State Performance Plan / Annual Performance Report:

Part B

for

STATE FORMULA GRANT PROGRAMS

under the

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
For reporting on

FFY18
Alaska
[image: image1.png]



PART B DUE February 3, 2020
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, DC 20202

Introduction

Instructions
Provide sufficient detail to ensure that the Secretary and the public are informed of and understand the State’s systems designed to drive improved results for students with disabilities and to ensure that the State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) meet the requirements of IDEA Part B. This introduction must include descriptions of the State’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public.
Intro - Indicator Data

Executive Summary
Alaska is pleased to submit its FFY 2018 APR. 

Alaska's annual performance report (APR) was presented to stakeholders on January 23, 2020, for review and input including input on extending Alaska's APR targets for one additional year. Alaska's stakeholders are invested in ensuring that the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) provides a free and appropriate public education to Alaska's children with disabilities and that DEED meets the requirements of IDEA including reporting timely and accurate data in the APR. 

DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State's Special Education Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska's parent training and information and community parent resource centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and Alaska school district administrators and staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. 

OSEP's determinations for Alaska in 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance. OSEP's June 2019, letter informed Alaska that it must report on (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. 

Alaska accessed technical assistance from: OSEP, by participating in OSEP's monthly technical assistance calls and receiving individualized technical assistance from multiple OSEP state leads; The National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) by continuing work as an NTACT intensive state; and The National Center on Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and IDEA Data Center (IDC) by receiving individualized TA from NCSI and IDC TA providers.
 
DEED took many actions as a result of that technical assistance that will help to increase results for children with disabilities through systemic change. Alaska continued refining its data collection instructions and processes. Alaska continued to develop interagency relationships related to secondary transition and continued communication mechanisms through NTACT work. As a result of TA received from OSEP and NCSI, Alaska also refined the improvement efforts in its SSIP to be more feasible and measurable.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
54
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

Alaska DEED has a multi-faceted general supervision system that includes its compliance monitoring system, mechanisms for monitoring improvement, dispute resolution system (including mediation, complaints, and due process), annual reporting of district level data, administration of Part B and Alaska funds through the grants management system, distribution of revisions to the Guidance for Special Education Personnel document (policies and procedures for special education administration in Alaska), technical assistance provided by Alaska DEED directly and through multiple contracts, and ongoing coordination with other DEED divisions. Alaska incorporates its technical assistance and professional development systems into its general supervision systems. Needs identified through the general supervision system are addressed through technical assistance and professional development. 

Compliance Monitoring: Identification and Correction of Noncompliance 

Every district in Alaska is monitored each year through the supplemental workbook data collection that collects data to monitor LEA compliance including with the APR indicators and determine compliance with regulatory requirements of IDEA. In addition, DEED conducts cyclical onsite compliance monitoring in 10-15 districts annually. Large districts receive onsite monitoring each year. Additional monitoring occurs whenever a need is identified. Through these mechanisms, Alaska monitors compliance with not only the SPP/APR indicators, but other related IDEA requirements and Alaska state requirements. 

Identification and Correction of Noncompliance 

Alaska notifies districts of findings of noncompliance within three months following its discovery of noncompliance. Written notification of findings of noncompliance includes the specific regulatory citation with which noncompliance has been found, evidence for the finding of noncompliance (quantitative and/or qualitative), and one-year timeline for correction and verification of correction. If noncompliance is not verified as corrected within one year of identification or if districts do not comply with corrective actions, Alaska imposes additional corrective actions including sanctions and enforcement actions such as additional reporting requirements, directed use of funds for professional development, communication with district superintendents, and additional onsite monitoring. 
The State of Alaska works closely with all 54 districts to ensure timely correction of all noncompliance. Alaska DEED verifies, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, that findings are corrected within one year. Prior to verifying correction of noncompliance, Alaska DEED reviews data to verify: that each LEA is correctly implementing the specific IDEA or Alaska requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data including data subsequently collected through monitoring or data collections; and that every individual case of noncompliance is corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. For timeline-specific requirements, Alaska verifies that each required action, although late, occurred.

Mechanisms for Monitoring Improvement 

In addition to compliance monitoring, Alaska DEED has several mechanisms to look at performance and improvement on performance indicators. Alaska has always considered performance indicators in its annual determinations of whether school districts meet the requirements of IDEA. Performance on student-level outcomes is also considered during data-based decision making at DEED related to monitoring cycles, technical assistance and professional development. 

Alaska DEED special education staff strive to work collaboratively with their colleagues who are focused on improvement for all students including through Alaska's ESSA plan and accountability system. Schools are required to create a school improvement plan that addresses any subgroup, including students with disabilities, that does not meet state targets for performance.
 
Alaska DEED also reviews performance data to identify districts with high performance in performance areas including disproportionality and graduation rates for students with disabilities. DEED investigates high performing districts to determine whether practices responsible for improvement can be replicated in other districts and uses districts who demonstrate improvement as stakeholders to improve.

Dispute Resolution System 

Mediation - Alaska DEED provides mediation services to parents of students with disabilities and/or school districts in Alaska free of change. Mediations are scheduled in a timely manner and must be held in a location that is convenient to the parties to the dispute. If the parties resolve a dispute through the mediation process, the parties execute a written, signed mediation agreement. 

Complaint Investigation - Within 60 days after an accepted complaint, the investigation is completed and a report issued to the complainant and the school district or agency. The investigative report addresses each allegation in the complaint and includes: a Summary of the Complaint, a Summary of the Investigation, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and any Corrective Action that is required. The state keeps a log in the complaints database of the corrective actions, and records the date as the district completes each action. A complaint may be filed by an organization or person and must be in writing. 

Due Process - Any party may initiate a hearing. The District shall provide the parent a copy of the Procedural Safeguards upon receipt of a request for due process, and inform the parent of the availability of mediation as an alternative dispute resolution mechanism. However, the offer of mediation does not negate the parent’s or district’s right to a due process hearing. 

Annual Reporting of District Level Data 

Alaska's public reporting is described in the public reporting section below. In addition to the required annual reporting, Alaska provides other data reports to districts in order to assist them in improving results and ensuring compliance for students with disabilities. One example of this is Alaska's annual disproportionality report. 

Administration of Part B and Alaska funds through the Grants Management System

In 2014, Alaska implemented a new grants management system. This system allows Alaska EED special education program managers to use the grants management system to gather additional information on district use of funds and to ensure that districts meet required timelines for fiscal reporting.
 
Distribution of Revisions to the Guidance for Special Education Personnel 

The Guidance for Special Education Personnel handbook contains the procedures for special education, based on state regulation (policy) that closely mirrors IDEA. Changes to policy require significant work with governing boards, but Alaska DEED has authority to revise the document when necessary.
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

Alaska DEED's technical assistance system is tied very closely to the other components of its general supervision system. Alaska relies heavily on contracted partners including the Alaska Special Education Service Agency (SESA), Alaska's Educational Resource Center (SERRC), and Alaska's parent training and information center, Stone Soup Group, to provide technical assistance to LEAs.

Alaska provides technical assistance in areas of need identified by DEED and in areas identified and requested by LEAs. Alaska identifies areas of need based on monitoring results and data reported to DEED as well as issues that rise up through the dispute resolution procedures. 

Alaska provides multiple levels of technical assistance to LEAs. General TA is provided to all districts through webinars, conferences, trainings, the DEED website and written memos. More intensive district-specific TA is generally provided though telephone calls and onsite visits. An example of effective general TA that DEED provides are its online eLearning modules. These modules cover topics such as special education evaluation, IEP development, paraeducator best practices and secondary transition. Alaska provides more intensive TA through review of district specific data, guided self-assessment, reviews of policy, procedure and practices and instruction on evidence based practices to address areas of need. 

The past three years, Alaska has received intensive TA and has been assisted in providing intensive district TA on secondary transition and outcomes for high school students from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition. One of the greatest outcomes of the work together, as reported in the SSIP, has been the collaboration between vocational rehabilitation, tribal vocational rehabilitation, and other partners on the Alaska Interagency Transition Council. This group of partners has provided interagency training in one school district and is planning additional trainings in Alaska.
Professional Development System
The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.

Alaska ensures that its LEA directors are provided the most up-to-date information through an annual directors' training, annual new directors' training, and ongoing communication via email, telephone, and webinars. These annual trainings, supported with ongoing distance training, cover topics relating to state policy and procedure updates, special education law and instructional best practice. In addition, Alaska participates in the Alaska Statewide Special Education Conference (ASSEC) where information relating to Alaska's annual performance on its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are disseminated and policies and procedures are reviewed with the special education classroom teacher audience. Finally, Alaska DEED contributes to special educator preparation at the university level by presenting on special education policy, practice and performance on SPP indicators.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

YES
Reporting to the Public
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY17 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2017 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2017 APR in 2019, is available.

The State of Alaska reports to the public on its APR results and on the performance of each LEA in Alaska on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the submission of its APR to OSEP. A copy of each district’s Special Education District Data Profile (including each district’s performance on the applicable APR indicators against Alaska’s targets) can be found on the DEED website at http://education.alaska.gov/rcsped/. Special Education District Data Profiles are currently available for FFY17 data (2017-18 school year) and prior years.
 
DEED makes a link to the complete SPP and APR available on its website each year at https://education.alaska.gov/TLS/SPED/. The SPP/APR will be posted on that website when it is approved by OSEP.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2018 and 2019 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2019 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities. The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. The State must report, with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.While the State has publicly reported on the FFY 2016 (July 1, 2016-June 30, 2017) performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the State's performance plan as required by section 616(b)(2)(C)(ii)(I) of IDEA, those reports did not contain, as specified in the OSEP Response, all of the required information. With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must provide a Web link demonstrating that the State has fully reported to the public on the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR for FFY 2016. In addition, the State must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, how and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2017 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APRIn the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting the State's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

OSEP's determinations for Alaska in 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance. OSEP's June 28, 2018, letter informed Alaska that it must report on (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. 

Alaska accessed technical assistance from: OSEP, by participating in OSEP's monthly technical assistance calls and receiving individualized technical assistance from multiple OSEP state leads; The National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) by continuing work as an NTACT intensive state; and The National Center on Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and IDEA Data Center (IDC) by receiving individualized TA from NCSI and IDC TA providers.
 
DEED took many actions as a result of that technical assistance that will help to increase results for children with disabilities through systemic change. Alaska continued refining its data collection instructions and processes. Alaska chose to focus on indicators related to graduation, dropout, and secondary transition that leads too improved post-secondary outcomes (Indicators 1, 2, 13, and 14), and continued to develop interagency relationships related to secondary transition and continued communication mechanisms through NTACT work. As a result of TA received from OSEP and NCSI, Alaska also refined the improvement efforts in its SSIP to be more feasible and measurable.

The Special Education District Data Profiles at https://education.alaska.gov/rcsped/ contain all of the required information through FFY 2018. Specifically, each report contains the actual target data for Indicator 11.

Alaska DEED will submit the required SSSIP report and documentation by April 1, 2020.
Intro - OSEP Response

The State's determinations for both 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), OSEP's June 20, 2019 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. The State provided the required information.

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information.  The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
  
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance.
The State must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.
Indicator 1: Graduation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 

Results indicator: Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education (Department) under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
Measurement
States may report data for children with disabilities using either the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.

Targets should be the same as the annual graduation rate targets for children with disabilities under Title I of the ESEA.

States must continue to report the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all students and disaggregated by student subgroups including the children with disabilities subgroup, as required under section 1111(h)(1)(C)(iii)(II) of the ESEA, on State report cards under Title I of the ESEA even if they only report an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the purpose of SPP/APR reporting.

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	40.27%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%

	Data
	42.64%
	41.86%
	57.02%
	53.87%
	58.73%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.

For this indicator, OSEP's instructions require that the targets be the same as the annual graduation rate targets under Title I of ESSA. The targets set under ESSA have been reviewed with stakeholders. 
Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	681

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	1,196

	 SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	10/02/2019
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	56.94%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	681
	1,196
	58.73%
	90.00%
	56.94%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

While there was a slight decrease in the graduation rate for students with disabilities, the percentage is still within the range of the past several years after a large increase when Alaska discontinued its high stakes graduation exam. Alaska DEED has found that very few IEP teams are appropriately using credit substitutions and has implemented training on this topic, hoping to continue to increase graduation rates for students with disabilities.
Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
The graduation requirements in Alaska are the same for children with and without IEPs. General graduation requirements are established in Alaska regulation at 4 AAC 06.075 and each school district defines its graduation requirements within this regulation. 
4 AAC 06.075. High school graduation requirements. 
(a) Each chief school administrator shall develop and submit to the district board for approval a plan consisting of district high school graduation requirements. The plan must require that, before graduation, a student must have earned at least 21 units of credit. 
(b) Specific subject area units of credit requirements must be set out in each district plan and must require that, before graduation, a student must have completed at least the following: (1) language arts - four units of credit; (2) social studies - three units of credit; (3) mathematics - two units of credit for students graduating from high school on or before June 30 2017, and three units of credit for students graduating from high school on or after July 1, 2017; (4) science - two units of credit; and (5) health/physical education - one unit of credit. 
(c) Transfer students who have earned 13 units of credit while in attendance outside the district may, at the discretion of the district, be excused from the district subject area units of credit requirements. 
(d) Beginning January 1, 2009, the three units of credit in social studies required under (b)(2) of this section must include one-half unit of credit in Alaska history or demonstration that the student meets the Alaska history performance standards. The provisions of this subsection do not apply to a student who: (1) transfers into an Alaska public school after the student's second year of high school; or (2) has already successfully completed a high school state history course from another state. 
(e) In this section, "unit of credit" means the credit that a student is awarded for achieving a passing grade in a course of study by meeting the content standards for a course of study as prescribed by a local school board.
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Data Source
OPTION 1:

Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), using the definitions in EDFacts file specification C009.

