Support is the centralized website for all technical assistance and support needs.

• The Part B State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report Indicator Measurement Table outlines the specific 
requirements for measuring each indicator used in the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report for Part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. It details the data sources and methods used to collect and calculate data for each 
indicator, ensuring consistency and accuracy in reporting states' progress.

• SPPI 17 State Systemic Improvement Plan Webpage

• Texas State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) February 2025

• Texas Performance Reporting System (TPRS)

• Texas Assessment Research Portal

• Texas SPED Support

• Part B State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report 
Indictor Measurement Table

https://tea.texas.gov/academics/special-student-populations/special-education/data-and-reports/state-systemic-improvement-plan
https://tea.texas.gov/academics/special-student-populations/special-education/data-and-reports/state-systemic-improvement-plan
https://tea.texas.gov/academics/special-student-populations/special-education/ssip-february-2025.pdf
https://tea.texas.gov/academics/special-student-populations/special-education/ssip-february-2025.pdf
https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/tprs/tprs_srch.html
https://rptsvr1.tea.texas.gov/perfreport/tprs/tprs_srch.html
https://txresearchportal.com/
https://txresearchportal.com/
https://spedsupport.tea.texas.gov/
https://spedsupport.tea.texas.gov/
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/FFY2022-Part-B-SPP-APR-Reformatted-Indicator-Measurement-Table.pdf
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/FFY2022-Part-B-SPP-APR-Reformatted-Indicator-Measurement-Table.pdf
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/FFY2022-Part-B-SPP-APR-Reformatted-Indicator-Measurement-Table.pdf
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Thank 
you! 

Contacts

SPP Mailbox
spp@tea.Texas.gov  

mailto:spp@tea.Texas.gov
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