OPTION 2:

Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.

Measurement
OPTION 1:

States must report a percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator.

OPTION 2:

Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

Use 618 exiting data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018). Include in the denominator the following exiting categories: (a) graduated with a regular high school diploma; (b) received a certificate; (c) reached maximum age; (d) dropped out; or (e) died.
Do not include in the denominator the number of youths with IEPs who exited special education due to: (a) transferring to regular education; or (b) who moved, but are known to be continuing in an educational program.

OPTION 2:

Use the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data.

If the State has made or proposes to make changes to the data source or measurement under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012, the State should include a justification as to why such changes are warranted.

Options 1 and 2:

Data for this indicator are “lag” data. Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth and, if different, what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs. If there is a difference, explain.

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	6.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.50%
	5.50%
	5.50%
	5.20%
	5.00%

	Data
	5.48%
	5.91%
	5.36%
	6.10%
	5.23%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	5.20%
	5.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.

As approved in Alaska’s accountability workbook under Title I of the ESEA, Alaska did not calculate dropout rates for the disability subgroup and did not set targets for the disability subgroup. The targets for this indicator were set by Alaska's SPP/APR Stakeholders. Alaska's stakeholder choose to revise the targets for both FFYs 2018 and 2019.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	749

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b)
	60

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	10

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	301

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e)
	13


Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? (yes/no)

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

NO

Change numerator description in data table (yes/no)
NO
Change denominator description in data table (yes/no)

NO

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs by Cohort
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	411
	7,970
	5.23%
	5.20%
	5.16%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
A dropout (discontinuing school) is defined as a student who was enrolled in the district at some time during the school year and whose enrollment terminated. Dropouts do not include graduates, transfers to public or private schools, or transfers to state- or district-approved education programs. Students with absences due to suspension, illness, or medical conditions are not reported as dropouts. Students who leave the school to seek a GED are considered dropouts. 
A student who transfers to a non-district sponsored home school environment is a dropout unless he/she enrolls in a correspondence program that terminates in a diploma. (When district dropout totals are calculated, DEED verifies whether dropouts have enrolled in another district. If student has enrolled elsewhere, that student is not counted in the numerator of the dropout rate). A student who transfers to a private school that terminates in a diploma is not considered a dropout; however, a student who discontinues public school and enrolls in a credit recovery program is to be reported as a dropout. 

A student who leaves school with a certificate of attendance in lieu of a high school diploma, returns to school within the same reporting year, and then drops out in the same reporting year will be counted as a dropout for the year.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Data Source
3B. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS185 and 188.

Measurement
B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in an assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3B: Provide separate reading/language arts and mathematics participation rates, inclusive of all ESEA grades assessed (3-8 and high school), for children with IEPs. Account for ALL children with IEPs, in all grades assessed, including children not participating in assessments and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3B - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade 3
	Grade 4
	Grade 5
	Grade 6
	Grade 7
	Grade 8
	Grade 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	97.10%
	Actual
	97.32%
	95.69%
	
	91.86%
	92.66%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	97.20%
	Actual
	97.47%
	95.42%
	
	91.74%
	92.53%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)
YES
Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading  (EDFacts file spec FS188; Data Group: 589)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	1,471
	1,545
	1,468
	1,366
	1,292
	1,250
	1,266
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	472
	463
	427
	376
	392
	411
	477
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	885
	927
	884
	839
	714
	653
	542
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	43
	65
	72
	59
	76
	76
	81
	
	
	
	


Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math  (EDFacts file spec FS185; Data Group: 588)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	1,472
	1,545
	1,469
	1,365
	1,292
	1,250
	1,267
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	474
	458
	426
	371
	380
	412
	468
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	884
	930
	887
	841
	725
	655
	555
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	43
	65
	72
	59
	76
	76
	81
	
	
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	9,658
	8,934
	92.66%
	95.00%
	92.50%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	9,660
	8,938
	92.53%
	95.00%
	92.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Regulatory Information
The SEA, (or, in the case of a district-wide assessment, LEA) must make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children: (1) the number of children with disabilities participating in: (a) regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations in order to participate in those assessments; and (b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards; and (2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, on those assessments. [20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 34 CFR §300.160(f)] 

Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 

All State Assessment information and data, including public reports of assessment results, can be found at: https://education.alaska.gov/assessments/results. 

To find public reporting with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f): 
* Select a year 
* For the regular statewide assessment: - Under PEAKS, select Statewide, Districtwide or Schoolwide results - Select a District or School, if needed - For each assessment, click on the "groups" link in the far right column. This will produce a report that breaks out assessment data by specific group and includes the number of children with disabilities participating in regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district and school levels. 
* For the alternate assessment: - Under Alternate Assessment, select Statewide, Districtwide, or Schoolwide results - Those reports include the number of children with disabilities, if any, participating in alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district and school levels.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3B - Required Actions
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.

Measurement
C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3C: Proficiency calculations in this SPP/APR must result in proficiency rates for reading/language arts and mathematics assessments (combining regular and alternate) for children with IEPs, in all grades assessed (3-8 and high school), including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3C - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade 3
	Grade 4
	Grade 5
	Grade 6
	Grade 7
	Grade 8
	Grade 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2016
	Target >=
	43.88%
	9.60%
	9.65%
	9.70%
	9.75%

	A
	Overall
	11.08%
	Actual
	43.88%
	9.61%
	
	11.08%
	12.92%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2016
	Target >=
	33.44%
	8.50%
	8.55%
	8.60%
	8.65%

	A
	Overall
	8.83%
	Actual
	33.44%
	8.50%
	
	8.83%
	10.45%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	11.23%
	11.25%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	10.21%
	10.30%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
Alaska's new statewide exam, Performance Evaluation of Alaska's Schools (PEAKS) exam started in FFY 2016. Alaska stakeholders supported revising baseline data to be FFY 2016 data and set targets for FFYs 2018 and 2019 that require progress from the baseline.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	8,934
	1,004
	12.92%
	11.23%
	11.24%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	8,938
	913
	10.45%
	10.21%
	10.21%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Regulatory Information
The SEA, (or, in the case of a district-wide assessment, LEA) must make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children: (1) the number of children with disabilities participating in: (a) regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations in order to participate in those assessments; and (b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards; and (2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, on those assessments. [20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 34 CFR §300.160(f)]
Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 

All State Assessment information and data, including public reports of assessment results, can be found at: https://education.alaska.gov/assessments/results. 

To find public reporting with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f): 
* Select a year 
* For the regular statewide assessment: - Under PEAKS, select Statewide, Districtwide or Schoolwide results - Select a District or School, if needed - For each assessment, click on the "groups" link in the far right column. This will produce a report that breaks out assessment data by specific group and includes the number of children with disabilities participating in regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district and school levels. 
* For the alternate assessment: - Under Alternate Assessment, select Statewide, Districtwide, or Schoolwide results - Those reports include the number of children with disabilities, if any, participating in alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district and school levels. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable))] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons:
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

Indicator 4A: Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation (based upon districts that met the minimum n size requirement, if applicable). If significant discrepancies occurred, describe how the State educational agency reviewed and, if appropriate, revised (or required the affected local educational agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices comply with applicable requirements.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
4A - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	5.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	4.00%
	4.00%
	3.80%
	3.50%
	3.50%

	Data
	4.00%
	2.04%
	8.00%
	0.00%
	7.84%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	3.00%
	3.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.

4

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	5
	50
	7.84%
	3.00%
	10.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Alaska DEED continues to build the capacity of Alaska districts to report accurate discipline data. Alaska believes that the data reported are accurate and that districts continue to report more accurate discipline data. The calculations are based on very small numbers of children that are suspended or expelled, with and without disabilities. In three of the five districts identified, the number of children suspended or expelled was only 3. This small number allows Alaska DEED to follow up on each student's file to ensure that appropriate actions were taken and to examine discrepant rates.
Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

In Alaska, significant discrepancy is defined as a district's rate being 1% or more above the current year's state average rate when looking at the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs. For Indicator 4, Alaska established a minimum "n" size of at least 10 students with IEPs enrolled in in the school district and a minimum "n" size of at least 3 students with IEPs that are suspended or expelled for 10 or more days.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
For the five districts identified as having a significant discrepancy based on the examination of 2017-2018 data, Alaska DEED reviewed the district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards; ensuring that these policies, procedures and practices comply with IDEA regulations, as required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). 

This review was conducted both as a part of the cyclical monitoring in FFYs 2018 and 2019 and through desk monitoring. The monitoring included reviewing policies, procedures and practices related to IEPs, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. Alaska DEED staff reviewed files for all students with IEPs that were suspended or expelled for 10 or more days. When noncompliance is identified during the review of policies, procedures and practices, Alaska requires districts to revise policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, pursuant to 34 CFR §300.170(b). Alaska verifies correction of noncompliance consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 

Alaska's review did not identify noncompliance with the specific requirements related to this indicator as a result of the review in the five districts.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4A - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target. 
4A - Required Actions
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

Indicator 4B: Provide the following: (a) the number of districts that met the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) the number of those districts in which policies, procedures or practices contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
Targets must be 0% for 4B.

4B - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	5.80%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	2.04%
	0.00%
	1.96%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.

4

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity
	Number of those districts that have policies procedure, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	7
	0
	50
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

In Alaska, significant discrepancy is defined as a district's rate being 1% or more above the current year's state average rate when looking at the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs. For Indicator 4, Alaska established a minimum "n" size of at least 10 students with IEPs enrolled in in the school district and a minimum "n" size of at least 3 students with IEPs that are suspended or expelled for 10 or more days.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017-2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

For the seven districts identified as having a significant discrepancy based on the examination of 2017-2018 data, Alaska DEED reviewed the district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards; ensuring that these policies, procedures and practices comply with IDEA regulations, as required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). 

This review was conducted both as a part of the cyclical monitoring in FFYs 2018 and 2019 and through desk monitoring. The monitoring included reviewing policies, procedures and practices related to IEPs, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. Alaska DEED staff reviewed files for all students with IEPs that were suspended or expelled for 10 or more days. When noncompliance is identified during the review of policies, procedures and practices, Alaska requires districts to revise policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, pursuant to 34 CFR §300.170(b). Alaska verifies correction of noncompliance consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 

Alaska's review did not identify noncompliance with the specific requirements related to this indicator as a result of the review in the seven districts.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Education environments (children 6-21): Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS002.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)]times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	58.00%
	58.50%
	59.00%
	59.50%
	60.00%

	A
	55.30%
	Data
	60.13%
	77.47%
	63.39%
	63.71%
	64.15%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	12.50%
	12.50%
	12.00%
	12.00%
	11.50%

	B
	13.60%
	Data
	11.04%
	6.05%
	8.84%
	9.05%
	9.17%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	2.60%
	2.60%
	2.60%
	2.60%
	2.60%

	C
	1.90%
	Data
	2.55%
	2.74%
	2.73%
	2.85%
	2.57%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	65.00%
	65.00%

	Target B <=
	9.00%
	9.00%

	Target C <=
	2.45%
	1.85%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	17,002

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	11,053

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	1,514

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	351

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities
	52

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	14


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	11,053
	17,002
	64.15%
	65.00%
	65.01%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	1,514
	17,002
	9.17%
	9.00%
	8.90%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	417
	17,002
	2.57%
	2.45%
	2.45%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
5 - Required Actions
Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Preschool environments: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:

A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and

B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS089.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.

6 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	27.00%
	27.00%
	27.50%
	27.50%
	28.00%

	A
	27.60%
	Data
	30.02%
	29.79%
	28.13%
	22.78%
	23.91%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	42.00%
	42.00%
	42.00%
	42.00%
	42.00%

	B
	38.80%
	Data
	41.90%
	41.94%
	44.21%
	49.44%
	49.79%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	28.00%
	28.00%

	Target B <=
	42.00%
	38.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
Stakeholder agreed to revise both the FFY 2018 and FFY 2019 targets for this indicator.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	2,477

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	565

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	1,230

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b2. Number of children attending separate school
	2

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	1


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	565

	2,477
	23.91%
	28.00%
	22.81%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	1,233
	2,477
	49.79%
	42.00%
	49.78%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Alaska faces a shortage of regular early childhood programs for three and four year olds. While the state is working to encourage the creation and expansion of regular early childhood programs, many children with disabilities continue to attend separate classes and schools.


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
The State revised its targets for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
6 - Required Actions
Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d)) divided by (# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d))] times 100.

Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (e)) divided by (the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

In the measurement include, in the numerator and denominator, only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements. States have provided targets for the two Summary Statements for the three Outcomes (six numbers for targets for each FFY).

Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.

In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.

In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.

7 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2008
	Target >=
	72.00%
	72.00%
	74.00%
	74.00%
	75.00%

	A1
	71.60%
	Data
	81.68%
	76.46%
	79.97%
	79.90%
	85.10%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	46.00%
	46.00%
	48.00%
	48.00%
	49.00%

	A2
	61.90%
	Data
	47.10%
	47.20%
	47.70%
	45.03%
	45.88%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	76.60%
	76.60%
	76.80%
	76.80%
	77.00%

	B1
	77.20%
	Data
	83.72%
	82.21%
	82.74%
	86.10%
	84.80%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	45.00%
	45.00%
	46.00%
	46.00%
	46.50%

	B2
	63.80%
	Data
	45.65%
	43.58%
	44.67%
	44.69%
	45.65%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	74.20%
	74.20%
	74.60%
	74.60%
	75.00%

	C1
	75.10%
	Data
	83.04%
	79.89%
	80.58%
	80.67%
	83.18%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	48.00%
	48.00%
	50.00%
	50.00%
	52.00%

	C2
	68.70%
	Data
	52.12%
	51.59%
	51.63%
	51.71%
	50.57%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	75.50%
	75.50%

	Target A2 >=
	44.00%
	62.00%

	Target B1 >=
	77.30%
	77.30%

	Target B2 >=
	46.50%
	63.90%

	Target C1 >=
	75.20%
	75.20%

	Target C2 >=
	49.00%
	68.80%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

930
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	24
	2.58%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	86
	9.25%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	403
	43.33%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	333
	35.81%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	84
	9.03%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	736
	846
	85.10%
	75.50%
	87.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	417
	930
	45.88%
	44.00%
	44.84%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication)
	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	14
	1.51%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	87
	9.35%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	396
	42.58%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	360
	38.71%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	73
	7.85%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	756
	857
	84.80%
	77.30%
	88.21%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	433
	930
	45.65%
	46.50%
	46.56%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	34
	3.66%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	91
	9.78%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	341
	36.67%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	345
	37.10%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	119
	12.80%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	686
	811
	83.18%
	75.20%
	84.59%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	464
	930
	50.57%
	49.00%
	49.89%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Does the State include in the numerator and denominator only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years? (yes/no)

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)

YES

List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

Alaska DEED continued to use seven-point ECO Child Outcomes Summary Form. The data necessary to report for this indicator is collected as part of a Supplemental Workbook that is submitted to the Department on an annual basis for each child. 
For indicator 7 each district is required to use the following instructions: 
Indicator 7 data must be collected for all children with an IEP ages 3 through 5 who have not yet entered kindergarten. Entry data will be collected in the district within two months of program entry. Exit data will be collected in the district when the child exits due to ineligibility or beginning kindergarten. Districts may use any of the following assessment tools to gather the entry and exit data: Dial 3, Brigance, Battelle, AGS, AEPS, or one approved by DEED. The data from this form will be reported to DEED using the Supplemental Workbook. The state will use definitions for the level ratings of all three measurements (Positive Social-Emotional Skills, Acquisition and Use of Knowledge and Skills, and Use of Appropriate Behaviors to meet their needs) as they are already recorded on the Child Outcomes Summary Form. 
The criterion for defining “comparable to same age peers” has been defined as a 6 or 7 on the scale. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
7 - Required Actions
Indicator 8: Parent involvement

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of parents from whom response is requested is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

If the State is using a separate data collection methodology for preschool children, the State must provide separate baseline data, targets, and actual target data or discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool data collection methodologies in a manner that is valid and reliable.

While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its SPP/APR.

Report the number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, age of the student, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the demographics of the parents responding are not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in the State, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to parents (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person through school personnel), and how responses were collected.

States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data.
8 - Indicator Data

	Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children? 
	NO


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2006
	29.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	51.00%
	51.00%
	51.00%
	51.00%
	51.00%

	Data
	53.02%
	54.58%
	52.36%
	62.96%
	60.81%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	60.00%
	60.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities
	Total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,467
	2,340
	60.81%
	60.00%
	62.69%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
19,987

Percentage of respondent parents

11.71%

Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool surveys in a manner that is valid and reliable.

Each survey includes a group of questions that are used for this indicator which are combined for all students.

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	NO

	The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
	YES


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

The state has determined that the response group was representative. 

Using response rate differentials of +/- 3%, the state found no issues of significant under- or over-representation but identified the following areas for improvement in future years: responses from parents of children with Specific Learning Disabilities were slightly underrepresented in the results, and parents of children with Other Health Impairments were slightly over-represented. While Caucasian families are still more represented than families of Native Alaskan students, they are closer to representative than they have been in the past five years. 

Alaska DEED will continue to work to ensure families are aware of the survey and that extra steps are taken to increase participation of currently underrepresented families. Strategies include having teachers talk to targeted populations to ensure they know the survey is coming, send reminder postcards in underrepresented communities, and communicating results back to families to increase their understanding of how the data are used.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.  
8 - Required Actions
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.

Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.

Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Targets must be 0%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken. If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
9 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	1.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	3.85%
	3.70%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.

6

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1
	0
	48
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Alaska’s definition of “disproportionate representation”: Alaska DEED stakeholders defined disproportionate representation as a risk ratio of 2.5 or greater. The State of Alaska utilizes the risk ratio method to calculate the proportionality of representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services in Alaska. 
Alaska DEED invited a stakeholder group including educators, parents, and other representatives to help define disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services. The stakeholders reviewed statewide and district by district risk ratio data and agreed to a risk ratio of 2.5. 
Minimum “n” size: For Indicator 9, Alaska does not include school districts in its analysis in which there are: 
Fewer than 10 students with IEPs in the racial/ethnic group of interest (when examining child count data); and Fewer than 10 students on the remaining of all other students who serve as the comparison group for that racial/ethnic group of interest.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.

Each district identified with a risk ratio of 2.5 or greater is required to complete a self assessment designed to evaluate policies, procedures and practices related to the identification of students as students with disabilities (including requirements related to child find, evaluations and eligibility determinations). The self assessment includes the review of files for students in the race/ethnicity category that was overidentified. Alaska DEED follows up to verify the results of the self-assessment as needed. 

The one district identified was NOT found to have disproportionality that was the result of inappropriate identification. Alaska DEED did not make any findings of noncompliance related to these indicators.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
9 - Required Actions
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.

Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.

Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Targets must be 0%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
10 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	11.10%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	13.33%
	6.67%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.

18

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	14
	0
	36
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Alaska’s definition of “disproportionate representation”: DEED stakeholders defined disproportionate representation as a risk ratio of 2.5 or greater. The State of Alaska utilizes the risk ratio and alternate risk ratio methods to calculate the proportionality of representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services in Alaska. 
Alaska DEED invited a stakeholder group including educators, parents, and other representatives to help define disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services. The stakeholders reviewed statewide and district by district risk ratio data. Since the FFY 2011 APR, Alaska DEED has defined disproportionality as a risk ratio of 2.5 or higher. 
Minimum “n” size: For Indicator 10, Alaska does not include school districts in its analysis in which there are: 
Fewer than 10 students with IEPs in the racial/ethnic group of interest (when examining child count data); and Fewer than 10 students on the remaining of all other students who serve as the comparison group for that racial/ethnic group of interest. 
Based on the application of this minimum “n,” 18 of 54 districts in Alaska were excluded from the calculation for this indicator for FFY 2018.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

Each district identified with a risk ratio of 2.5 or greater is required to complete a self assessment designed to evaluate policies, procedures and practices related to the identification of students as students with disabilities (including requirements related to child find, evaluations and eligibility determinations). The self assessment includes the review of files for students in the category that was overidentified. Alaska DEED staff follow up to verify the results of the self assessment as needed. 

Alaska reviewed the results of self assessments and results from recent monitoring findings and found that the disproportionate representation was not the result of inappropriate identification.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find

Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system and must be based on actual, not an average, number of days. Indicate if the State has established a timeline and, if so, what is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations.
Measurement
a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).

Account for children included in (a), but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Note that under 34 CFR §300.301(d), the timeframe set for initial evaluation does not apply to a public agency if: (1) the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or (2) a child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability. States should not report these exceptions in either the numerator (b) or denominator (a). If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in b.

Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
11 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	95.70%
	
	
	

	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.25%
	97.98%
	96.89%
	97.21%
	97.45%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	(b) Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3,745
	3,627
	97.45%
	100%
	96.85%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

118

Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
Of the 118 eligibility determinations completed beyond the timeline: 42 were completed within between 91 and 95 calendar days; 30 were completed between 96 and 105 calendar days; 15 were completed between 106 and 115 days; and 31 were completed after more than 115 calendar days. The following reasons for delay were reported by school districts: 12 evaluator unable to test due to weather; 36 one or more team members was not available; and 70 other reasons including 54 that were delayed due to a significant earthquake in Anchorage.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted

What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations? If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in (b).
Alaska DEED's timeline for initial evaluations is within 90 calendar of receiving parental consent for the initial evaluation.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Alaska DEED collects the data for this indicator through an annual data collection from each school district. Data are collected once each year for the full reporting period and include all students in all school districts.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	17
	17
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Consistent with the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02, Alaska DEED determined that each LEA was correctly implementing the specific IDEA or Alaska requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance with the initial evaluation timelines) based on a review of updated data including data subsequently collected through monitoring or data collections. Alaska DEED conducted this verification through a review of data submitted by the LEA through the annual supplemental data collection, submitted by each LEA, and through compliance monitoring. Alaska followed up the data collection with phone calls to LEAs and review of files as necessary to establish 100% compliance. Findings were verified as corrected when data showed 100% compliance for a time period following the finding of noncompliance for each finding.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Consistent with the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02, Alaska DEED verified that every individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. For timeline-specific requirements, like Indicator 11, Alaska verified that each required action, although late, occurred. Alaska DEED conducted this verification through a review of data submitted by the LEA through the annual supplemental data collection, submitted by each LEA and through compliance monitoring. Alaska DEED followed up the data collection with phone calls to LEAs and review of files as necessary to establish that each evaluation occurred, although late.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement

a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.


b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.


c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.


d. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 
§300.301(d) applied.


e. # of children determined to be eligible for early intervention services under Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.


f. # of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 
CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.

Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, e, or f. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e - f)] times 100.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Category f is to be used only by States that have an approved policy for providing parents the option of continuing early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
12 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	74.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	95.19%
	96.01%
	96.10%
	97.70%
	92.63%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	401

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	26

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	338

	d. Number for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied. 
	16

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	7

	f. Number of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
	0


	
	Numerator

(c)
	Denominator

(a-b-d-e-f)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 338
	352
	92.63%
	100%
	96.02%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children who served in part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not included in b, c, d, e,or f

14

Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, e, or f. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.
Of the 14 IEPs developed beyond the 3rd birthday: 2 were completed between 1 and 10 days after the 3rd birthday; 7 were completed between 11 and 30 days after the 3rd birthday; 2 were completed between 31 and 60 days after the 3rd birthday; and 3 were completed 61 or more days after the 3rd birthday. Five of 14 were not completed because a member of the team did not complete the process by the child's 3rd birthday and 9 or 14 were not completed for other reasons including summer or winter school breaks.
Attach PDF table (optional)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Alaska DEED collects the data for this indicator through the annual supplemental data collection from each school district. Data reported for this indicator are based solely on the referrals made to LEAs from local Infant Learning Programs (ILPs). The state did not receive notifications from the Part C program during the FFY 2018 reporting period. LEA data for Indicator 12 are collected once each year for the full reporting period and include all students in all school districts that are referred from Part C during the year. The procedures for the supplemental data collection includes specific written guidance, an annual webinar describing the data to be reported, and individual LEA technical assistance as needed, emphasizing the population on whom to report for this indicator. To increase the accuracy of data reported, the instructions for the supplemental collection include the following statement, which is emphasized in all trainings: "Remember, this data collection is only for students who were referred to you from an ILP and who were on an IFSP at the time of the referral."
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	9
	9
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Consistent with the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02, Alaska DEED determined that each LEA was correctly implementing the specific IDEA or Alaska requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data including data subsequently collected through monitoring or data collections. For findings related to Indicator 12, Alaska DEED conducted this verification through a review of data submitted by the LEA through the annual supplemental data collection, submitted by each LEA, and through compliance monitoring. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Consistent with the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02, Alaska DEED verified that every individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. For timeline-specific requirements, like Indicator 12, Alaska DEED verified that each required action, although late, occurred. Alaska DEED conducted this verification through a review of data submitted by the LEA through the annual supplemental data collection, submitted by each LEA, and through compliance monitoring. Alaska DEED followed up the data collection with phone calls to LEAs and review of files as necessary to establish that each IEP development and implementation, as appropriate, occurred, although late.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
12 - Required Actions
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Secondary transition: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.

If a State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16, the State may, but is not required to, choose to include youth beginning at that younger age in its data for this indicator. If a State chooses to do this, it must state this clearly in its SPP/APR and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
13 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	96.10%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	95.83%
	96.81%
	97.65%
	96.95%
	97.91%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition
	Number of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3,664
	3,780
	97.91%
	100%
	96.93%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Alaska DEED collects the data for this indicator through an annual data collection from each school district. Data are collected once each year for the full reporting period and include all students in all districts.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	15
	15
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Consistent with the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02, Alaska DEED determined that each LEA was correctly implementing the specific IDEA or Alaska requirements for secondary transition (i.e., achieved 100% compliance with secondary transition requirements) based on a review of updated data including data subsequently collected through monitoring or data collections. Alaska DEED conducted this verification through a review of data submitted by the LEA through the annual supplemental data collection, submitted by each LEA and through compliance monitoring. Alaska followed up the data collection with phone calls to LEAs and review of files as necessary to establish 100% compliance. Findings were verified as corrected when data showed 100% compliance for a time period following the finding of noncompliance for each finding.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Consistent with the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02, Alaska DEED verified that every individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. For Indicator 13, Alaska collected data to verify that each IEP was corrected and that IEP meetings were reconvened as needed. Data were collected through data submissions and compliance monitoring. Alaska followed up the data collection with phone calls to LEAs and review of files as necessary to establish that all of the requirements for secondary transition were met for each student.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
13 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
13 - Required Actions
Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Results indicator: Post-school outcomes: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

B. Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

C. Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates of the target population. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Collect data by September 2019 on students who left school during 2017-2018, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2017-2018 or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other credential, dropped out, or aged out.
I. Definitions
Enrolled in higher education as used in measures A, B, and C means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitive employment as used in measures B and C: States have two options to report data under “competitive employment” in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, due February 2020:
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.

Option 2: States report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training as used in measure C, means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least 1 complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program).

Some other employment as used in measure C means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).

II. Data Reporting
Provide the actual numbers for each of the following mutually exclusive categories. The actual number of “leavers” who are:


1. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school;


2. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education);


3. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in 


higher education or competitively employed);


4. In some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary 
education or training program, or competitively employed).

“Leavers” should only be counted in one of the above categories, and the categories are organized hierarchically. So, for example, “leavers” who are enrolled in full- or part-time higher education within one year of leaving high school should only be reported in category 1, even if they also happen to be employed. Likewise, “leavers” who are not enrolled in either part- or full-time higher education, but who are competitively employed, should only be reported under category 2, even if they happen to be enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program.

III. Reporting on the Measures/Indicators
Targets must be established for measures A, B, and C.

Measure A: For purposes of reporting on the measures/indicators, please note that any youth enrolled in an institution of higher education (that meets any definition of this term in the Higher Education Act (HEA)) within one year of leaving high school must be reported under measure A. This could include youth who also happen to be competitively employed, or in some other training program; however, the key outcome we are interested in here is enrollment in higher education.

Measure B: All youth reported under measure A should also be reported under measure B, in addition to all youth that obtain competitive employment within one year of leaving high school.

Measure C: All youth reported under measures A and B should also be reported under measure C, in addition to youth that are enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, or in some other employment.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the response data are not representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State collected the data.

14 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	13.70%
	13.70%
	14.00%
	14.00%
	14.70%

	A
	16.20%
	Data
	13.75%
	12.59%
	13.48%
	15.00%
	13.41%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	42.90%
	43.40%
	43.40%
	44.00%
	46.00%

	B
	59.20%
	Data
	43.40%
	43.94%
	49.41%
	55.53%
	53.18%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	60.40%
	60.40%
	61.00%
	61.50%
	61.50%

	C
	70.50%
	Data
	58.76%
	56.29%
	63.83%
	66.05%
	66.12%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	13.00%
	16.25%

	Target B >=
	56.00%
	59.25%

	Target C >=
	68.00%
	70.55%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	372

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	49

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	162

	3. Number of respondent youth enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education or competitively employed)
	33

	4. Number of respondent youth who are in some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed).
	10


	
	Number of respondent youth
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	49
	372
	13.41%
	13.00%
	13.17%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	211
	372
	53.18%
	56.00%
	56.72%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	254
	372
	66.12%
	68.00%
	68.28%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	NO


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
Complete survey and demographic information was collected for 372 respondents from a target population of 1,154. This constitutes a 32.3% response rate, a strong rate of return for telephonic surveys. The response rate, when coupled with select demographic analyses of respondents, provides a clearer understanding of the validity and accuracy of the survey data. 

Alaska analyzed data for representativeness by race and ethnicity, disability category, gender, and other demographic categories including minority combined, limited english proficiency, and dropouts. Alaska concluded that the response group was representative with no significant discrepancies but will continue to work to include all groups.

Alaska's goal is to get a difference of greater or less than 3% when comparing the response group to the target population. The response group fell within +/- 3% of the target population in all categories except: Caucasian, which was overrepresented by 5.7%; learning disabled, which is slightly underrepresented at -3.4%; the combined category of respondents with low incidence disabilities were slightly over-represented at 4.1%; and combined minority which was underrepresented by 4.6%. Despite that, Alaska believes these data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 

Alaska will continue to take extra steps to ensure minority groups are represented in the survey. Strategies for ensuring representativeness include asking teachers of underrepresented students to reach out to students prior to the survey, conducting additional follow-up phone calls, and using social media to locate and connect with students from underrepresented groups.
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	YES


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
14 - Required Actions
Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results Indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).

Measurement
Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.

States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.

States are not required to report data at the LEA level.

15 - Indicator Data

Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range is used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	3

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	73.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	70.00%
	
	
	
	70.00% - 80.00%

	Data
	50.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%
	25.00%
	16.67%


Targets
	FFY
	2018 (low)
	2018 (high)
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	70.00%
	80.00%
	70.00%
	80.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target (low)
	FFY 2018 Target (high)
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3
	3
	16.67%
	70.00%
	80.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 

The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))

Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).

Measurement
Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.

States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.

States are not required to report data at the LEA level.

16 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range is used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	1

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	0

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	1


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Alaska ensures that its State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) are used throughout the year as tools for guiding improvement. The report is the result of ongoing efforts made by Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) staff, stakeholders and district and school staff that provide services to students with disabilities. DEED recognizes its districts for implementing improvement activities to meet and sustain compliance and to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
 
Alaska DEED collects data for the SPP/APR from its data systems and districts as the data are available. DEED staff review data to ensure accuracy and consistency across years and districts. DEED presents the data to a broad stakeholder group each year to solicit feedback and develop, review and revise procedures, targets and strategies as needed. Based on the data, DEED also selects focus areas for additional statewide activities and stakeholder meetings throughout the year. Alaska is committed to improving results and maintaining compliance and uses the APR to assess its progress in meeting those goals. 

Many stakeholders contribute to the annual development of the SPP/APR, development and review of targets and strategies, and ongoing review of data and priority setting. These include: The Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education (GCDSE) which serves as the State Advisory Panel; LINKS and Stone Soup Group (Alaska parent information centers); Alaska Special Education Services Agency (SESA); University of Alaska; and all districts and their staff. The SPP/APR would not be possible without the participation of students and youth with disabilities and their families. This stakeholder group meets at least annually to review APR data and discuss strategies for improvement. 

The complete SPP/APR is also reviewed at least annually by the Education Committee of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education, Alaska's Special Education Advisory Panel. DEED also presents the data to its district special education directors at annual meetings.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	78.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	70.00% - 80.00%

	Data
	100.00%
	88.89%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018 (low)
	2018 (high)
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	70.00%
	80.00%
	70.00%
	80.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	2.1.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints
	2.1 Number of mediations held
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target (low)
	FFY 2018 Target (high)
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	1
	1
	100.00%
	70.00%
	80.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 

The State reported fewer than ten meditations held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held. 
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

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.

Select the certifier’s role:
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.

Name: 

Donald E. Enoch Jr.
Title: 
State Special Education Administrator
Email: 
Donald.Enoch@Alaska.gov
Phone:
(907) 465-2972
Submitted on:
04/29/20  9:01:35 PM 
ED Attachments
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@EMAPS

EDFacis

Alaska

IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed.
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued.

(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance.
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines.

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing.

—_ 0 O O 0~ 0 9

(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed.

Section B: Mediation Requests

(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes.

(2.1) Mediations held. 1
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 0

(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints.

(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints.

(2.1) (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 0

Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed.
(3.1) Resolution meetings.

(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated.
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited).

S O W W W
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 3

Section D: Expedited Due Process Complaints (Related to Disciplinary Decision)

(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed.

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements.
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated.

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.
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Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Alaska. These data were generated on 11/4/2019 1:59 PM EST.
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State,
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year
(SY) 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diplomal; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY)
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.

The RDA Matrix consists of:

1. aCompliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other

compliance factors;
2. aResults Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance Score and a Results Score;
4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
5. the State’s Determination.
The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections:
A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix
B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

! When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with disabilities who
exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”
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A.2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the
following data:

1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under
such indicators;

2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the
IDEA;

3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State
complaint and due process hearing decisions;

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and

b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 :

e Two points, if either:

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least
95% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5%
compliance) ; or

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10%
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017”
column.

e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance),
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable; or

o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.

2

A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that
particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.

In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from
94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5%
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%.

A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the
State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator.

If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool.

If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data®:

e Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.

e Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance.

Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State
under section 618 of the IDEA:

e Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.
e Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance.

e Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.

Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific
Conditions)

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Longstanding Noncompliance component:

e Two points, if the State has:

o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or
earlier; and

o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the
2020 determination.

8 OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of
their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the
Compliance Matrix.
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e One point, if either or both of the following occurred:

o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of
noncompliance); and/or

o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

e Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred:

o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or

o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the
following data:

1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;

2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;

3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;

4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;

5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;

6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;

7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and

8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma.

The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular
Statewide assessments in SY 2018-2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide
assessments in SY 2018-2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018-2019, excluding medical
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data
source: EDFacts SY 2018-2019; data extracted 4/8/20)

Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018-2019. (Data Source:
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)

Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading),
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018-2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):

® While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States
may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.
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Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ grade reading (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf

Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ grade math (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019 technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out.
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017-2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B,
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017—-
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Scoring of the Results Matrix

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Results Elements:

e A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was
less than 80%.

e A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States received a ‘2,
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’.

' The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.
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e A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a ‘0’.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e.,
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0.

The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored:

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2

Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on

Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a

Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13

Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing
(reading or math):
1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different
from the NAGB goal of 85%.
0 points if less than 85%.

Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and
Determination.
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:

Meets Requirements

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,*
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but
the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.

The Department did not make a determination of Needs
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.

1 |n determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up
from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.
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Alaska
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

75 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 12 50
Compliance 18 18 100

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 90 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 85 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 15 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 94 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 24 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 97 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 90 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 85 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 41 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 98 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 25 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 93 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and
Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B."





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 27 0
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 66 0
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 0 N/A 2

ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
specified requirements.

Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 0 N/A 2
and ethnic groups in special education and related
services due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 0 N/A 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 96.85 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 96.02 Yes 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 96.93 Yes 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions 100 2
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A N/A
Longstanding Noncompliance 2
Special Conditions None
Uncorrected identified noncompliance None

1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with
disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the same
standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30,
2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students
in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be
aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school
diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion,
certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”

2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at:
https://osep.grads360.org/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Dr. Michael Johnson

Commissioner of Education

Alaska Department of Education and Early Development
801 West 10th Street, #200

P.O. Box 110500

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Commissioner Johnson:

I am writing to advise you of the U. S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020
determination under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The
Department has determined that Alaska needs assistance in implementing the requirements of
Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and
information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual
Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available
information.

Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s <2020 Part B
Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for
each State and consists of:

(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other
compliance factors;

(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;

(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;

(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
(5) the State’s Determination.

The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made
Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020:
Part B” (HTDMD).

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and
compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014,
2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria
are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B
determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:

400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;

(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school
year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);

(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and
(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.

You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data
by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at
https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in
Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is
required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:

(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP
Response” section of the indicator; and

(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section
of the indicator.

It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include
language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.

You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:
(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;
(2) the HTDMD document;

(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the
State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and

(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section
618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and
“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.

As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A State’s 2020 RDA
Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is
80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last
three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFY's 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions
are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

The State’s determination for 2019 was also Needs Assistance. In accordance with section
616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), if a State is determined to need assistance for
two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions:

(1) advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State
address the areas in which the State needs assistance and require the State to work with
appropriate entities;

(2) direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance;
or
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(3) identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the State’s
IDEA Part B grant award.

Pursuant to these requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of
technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers and resources at the
following website: https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources, and requiring the
State to work with appropriate entities. In addition, the State should consider accessing technical
assistance from other Department-funded centers such as the Comprehensive Centers with
resources at the following link: https://compcenternetwork.org/states. The Secretary directs the
State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement
strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its
performance. We strongly encourage the State to access technical assistance related to those
results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero. Your
State must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on:

(1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and
(2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. 8 300.606, your State must notify the
public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above enforcement actions, including, at a
minimum, by posting a public notice on its website and distributing the notice to the media and
through public agencies.

States were required to submit Phase 111 Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP
appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students
with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide
additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your
State as it implements the fifth year of Phase 111 of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.

As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational
agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in
the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after
the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:

(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;

99 ¢

(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs
intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;

(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and
(4) inform each LEA of its determination.

Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s
website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:

(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State
attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973; and

(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.
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OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities
and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important
work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your
OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request
technical assistance.

Sincerely,

%/MJ am (U/\gé@ecj

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Director of Special Education
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DATE: February 2020 Submission

Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet.
SPP/APR Data

1) Valid and Reliable Data — Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained).

Part B
618 Data

1) Timely — A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table
below).

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

urvey
Part B Child Count and C002 & C089 15t Wednesday in April
Educational Environments
Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 18t Wednesday in November
Part B Exiting C009 18t Wednesday in November

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

Wednesday in the 3" week of
Part B Assessment C175, C178, C185, C188 December (aligned with CSPR data
due date)

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort
Reduction and Coordinated Early
Intervening Services

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

2) Complete Data — A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets,
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies.

3) Passed Edit Check — A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related

to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally
consistent within a data collection.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 1 of 3





FFY 2018 APR Alaska

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 1 1
4B 1 1
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 1 1
8 1 1
9 1 1
10 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 19
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
ooy s a2 | 24,00
APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 2 of 3






618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 1 3
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 21
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 24.00
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 24.00
B. APR Grand Total 24.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 48.00
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR O
Base 48.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 1.000
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 100.00

* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]
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		618Total1: 3
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		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 23.999999940000002

		State List: [Alaska]
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Introduction

In Phase 111, year 4 of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), Alaska is, consistent with the
implementation and evaluation plans described in Phase II, assessing and reporting on its progress
in implementing the SSIP. This includes data and analysis on the extent to which Alaska has made
progress toward and/or met its short-term and long-term objectives for implementation of the
SSIP, and its progress in achieving the State-identified Measurable Result for Children with
Disabilities.

State-identified Measurable Result(s)
for Children with Disabilities (SiMR)

SiMR Statement:

Alaska will increase the graduation rates of students with
disabilities who attend the 42 schools identified as focus
and priority schools in FFY 2013 under the Statewide
System of Supports

Phase III describes how Alaska has continued to implement its SSIP plans and provides updated
SiMR and evaluation data. This document also describes how stakeholders were included in the
SSIP decision-making process for both the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP. For a
history of Alaska’s SSIP, see Appendix A.
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A. Summary of Alaska’s Phase Il

Alaska’s SSIP is built on a commitment to the Plan-Do-Study-Act, or PDSA, cycle (see figure 1).
During Phases I and II of the SSIP, Alaska DEED and its many committed stakeholders created a
plan to address a critical need in Alaska, improving the graduation rates of students with

disabilities.

The PDSA Cycle

Plan

» Adopt, Adapt * Questions and
or Abandon? predictions (why)

Plan to carry out
» What changes '
are to be the cycle (who,

e what, where, when)

Study Do

* Complete ® Carry out the plan
analysis of the data + Document problems
* Compare data to and observations

predictions * Begin analysis
# Summarize what of the data

Figure 1. The Plan-Do-Study-Act, or PDSA, Cycle.

As Alaska has fully shifted into the implementation and evaluation phases of the SSIP (the “Do”
and “Study” phases of the PDSA cycle), the scope of Alaska’s SSIP was narrowed. Phase III, year
4 reflects ongoing efforts to fulfill the implementation and evaluation plans based on changes to
Alaska’s infrastructure and resources made available in prior years. Alaska has continued to study
the impact of its efforts to point with student-level data from the target district, Lower Kuskokwim
School District (LKSD).

Alaska prioritized the critical activities and outcomes that align with Alaska’s Theory of Action.
Alaska partnered with OSEP and OSEP-funded TA providers to discuss how the state can utilize
the available resources effectively, within the restraints of state infrastructure. The critical
outcomes and premises of Alaska’s SSIP Theory of Action and SSIP Logic Model have not
changed, and no significant changes were made to the evaluation and implementation plans
presented in Phase III, year 4. Changes to timelines and the justification for the changes are
included throughout this report.

For Phase III, year 4, Alaska continued to face state budget restraints. Resources that were lost due
to cost-savings measures, including staff positions at the Department of Education and Early
Development, have still not been fully restored to their prior status. Phase III, year 5 will see
equal, if not additional, budget challenges.

Page 5 of 54





1. Alaska’s SSIP Theory of Action and Logic Model

A hallmark of Alaska’s SSIP, first presented in Phase I, is the Theory of Action demonstrating
Alaska’s commitment to its stakeholders to advise LEAs on evidence-based strategies for
improvement that have been tested through one or more PDSA cycles, as appropriate. PDSA, or

Plan-Do-Study-Act, cycle is a four-stage problem-solving model used for improving a process or
carrying out change.

Alaska has not changed its SSIP Theory of Action since Phase I and continues to use PDSA cycles

to implement tests of change at four levels: the state educational agency (SEA), the school level,
the student level, and in the community.

Alaska has met key milestones in implementing and evaluating the SSIP during Phase III, Year 4
as described in this report.

IS Alaska SSIP Theory of Action
- Increase Stakeholders
SWD Data and i
Graduaftion Infrastructure Di}ﬁl;p L%i;g{;
Rrte Analysis Improvement
Strate Jies

School Strategies: Community
SEA Strategies: IF capacity of Student Strategies: Strategles:
IF state agencies teachers and IF studentsreceive || e eigtionships are
collaborate, THEN administrators is appropriate

capacity wil increased, THEN _ Instruction and schools and
increase to help requirements and interventions, THEN || . o nities, THEN
schools. interventions will be graduation rates students will be
implemented with willincrease more motivated to
E fidelity.. graduafe.

P
A

formed between

Did we increase schools’ capacity to increase graduation
rates for students with disabilities?

Alaska’s SSIP Logic Model, first presented in Phase II, builds on the PDSA cycles and the four
strategy areas in the theory of action. Alaska did not make changes to its Logic Model this year.
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Alaska’s SSIP Logic Model

Ongoing Formative Evaluation by PDSA Cycles

Long-Term Outcomes

The PDSA Cycle

State Infrastructure
School Capacity
Student Instruction
and Intervention
Community
Involverment and
Integration

Implementation of Evidence-Based Strategies

State Infrastructure School Capacity
Participate in intensive NTACT technical assistance to *  |ncrease communication with school leaders and
improve infrastructure and collaboration with agencies. distribute evidence-based practice via a transition
Founded and lead the work of the Alaska Interagency newsletter
Transition Council .

Student Instruction and Intervention Community Involvement and Integration
Provide evidence-based curriculum for job and * Provide training opportunities for families on transition
independent skills in high schools. and graduation.
Provide for work experience in high school in
collaboration with DVR.

Increased Graduation Rates
for Students with Disabilities

nsive Technical Assistance from NTACT

Annual Evaluation of the 55IF and Refocusing of Strategies and Formative Evaluations — Inte

Ongoing Feedback Loops with Partners (agencies, schools) and Broad Stakeholder Group
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2. Alaska’s State-identified Measurable Result

State-identified Measurable Result(s)
for Children with Disabilities (SiMR)

SiMR Statement:

Alaska will increase the graduation rates of students with
disabilities who attend the 42 schools identified as focus
and priority schools in FFY 2013 under the Statewide
System of Supports.

Targets for FFY 2014 through FFY 2019, established by stakeholders

FFY* 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

School

Year* 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | 2019-20

Target 18.75% | 23.75% | 28.75% | 33.75% | 38.75% | 43.75% | 48.75%
*Per stakeholder advisement, Alaska will not lag data for its SSIP.

As an outcome of implementing the strategic activities in the SSIP, in accordance with the theory
of action and logic model and in cooperation with stakeholders, Alaska intends to increase
graduation rates of students with disabilities.

Data and infrastructure analyses conducted by stakeholders led to focusing the SIMR on schools
that were identified as focus and priority school under the Statewide System of Supports in FFY
2013. While this selection of schools is no longer aligned with the Alaska’s Statewide System of
Supports due to the submission and approval of Alaska’s Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
State Plan, Alaska is committed to completing the SSIP activities in the target district as
described in this report. Scaleup to all FFY 2013 Focus and Priority Schools has been delayed
dependent upon receipt of additional funds as described below and due to rethinking around the
general education systems of support.

Information on Alaska’s progress toward meeting its SiMR target is included in Section E.1.b.

3. Coherent Improvement Strategies of the Alaska SSIP

As outlined in the theory of action and logic models developed in collaboration with
stakeholders, Alaska identified the need for improvement strategies in four areas:

e State Infrastructure;

e School Capacity;

e Student Instruction and Intervention; and
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e Community Involvement and Integration.

Alaska met many milestones in implementing its planned SSIP activities since the submission of
the Phase III, year 3 SSIP in 2019. The Phase III, Year 4 report includes activities completed
between July 1, 2018- June 30, 2019 and progress that has been made since the end of the period
up to March 2020. Stakeholders and other crucial partners have been continually informed
throughout the implementation of these activities, especially those related to state infrastructure.
Major stakeholders have participated in the Alaska Interagency Transition Council (AITC)
which has been instrumental in collaborating to implement the activities of the SSIP as well as
contributing to the SSIP evaluation.

Refinements to the timelines for SSIP strategies in this report were made in collaboration with
stakeholders to accommodate additional budget cuts and turnover at Alaska DEED. Alaska has
continued to seek additional funds to replace the loss of state and SPDG funds dedicated to this
project.

4. Specific Evidence-based Practices Implemented

Based on ongoing evaluation of the resources available for the Alaska SSIP, in collaboration
with Alaska stakeholders and TA providers, Alaska undertook implementation of a number of
practices in the last year. Those activities are organized by the strategic priorities which are
connected to the long-term outcomes in the logic model. Implemented activities are reported in
Section C of this report.

Due to limited resources available and the significant geographic areas between the schools that
are the focus of the SSIP, Alaska continued to concentrate on evaluating the implementation of
the school, student, and community-level practices in one target SSIP school district. Thirteen of
the 42 schools identified as focus and priority schools in 2013 are located in the target SSIP
school district. Concentrating implementation in one district allows Alaska to evaluate and
ensure that practices are being implemented with fidelity before scaling up. NTACT under the
advisement of Alaska DEED, developed an online platform to house a Regional Transition
Toolkit to serve as a vehicle to distribute resources informed by evidence-based practices in the
district as a means to reinforce implementation with fidelity.

Many of the schools in the targeted SSIP district were re-identified as being in need of support
under Alaska’s approved ESSA State Plan, as well as several other schools in the target district.
These newly identified schools, most of which were identified for support in relation to
graduation rates, have benefited from the supports provided to the special education team as the
supports have been implemented district-wide. The accountability system and its support
programs offer another avenue for support to schools that have traditionally struggled with
graduation rates.

The implementation and evaluation of these activities are described in more detail in Section C
of this report.
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5. Overview of Evaluation Activities

Alaska continue to focus on the implementation and evaluation of SSIP activities in the target
district. Over the past year, Alaska engaged in several evaluation activities and worked with
stakeholders including the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) and school district
leadership to continue to collect student-level data. Those data including analyses of
retrospective data in the target district, are included in this report. The state continued to survey
students, and families as part of its ongoing evaluation and data collections.

Alaska did not make significant changes to the SSIP evaluation plan this year. School-level
activities that were dependent on SPDG funding have continued to be delayed due to the absence
of SPDG funding. Alaska focused on the supports it could provide. Together with SSIP
stakeholders, Alaska is able to offer face-to-face and distance-based professional development
activities for teachers and staff working in the target district. Alaska DEED will work with its
stakeholders to determine whether Alaska has sufficient resources to scale the training up to
other districts.

Other changes:
e Improved measurement of training outcomes for staff development.
e Improved analysis of student-level data from DVR and from the target district.
e Increased interaction with NCSI & IDC to foster development of depth and breadth of
capacity at DEED.

B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP

Despite funding and infrastructure barriers Alaska continues to face, it made progress
implementing the SSIP over the past year. That progress is greatly due to the SSIP stakeholder
team that has assisted Alaska DEED in adapting the SSIP to the changing infrastructure and
budget realities.

1. Alaska’s SSIP Implementation Progress

As described in Section C in detail, Alaska carried out many of its planned activities based on the
evidence practices indicated in Alaska’s SSIP Logic Model, see page 7. The specific milestones
met are included in the Data on Implementation and Outcomes Section. For milestones not met,
the section includes a plan for meeting the milestones.

2. Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation

Alaska relies heavily on key stakeholders to implement and evaluate the SSIP. Alaska DEED
selected stakeholders based on the perspectives needed for the development, implementation, and
evaluation of the SSIP, and has invited additional stakeholders to participate in different tasks.

The main stakeholders with whom Alaska collaborates to implement and evaluate the SSIP are
the members of the Alaska Interagency Transition Council (AITC), formed in 2016 with
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assistance from NTACT. AITC members include representation from seven state and tribal
agencies and three school districts:

Alaska DEED

Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Services

Alaska Department of Vocational Rehabilitation

Council for Administrators of Special Education (new to the AITC)
Tribal Vocational Rehabilitation

Southeast Regional Resource Center (SERRC)

Stone Soup Group

e Three Alaska School districts (including the SSIP target school district)

Many of the activities documented in this report were implemented by AITC members as DEED
has had to depend on stakeholders to participate in more significant ways due to budget cuts,
accessibility to locations in rural Alaska and availability to be on-site. AITC participants weigh
in on the implementation of the SSIP and all statewide activities intended to assist students with
disabilities reach the milestones of graduation and effective transition from high school to post-
school life. Having stakeholders conduct trainings, on-site monitoring, and facilitate information
sharing has built additional capacity for working with the target district as well as the capacity of
internal Alaska DEED staff.

In addition, Alaska informs a broader stakeholder group about the SSIP. Information is provided
to the following stakeholders through Alaska Statewide Special Education Conference (ASSEC)
presentations, and the AITC newsletters:

DEED Special Education Staff
DEED Data Staff
LEA Special Education Directors
School Administrators
Special Education Teachers
Alaska Part C Staff
Alaska Vocational Rehabilitation Staff
Alaska Department of Labor Staff
Special Education Services Agency (SESA)
Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education [Alaska’s State Advisory Panel
for IDEA Part B and the State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC) for IDEA Part
C]
Alaska’s Parent Training and Information Center (PTI) — Stone Soup Group
Parents of Children with Disabilities
Students with Disabilities
University of Alaska staff and students
Independent contractors
Statewide TA Providers
OSEP Technical Assistance Centers
o National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT)
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o National Center on Systemic Improvement
o IDEA Data Center

The following Alaska AITC stakeholders conducted a face-to-face training for teachers in the
target district in September 2018:

Alaska Department of Labor (state & local representatives)

Alaska Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (state and local representatives)
Association of Village Council Presidents Tribal Vocational Rehabilitation
NTACT

Southeast Regional Resource Center

Stone Soup Group

Lower Kuskokwim School district

Stakeholders present at the training presented to teachers about resources available in their
community as well as the importance of planning for transition. Teachers who participated in
this training were also offered the opportunity to participate in a professional learning
community for transition via distance education. Credit for participation was offered through the
University of Alaska, Anchorage. Evaluation data are included in this report.

Alaska acknowledges each of its stakeholders for their meaningful contributions to implementing
SSIP strategies and, more importantly, their commitment and daily work to improve results for
children and youth with disabilities in Alaska.

a. Communication with Stakeholders about the SSIP

Stakeholders are integral partners in implementing each of the SSIP improvement and evaluation
strategies. Alaska holds monthly AITC meetings and sends out quarterly AITC newsletters to
continually inform stakeholders about the state’s progress in implementing the SSIP. All
stakeholders have the opportunity to provide input and use the newsletter and email to
continuously share information back and forth, creating additional opportunities for professional
development.

b. Stakeholder Involvement in Decision-Making Regarding the Implementation of
the SSIP

Between 2015 and 2020, Alaska has received intensive technical assistance from OSEP-funded
NTACT. As described in the technical assistance section, Alaska has historically depended on
NTACT to assist in further development, implementation, and evaluation of improvement
strategies as well as evaluation mechanisms. Alaska’s engagement in this partnership and the
commitment to engage in intensive technical assistance reflect its dedication to the SSIP.

As described above, all key decision-making regarding the implementation of the SSIP for
student, school, and community level activities such as extending timelines occurs with input
from the AITC stakeholders. NTACT assists in the facilitation of the AITC to ensure that
stakeholders make decisions about the SSIP.
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C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes

This section reports on the implementation of the SSIP and the outcomes of the evaluation
activities over the past year and, aligned with Alaska’s SSIP Theory of Action and Logic Model,
is organized by the four SSIP strategy areas: State, School, Student, and Community.

As described above, Alaska did not receive the SPDG grant that was proposed to support most of
the school-level activities of the SSIP. This section provides detail about changes made to the
SSIP due to limited resources.

1. State Infrastructure

a. Intended Outcomes
Phase II1, Year 4 Status of Intended Outcomes

Short-Term
1. Complete an inventory of initiatives and strategies in place in Alaska to improve high
school graduation rates. Status: complete.
2. Engage in planning and stakeholder meetings with NTACT. Create a plan for technical
assistance over the life of the SSIP. Status: complete.

Intermediate
1. Alaska DEED, with NTACT, will establish and facilitate the Alaska Interagency
Transition Council (AITC). Status: complete.

Long-Term
1. The AITC will coordinate transition activities across agencies and work together to
support districts and schools to implement evidence-based practices to improve
graduation rates and post-school outcomes for students with disabilities. Status: ongoing.
2. Build capacity of Alaska DEED staff SSIP lead to facility and coordinate all activities of
the AITC. Status: ongoing.

b. Status of Implemented Improvement Strategies

There is one state-level improvement strategy that is ongoing as shown in the table below.

Imgtl:;\;:;n;nt Status Steps and Activities to Implement Strategies R;Z(::l?;s R e‘s);l(l)(r)lslisble Timeline
Complete an
inventory of Complete,
initiatives and reported in
strategies in place Phase III,
in Alaska to year 1.
improve high
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Improvement Ao q Resources Who Is A
Strategy Status Steps and Activities to Implement Strategies Needed Responsible Timeline
school graduation
rates. Status:
complete.
Part1c1_pate m 1. Assist with development and
intensive NTACT . . . .
. implementation of NTACT logic model | Staff time
technical . . . DEED Staff
stance t for intensive TA in Alaska. (Kate) Oneoine through
assistance to Ongoing 2. Participate in ongoing NTACT intensive | NTACT gomng &
improve . . e ) September 2020
. technical assistance to facilitate the technical
Interagency . NTACT
: work of the Alaska Interagency assistance
collaboration o .
.. Transition Council (AITC).
around transition.
1. Participate in ongoing NTACT intensive
technical assistance
Increase capacity 2. Apply lessons learned from NTACT to Staff time DEED Staff
of new Alaska New — transition responsibilities and leadership (Kate) Ongoine throush
DEEDstafftodo | (" to DEED Staff. NTACT i
the work of the gomng 3. Attend conferences and trainings about | technical NTACT
SSIP. the SSIP assistance
4. Attend conferences and trainings about
secondary transition.
c. Evaluation Plan
. q q Measurement
Evaluation Questions -- How Will We Know the Tool/Data Collection Timeline
Intended Outcomes Intended Outcome Was Achieved?
Method
Alaska DEED, with NTACT, will establish How many times did the AITC meet each year? ﬁlr;nmu;lérssurvey of AITC January of each
and facilitate the Alaska Interagency What are the goals of the AITC? year through
Transition Council (AITC). Is the AITC effective in meeting its goals? 2020

AITC meeting notes

The AITC will coordinate transition activities
across agencies and work together to support
districts and schools to implement evidence-
based practices to improve graduation rates
and post-school outcomes for students with
disabilities.

Does the AITC coordinate specific transition
trainings across agencies?

Does the AITC provide support to districts and
schools to implement evidence-based practices?
Have the activities and support lead by the AITC
contributed to improved graduation rates and post-
school outcomes?

Annual survey of AITC
members

618 and APR data

January of each
year through
2020

d. 2019 Results — Outputs and Outcomes

As in previous years, many outputs in the area of state infrastructure in 2019 were related to
increasing the capacity of DEED staff. Kate Foster joined Alaska DEED July 1, 2019 and was
assigned the SSIP in August 2019. Activities completed to build new state staff capacity include:

e Participation in regular intensive technical assistance calls with the National Technical
Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), National Center for Systemic Improvement
(NCSI), and IDEA Data Center (IDC).

e Revised responsibilities for administering the AITC.

e Familiarization of new staff with state data collection mechanisms and a review of
information already available as well as an analysis of data gaps.
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These outputs led to higher quality SSIP implementation and evaluation. Alaska DEED has
committed to increasing the continuity of internal staff whenever possible in order to build upon
the efforts Alaska’s SSIP and maximize efficiency and effectiveness across activities.

Alaska Interagency Transition Council

The AITC was formed in August 2016. In 2018, the AITC met for one face-to-face meeting in
June in Juneau and conducted 9 additional meetings via teleconference for a total of 10 meetings.
The AITC met by webinar and teleconference a total of 8 meetings in 2019. Currently. Alaska
DEED is transitioning ownership of the AITC from NTACT. Upon completion of the transition,
Alaska DEED will conduct another self-assessment survey to revise the goals and outputs of the
group.

Key outputs:
e In 2017, Alaska DEED and the Alaska Department of Vocational Rehabilitation drafted
and refined a Memorandum of Understanding. Alaska DEED anticipates that the MOU
will be completed and in effect by July 2020.
e AITC members contributed to the quarterly AITC Transition Newsletter.
e AITC members facilitated teacher trainings during the September 2018 and March 2020
Cross-Agency Regional Trainings in Bethel.

Outcome data:

e In Phase III, years 1 and 2, Alaska surveyed AITC members on levels of collaboration
and partnership self-assessment. Due to low participation in the survey last year, for
Phase 111, year 3, AITC members identified a need to survey members about content
relevant to the AITC and to identify specific goals for future work of the AITC related to
content, rather than infrastructure.

e Thirteen members responded to a survey distributed in the Winter 2018 AITC Transition
Newsletter, providing the following data:

o 69% of respondents were able to identify which agency helps people with
disabilities get work, 31% were not.
o 85% of the respondents were able to identify which organization helps families
advocate for their children, 15% were not
o All respondents recognized that chronic absenteeism is an indicator of elevated
risk of dropping out
o Additional write-in feedback indicates:
= The need for more awareness of the options and support in rural Alaska
relating to post-secondary transition needs and how to write effective
transition plans around those options
* The need of available resources for transportation to employment and
housing expenses, as necessary
= The need for more programs, and training of those programs, in areas such
as work skills, life skills, and substance abuse
» The need for awareness for support of student with disabilities after they
graduate from high school for continued support
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= How to legally address the potential for exploitation from businesses of
students with disabilities

2. School Capacity

a. Intended Outcomes

During Phase 111, year 4, Alaska made progress in implementing this strategy by partnering with
NTACT to coordinate and provide ongoing training in the target district that was initially
planned to be provided through a SPDG grant. After the September 2018 face to face training,
teachers in the SSIP target district were provided the opportunity to participate in a series of
professional development webinars for continuing education credits as well as to participate in
subsequent a face-to-face training in March 2020. The quarterly transition newsletter also
continued through the past year.

Phase II1, Year 4 Status of Intended Outcomes

Short Term
1. Distribute a regular secondary transition newsletter to teachers with professional
development opportunities and information. Status: ongoing.

Intermediate
1. Provide information to teachers and administrators on evidence-based practices to
improve graduation rates for students with disabilities and examples of how those
practices are being implemented in Alaska through the secondary transition newsletter.
Status: ongoing.

Long Term
1. Coach teachers and administrators on implementation of evidence-based practices to
improve graduation rates for students with disabilities. Status: ongoing.

o Revision: Virtual training and professional development webinars were offered in
target district through a distance learning course for educators seeking continuing
education credits. Alaska DEED plans to continue to offer virtual modules at the
conclusion of NTACT’s intensive technical assistance and expand participants to
include all school districts across the state.

b. Status of Implemented Improvement Strategies

The status of each proposed strategy from Phase II is included in the table below.
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Improvement Ao q Resources Who Is "
Strategy Status Steps and Activities to Implement Strategies Needed Responsible Timeline
Alaska conducted a survey of the principals of the
Evaluate current 42 schools to gather information on current
initiatives and Complete initiatives and strategies as well as barriers. The
strategies. results are reported in the evaluation section under
school capacity strategies.
1. Distribute TA for teachers through newsletter DEED staff
—joint from DEED and DVR and other Email
Distribute relevant stakeholders. dis t?ibu tion
resources directly 2. Information on resources available (PTI, . Newsletters are
o . L lists for Alaska DEED L
to teachers through . other transition/graduation/dropout initiatives distributed and
Ongoing . secondary and DVR . .
a secondary in the state). . archived for review
. - . special Staff
transition 3. Training opportunities. education by stakeholders
newsletter. 4. Promote initiatives that work (e.g. JOBZ
teachers and
Club).
5. Success stories other school
) ) stakeholders
Provide trainings
to increase teacher National
and student 1. Partner with Lower Kuskokwim (pilot) Techmcal . .
knowledge of s Assistance Course including
. district to conduct Needs Assessment. STEPSS .
postsecondary Revised and . Center on virtual follow-up
.. . 2. Develop action plan to move from System . . .
transition Ongoing . . Transition will be completed in
. compliance, to coaching, to (NPSO) .
requirements and . . . . (NTACT) April 2020.
; implementation with fidelity.
best practices, and
IEP DVR Staff
implementation.
c. Evaluation Plan Update and Results
Measurement

Evaluation Questions — How Will We Know the

. Tool/Data Collection Timeline
Intended Outcomes Intended Outcome Was Achieved?
Method
. . Formati IV n
o -, How many teachers and administrators received N Ve SUIveys o
Distribute a regular secondary transition each newsletter, annual .
. . regular newsletters? .. Ongoing
newsletter to teachers with professional ; Ly . survey to recipients,
o . . Did newsletter provide information on . . through 2020
development opportunities and information. o . follow-up interviews
opportunities for professional development? . 2.
with recipients.
Did training provide evidence-based practices to .
. . .. . . . Course is
Provide face-to-face and virtual training for improve graduation rates for students with . .
.. : S Formative surveys after | ongoing
teachers and administrators on evidence-based | disabilities? . .
. . . . s . face-to-face and virtual | through April
practices to improve graduation rates for Did the training provide examples of how those L.
trainings, follow-up 2020.

students with disabilities and examples of how
those practices can being implemented in

Alaska.

practices are being implemented in Alaska?

Do teachers report that the training increased their
capacity to provide transition planning and improve
graduation rates for students with disabilities?

interviews with teacher

recipients.

Evaluation to
be conducted at
conclusion.

Train teachers and administrators on
implementation of evidence-based practices to
improve graduation rates for students with

disabilities.

Do trainings for new special education
directors/coordinators/ teachers have a
positive effect on the LEA’s ability to improve its
performance during the state’s monitoring
activities, specifically as it relates to graduation
rates?

Due to inadequate
resources, this
coaching is now
happening through
the distance
learning course for
educators seeking
continuing
education credits.
The course is

Virtual training
is ongoing
through April
2020.
Evaluation to
be conducted at
conclusion.
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Measurement
Tool/Data Collection Timeline
Method

Evaluation Questions — How Will We Know the
Intended Outcomes Intended Outcome Was Achieved?

administered by
NTACT and DVR.

d. 2019 Results — Outputs and Outcomes

Alaska continues to publish its transition newsletter quarterly. A sample newsletter is included as
Appendix B to this report. In its last edition, Alaska DEED moved its quarterly newsletter to a
mailchimp template to track related analytics such as open rate, number of clicks on links and
change in audience. Additionally, Alaska DEED developed a survey to be included in each
quarterly newsletter to obtain continual feedback from recipients. Questions ask participants to
rate the extent to which they agree with the following statements and includes an open ended
question soliciting feedback:

e The AITC Newsletter is useful to my work.

e The AITC Newsletter has high-quality content.

e The AITC Newsletter improves my knowledge about services and initiatives aimed at
improving graduation rates.

e The AITC Newsletter improves my knowledge about services and initiatives aimed at
improving post-secondary transition.

Alaska DEED will use this data to inform content included in future newsletter editions.
Newsletter analytics and survey data will be included in the Phase III, Year 5 report.

In addition to the newsletter, AITC partners coordinated by NTACT and DVR have done
training to increase the capacity of teachers: a two-day training workshop in the target district.
On September 5 & 6, 2018 the district hosted a transition boot camp for its special education
teachers. Guest speakers included Mandy Cleveland from Stone Soup Group, Marsha Riley from
Tribal Vocational Rehabilitation, Gail Greenhalgh from SERRC, and Jim Kreatschman from the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR).

Teachers were provided the opportunity to meet with local and state partners for services to
support high school students in achieving graduation and moving into their post-school realities.
They were also given tips about transition assessments and writing transition plans. They learned
about bringing JOBZ Club to their schools, programs for developing entrepreneurship, and
incorporating subsistence activities into transition plans.

Here’s what teachers who attended the training had to say:
“The Secondary Transition Training was excellent. As a first year Special
Education teacher with LKSD, I found the training to be informative and helpful.
1 liked the fact that the information and presentations offered practical options
that I can apply to my teaching. Thank you.”
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“I really enjoyed learning about Stone Soup at the Secondary Transition training.
It was very informative in regards to how inclusive they are to the community and
the large range of services and population that they serve.”

Twenty two teachers completed pre- and post-training assessments, summarized in the
table below.

Question Pre-Test Result Post-Test Result
How many years have you worked in the town where Range from 0-16, NA
you teach? average of 4 years.
At what age is a transition plan required as part of a 86% 95%
student’s IEP? (both 14 and 16 were

accepted as correct)
Who else could be included in a transition meeting? 90% 95%
Which agency helps adults with disabilities access 59% 95%
employment?
Which agency provides training and support to 41% 75%
families?
Please describe the process to refer a child for DVR 33% 65%
services.
What should be in a transition plan in addition to T7% 90%
employment or postsecondary education?

The two-day workshop was followed by a series of six virtual sessions that include assignments
and feedback from NTACT and DVR trainers and coaches.

LKSD Secondary Transition Training (2018-19)

Between November 16, 2018 and May 17, 2019 NTACT facilitated six virtual sessions for
Cross-Agency Regional Training participants to provide a deep dive on topics that were covered
during the face to face training in September 2018. Below is an outline of the topics covered and
evaluation data collected. The first session under each topic provided specific information,
examples and resources. Between sessions, teachers were provided an opportunity to apply
strategies with students. The second session then focused on sharing and learning from each
other about experiences. At the end of the six sessions, the goal was to give teachers the
resources to develop an LKSD and a personal Transition Toolkit. Credit for participation was
offered through the University of Alaska, Anchorage (UAA). Three teachers took advantage of
the credit offered through UAA and successfully completed the requirements.

Transition Assessment Session Content

Session One November 16, 2018 Session Two January 18, 2019
e Purpose of Transition Assessment e Pros and Cons of Assessments Used
e Student Voice in Assessment e Using the what you learn about students
e Selecting and Using Assessments e (Creating an ongoing process
e Positive Personal Profile e Sharing information across agencies
Activity: Activity:
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Select and use one assessment in each Identify tools and resources for your Toolkit
planning area; Education and Training,
Employment and Independent Living

Developing the Transition Plan: Goals and Course of Study

Session Three February 15, 2019 Session Four March 15, 2019

e Building Goals in each area- e Documenting progress toward Goals
Education/Training, Employment, e Share Goal Development experience and
Independent Living share strategies

e Using data from Assessment e Designing a Course of Study

e Involving the Student e Aligning goals across the P’s: IEP, IPE,

Activity: ILP and others

Work with students to use their Transition Activity:

Assessment information to develop goals in e Identify tools and resources for your

each area. Toolkit

Developing the Transition Plan: Transition Services

Session Five April 19, 2019 Session Six May 17, 2019
e Purpose of Transition Services e Using PreETS to provide transition
e The connection between Goals and services
Services e Activities and resources for each
e Community Mapping to develop Transition Service
opportunities Activity:
e Utilizing cross agency partners e Identify tools and resources for your
Activity: Toolkit

Identify both school and agency resources that
could provide experiences for students in each
of the Transition Services. Use students to
assist to complete.

Teacher expressed their appreciation for the opportunity to participate in this professional
development series and provided positive feedback on questions pertaining to achievement of
intended outcomes, usefulness of content, and relevance of materials. Aggregate survey
evaluation data can be found in Appendix D.

When asked to identify what they learned in the virtual sessions that they have used with your
students during this school year, teachers responded:

“The tools provided for transition assessment, for example, the Personal Profile, are
terrific. I also appreciated the discussions and the knowledge of the presenters.”

1

“l used the planning tools to set up goals for my students.’

“From the sessions that I have participated, the main empowerment and encouragement
that I have learned is how important it is to encourage students to consider different
opportunities and to be almost like a 'broken record' in reminding them that they have
real opportunities that are more accessible while they are in school.”
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When asked what teachers found most useful about the virtual sessions, participants responded:

“Being reminded of the various supports that are available throughout the state to offer
real options for learning a trade or furthering students learning.”

“Information about other agencies.”

NTACT does not have any plans to offer repeat the virtual LKSD Secondary Transition
Training. NTACT’s ITA is focusing to develop the capacity of Alaska DEED staff to sustain the
activities and trainings offered by NTACT for the last 5 years. NTACT is providing support to
transition these activities to Alaska DEED including developing a depository of all previous
meeting materials and recordings where available. Evaluation data from NTACT’s trainings will
be used to further refine and refocus content to meet the needs of teachers.

In addition to the targeted training in one school district, there were 7 transition-themed sessions
at the 2019 Alaska State Special Education Conference, many of which were presented by AITC
members. For a list of sessions see Appendix C.

NTACT and DVR planned to host a Cross-Agency Regional Training in Bethel on November 7
and 8, 2019. Due to unforeseen weather, the training was canceled last minute and was
rescheduled to take place March 11-13, 2020. Results from the March 2020 training will be
provided in the Phase III, Year 5 SSIP report.

3. Student Instruction and Intervention

a. Intended Outcomes

The revised outcomes for this section are focused on the schools in our targeted SSIP school
district. That work will then be scaled up to include all the FFY 2013 Focus and Priority Schools.

Phase II1, Year 4 Status of Intended Outcomes

Short Term
1. Expand implementation of JOBZ Club curriculum to multiple high schools in the targeted
SSIP school district to teach students the skills and knowledge necessary for successful
transition and graduation. Status: complete.

Intermediate
1. Implement JOBZ Club curriculum or S’Cool Store to teach students skills necessary for
transition and graduation in all high schools in the targeted SSIP school district. Status:
In progress, ongoing. As this is not compulsory Alaska DEED has relied on
voluntary participation from high schools.
2. Collect data on and categorize current job opportunities for high school special education
students in the target district. Status: Complete.

Long Term
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1. Ensure that every high school special education student in the targeted SSIP school

district has access to work experience in high school when determined appropriate by
their IEP team. Status: Ongoing. As this is not compulsory, Alaska DEED has relied
on voluntary participation from high schools.
2. Implement JOBZ curriculum to teach students skills necessary for transition and
graduation in the FFY 2013 Focus and Priority Schools. Status: Planned. Dependent on
securing additional funding.
3. Collect data on and categorize current job opportunities for high school special education
students in the FFY 2013 Focus and Priority Schools. Status: Planned. Dependent on
securing additional funding.

b. Status of Implemented Improvement Strategies

The status of each proposed strategy is included in the table below.

Imgtl:;\;:;n;nt Status Steps and Activities to Implement Strategies R;i(::;;cdes R e‘s);l(l)(r)lslisble Timeline
1. Create an opportunity for an after-
school JOBZ club (using set-aside from
WIOWA funding) in pilot schools
including one school in the targeted ! targete_d S.SIP
o WIOWA school district
SSIP school district. Completed 2017. fundi hool - 16-17
2. Create an opportunity for an after- unding SO0 - 10-
Implement JOBZ In progress, ’ , . school year
Club or other ongoing, _school. S’Cool Store in pilot schools Curricula: Alaska DEED
curriculum to teach | Revised due to glscllgdslcn};gog?zissctﬁz(:l cl)r;tl:)eiriargeted JOBZ Club and VR staff All targeted SSIP
students skills challenges at - Ngome. S°Cool Store school district high

necessary for

district level

3. Promote implementation of the after-
school club, or an in-school version, in

Other

Teachers and
after-school

schools — 20-21

transition and and staff all high schools in the targeted SSIP club leaders school year
graduation. turnover. o . Teachers and
school district. Ongoing after-school (revised timelines
4.  Identify Supplemental materials that club leaders due to DEED staff
could be added, i.e. how soft skills turnover)
apply to subsistence, adult perspective
on occupations, how to manage
subsistence resources.
1. Work with DVR, through NTACT Learn about existin
intensive technical assistance, to eSOULCES 12101 3. g
leverage resources to find opportunities 2019
for work experiences
2. Partner with DVR and the Department NTACT Creation and pilot
of Labor to create resources for schools, of materials — 2019-
teachers and employers. DEED staff
Create work . . DVR staff 2020
experiences for 3. Create a series of YouTube videos Kknowledee
P S Ongoing. discussing what the benefits are and & DVR staff Y
students in high . Broad distribution
how to start the process of offering .
school. o Models for of materials and
work opportunities for students. Feature NTACT .
local businesses. work . training — 2020-
4. Create guidance materials for students, experience 2021
teachers, and employers— what do (revised timelines
businesses need to know, how to get in due to DEED staff
the door. Matching jobs. ue to s
turnover)

5. Conversation models.
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Improvement Ao q Resources Who Is "
Strategy Status Steps and Activities to Implement Strategies Needed Responsible Timeline
6. Provide guidance for students and
teachers on creating self-employment
opportunities.
c. Evaluation Plan Update and Results
. q q Measurement
Evaluation Questions -- How Will We Know the Tool/Data Collection Timeline
Intended Outcomes Intended Outcome Was Achieved?
Method
Annual evaluation of
Implement JOBZ curriculum to teach students | Do parents, teachers, and students report that the JOBZ Club including Evaluation

the skills and knowledge necessary for
successful transition and graduation in one
high school in the targeted SSIP school
district. Status: in progress, ongoing.

JOBZ Club was effective?

Does the JOBZ curriculum increase graduation
rates and post-school outcomes for students with
disabilities?

evaluation by
participants, parents,
teachers &
administrators.
Conducted by DVR,
analyzed by AITC.

conducted in
January of each
year starting in
2017

Implement S’Cool Store program to teach
students the skills and knowledge necessary
for successful transition and graduation in one

Do parents, teachers, and students report that the
S’Cool Store was effective?
Does the S’Cool Store program increase graduation

Annual evaluation of
S’Cool Store including
evaluation by
participants, parents,

Evaluation
conducted in
January of each

high school in the targeted SSIP school rates and post-school outcomes for students with ;?ncq}il:irsstf:tors year starting in
district. Status: in progress, ongoing. disabilities? Conducted by DVR, 2019
analyzed by AITC.
Collect data on and categorize current job What are the current job opportunities for high dDeatgmregl (;zt)(tg Ez 2019-20 school
opportunities for high school special education | school special education students in the targeted Ivzed by DEED and
students in the targeted SSIP school district. SSIP school district? anayzed by an year
AITC stakeholders.
Ensure that every high school special How many special education students in the Data report (to be
education student in the targeted SSIP school targeted SSIP school district have access to work determirl)l ed) to be
district has access to work experience in high experience in high school? 2021
analyzed by DEED and

school when determined appropriate by their
IEP team.

How do IEP teams make decisions about work
experience?

AITC stakeholders.

Annual evaluation of

Scaleup to all

. . FFY 2013
Do parents, teachers, and students report that the iOﬁZat(i?(l)llllbbmcludmg Focus and
Implement JOBZ Club to teach students skills | JOBZ Club was effective? Z rﬁl(l;i ants Y — Priority
necessary for transition and graduation in the Does the JOBZ curriculum increase graduation {)eachelrjs & P ’ Schools
FFY 2013 all Focus and Priority Schools. rates and post-school outcomes for students with administrators delayed
disabilities? : indefinitely
Conducted by DVR, due to budect
analyzed by AITC. ue fo budge
cuts.
Scaleup to all
FFY 2013
. . . .. . Focus and
Collect data on and categorize current job What are the current job opportunities for high Data report (to be Priorit
opportunities for high school special education | school special education students in the community | determined) to be Sch ly
students in the FFY 2013 Focus and Priority | for each of the FFY 2013 Focus and Priority analyzed by DEED and | 55 1°%
delayed
Schools. Schools? AITC stakeholders. ) .
indefinitely
due to budget
cuts.
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d. 2019 Results — Outputs and Outcomes

Alaska has many outputs in the area of providing transition services and opportunities to
students. Alaska’s focus in 2019 was to expand upon the knowledge gained in 2018, to increase
the number of students with disabilities participating in pre-employment training activities, and
to learn more about the job opportunities available in the target school district for high school
special education students.

In addition to the JOBZ Club curriculum, DVR launched the S’Cool Store program in the target
school district with the goal of providing an introduction to entrepreneurship and small business
concepts to students with disabilities. Each of S’Cool Store’s five modules introduce students to
small business concepts as they work through setting a goal, developing a business plan, and
putting the plan into action. S’Cool Store has since been implemented in nine schools.

Some data are only available at the district level.

Career and Technical Education — 340 students in the 18-19 school year and 134 students in the
19-20 (8™-12' grades) on IEPs taking CTE classes, which include:

e Construction Trades e Accounting e Trapping
e Consumer Life Skills e Metal fabrication e Computer programming
e Work based learning e Typing/document e (areer explorations
(KLA only) processing e Parenting and child
e Personal Life Skills e Applied math for the development
e General shop Trades e Intro to engineering
e eJournalism e Basic foods e CAD drafting
e Drivers Ed. e  Computer applications e Nurse aide training
e Foods and Nutrition e Woodworking e Small engine repair
e Math in Health Care e Welding e Engineering: 3D solid
e Auto mechanics e Medical terminology modeling
e Intro to information e Intro to multimedia
technology

23 students have or will come into the regional hub for at least a semester during the 18-19 and
19-20 school years to participate in:

e Rural Alaska Native Science and Engineering Program (RANSEP)

e Ready Academies: Regional hub-based boarding programs designed to provide students
from village schools the opportunity to take career-driven content classes and
concentrator classes that may not otherwise be available at their home school sites. The
target district offers the following industry-driven Ready Academies:

o STEM Ready Academy

o Aviation Ready Academy

o Health Ready Academy

o Media Ready Academy

o Trades Ready Academy
While student-level outcomes are not currently tracked for CTE or regional hub programs
participants, Alaska DEED considers these programs as supplemental activities to successfully
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prepare students for graduation and secondary transition. In future years, Alaska plans to include
an analysis of student-level attendance data to understand if participation in these programs has a
positive effect on attendance, and the likelihood that a student will graduate from high school
with a regular diploma.

Other district-level data include a report from DVR about employers who provide job
opportunities for high school students with disabilities. In the future, DEED plans to reach out to
employers to collect information about job opportunities provided to students, to provide
training, and to develop spotlights of successful job placements. The following 10 employers
provided job opportunities during this SSIP reporting period:
e AC Store
Bethel 4H Youth Center
RAVN Air
Kuskokwim Consortium Library
Yute Community Center
Long House Hotel
Suurvik Cinema
Yuut Elitnaurviat
Video World
Swanson’s

DVR and the target district continued to provide student-level data from the target district .
Alaska DEED analyzed the data and is reporting summary data when possible to report and
protect student privacy. As data continue to be reported by DVR and the target district, the
number of students who have participated in the activities will increase allowing for further
analyses and additional reporting to the public. Alaska will review these evaluation data with its
stakeholders and work together with the stakeholders to determine what additional data points
are needed for future decision making.

The SSIP target district provided the following data:
e Names and Alaska Student ID Numbers for all students in grades 6-12 in the 2016-2017,
2017-18, 2018-19, and 2019-202
e SPED Status for those students

e Attendance rates for each year for those students including preliminary attendance rates
for 2019-2020

DVR provided the following data:
e Number of student applicants for Pre-Employment Transition Services

e Participation records for students participating in the ATOP transition camp and each of
the school DVR programs — JOBZ Club and S’Cool Store

As this is the first time Alaska has been able to compare final student-level data across years,
definitive conclusions are not being drawn about whether DVR and ATOP programs are
influencing attendance rates for students with disabilities. However, based on data below
presented in Table 3 Alaska is optimistic that participation in these programs has a positive
impact on attendance. Alaska DEED will continue to collect these and more data to determine
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best practices for increasing attendance and graduation rates for Alaskan students with
disabilities. In the future, Alaska will collect data to understand the effects that participating in
DVR PreETS has on attendance during the year in which they participate and if additional
outreach is needed to encourage students to participate in programs year after year.

Table 1: Student Data Summary

Students with SWDs Participating in DVR PP
Year Disabilities PreETS (JOBZ Club or ,Sr?;];;g:;tlccgl’;‘t‘“g in ATOP
(SWDs) S$’Cool Store) P
16-17 339 12 17
Grades 6-8 158 6 0
Grades 9-
1 181 6 17
17-18 305 12 10
Grades 6-8 159 5 0
Grades 9-
12 146 7 10
18-19 335 20
Grades 6-8 144 3
Grades 9-
12 191 17
19-20* 16
Grades 6-8 2
Grades 9-
12 14 17

*Preliminary data
Table 2: Attendance Rates

All SWDs SWDs Who Participated in DVR or
ATOP in Prior Year

Vear Minimum | Maimum | A" | Mintmum | Masimum | AYroee
16-17 14% 100% 87%

Grades 6-8 46% 100% 89%

Grades 9-12 14% 100% 85%

Grades 6-8 37% 100% 90%

Grades 9-12 19% 100% 87%

18-19 19% 100% 84% 37% 99% 88%
Grades 6-8 23% 100% 88% 91% 99% 95%
Grades 9-12 19% 100% 81% 35% 97% 87%
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Table 3: Change in Attendance Rates

Number Number Number Number of
of SWDs | of SWDs | SWDs
. . . of SWDs . Range Range
Time with with . with . . Average
. . with No . Minimum | Maximum
Sufficient | Positive Chan Negative
Data Change ge Change
Change in Rates from 16-17 to 17-18
All SWDs 238 96 25 117 -39% 38% -1%
SWDs With DVR or 25 14 0 11 -32% 14% -2%
ATORP in Prior Year
Change in Rates from 17-18 to 18-19
All SWDs 260 99 18 143 -52% 45% -4%
SWDs With DVR or 16 4 1 12 -26% 11% -3%
ATORP in Prior Year

Data was also collected from students who participated in the summer work program:
e 98% of respondents said they enjoyed the summer work program they participated in.
e 95% of respondents said that the summer work program helped prepare them for future

jobs.

e 95% of respondents said they were taught important work skills.
e 77% of respondents said they were placed in jobs of interest.

When soliciting feedback from students, remarks were overwhelming positive, most students did
not provide any feedback on how to improve the program stating nothing, other students took the
opportunity to praise the program:

“It told us what to do and not to do during an interview and, by placing us in a

workplace, gave us a good place to start a resume.

2

“I didn't really know what to do after high school until I was introduced to aviation.”

“By learning new things I have more opportunities for places to work.”

4. Community Involvement and Integration

a. Intended Outcomes

Phase II1, Year 4 Status of Intended Outcomes

Short Term

1. Develop a plan with Stone Soup Group for parent training. Status: completed.

Intermediate
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1. Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators will provide training in the communities
located in the targeted SSIP school district to promote collaborative relationships
between parents and school professionals. Status: complete.

2. Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators will attend local school resource fairs and
community gatherings in the targeted SSIP school district to share information regarding
school-related services, to include IDEA Part B, to build relationships with schools and
connect families to resources. Status: ongoing.

Long Term

1. Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators will provide multiple trainings in the
target district communities to promote collaborative relationships between parents and
school professionals. Status: completed and ongoing.

2. Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators will attend local school resource fairs and
community gatherings in the focus district communities to share information regarding
school-related services, to include IDEA Part B, to build relationships with schools and
connect families to resources. Status: ongoing

3. Community members will be participants in local stakeholder groups and report higher
quality integration with the school and a focus on graduation and post-school outcomes.

Status: ongoing

b. Status of Implemented Improvement Strategies

Based continued refinement to the outcomes, the improvement plan for this strategy area has also
been revised. The status of each proposed strategy from Phase Il is included in the table below.

Improvement Ao q Resources Who Is "
Strategy Status Steps and Activities to Implement Strategies Needed Responsible Timeline
Use Stone Soup Stone Soup
I?;?ug; Arl(?s?;es 1. Create a reasonable strategic plan for Group
trair’lingp Stone Soup to provide training Grant to
opportunities for In progress, 5 K/I[Jgr?itr?r nilglesl;glreigzgﬁsé £ the strategic Stone Soup Stone Soup Ongoing 2017 —
families in all ongoing. ’ ) p & Group PTIto | Group 2021
focus and priority plan. provide
. . 3. Provide resources to Stone Soup as ..
schools including training
needed.
rural and remote
schools. DEED
c. Evaluation Plan Update and Results
Evaluation Questions -- How Will We Know the T 1;;[];:2:12";: ntti n Timeli
Intended Outcomes Intended Outcome Was Achieved? 00 Me th:d ectio tmeline
- - -
Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators How many parents attending the training? .Ho{\;v do Evaluatlon_s collected at _
. . ST . parents and students benefit from the training? and following up on Ongoing 2017
will provide training in the communities Did an . )
. S y students attend an afterschool workshop or | each training 2021
located in the targeted SSIP school district to .
club as a result of the training?
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Evaluation Questions -- How Will We Know the

Measurement

Intended Outcomes Intended Outcome Was Achieved? Tool/D;x/It:ﬂ(li:)électlon Timeline
promote collaborative relationships between Did students and parents report that they more New Indicator 8 survey
parents and school professionals. effectively participated in IEP meetings to discuss questions
transition services for their students as a result of
the training?
How many parents responded to materials and
resources shared? i.e., made a decision to be more
involved in their child’s education and post-school
outcomes?
Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators .
will attendplocal sIz:hoogl resource fairs an§ Did students and parents report that they more Evaluat10n§ collected at
community gatherings in the targeted SSIP effectively participated in IEP meetings to discuss and following up on .
school district to share information regarding transition services for their students as a result of each event O;ég; ;ng 2017
school-related services, to include IDEA Part SSG’s participation in resource fairs and . )
. . . . . . New Indicator 8 survey
B, to build relationships with schools and community gatherings? .
connect families to resources. questions
How many parents attending the training? .
Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators | Did any students attend an afterschool workshop or EV(';Iltl‘ltﬁlon.S collected at
will provide training in target district club as a result of the training? anc Toflowing up on To begin in

communities to promote collaborative
relationships between parents and school
professionals.

Did students and parents report that they more
effectively participated in IEP meetings to discuss
transition services for their students as a result of
the training?

each training

New Indicator 8 survey
questions

2019-20 school
year

Stone Soup Group Regional Parent Navigators
will attend local school resource fairs and
community gatherings in target district
communities to share information regarding
school-related services, to include IDEA Part
B, to build relationships with schools and
connect families to resources.

Did students and parents report that they more
effectively participated in IEP meetings to discuss
transition services for their students as a result of
SSG’s participation in resource fairs and
community gatherings?

Evaluations collected at
and following up on
each event

New Indicator 8 survey
questions

To begin in
2019-20 school
year

Community members will be participants in
local stakeholder groups and report higher
quality integration with the school and a focus
on graduation and post-school outcomes.

How many schools held stakeholder meetings to
discuss graduation and post school outcomes?

How many stakeholder meetings included
community members that represent potential
employers?

How many stakeholder meetings included parents
of children with disabilities?

Survey of school
administrators

To begin in
2020-21 school
year.

(Delayed due
to lack of
resources.)

d. 2019 Results — Outputs and Outcomes

APR Parent Involvement (Indicator 8) Parent Survey —Transition questions

Alaska reported baseline data from Alaska DEED’s six transition questions to its APR Parent

Involvement (Indicator 8) survey in the Phase III, year 2 report. 2018-2019 data was not
available to be included in Phase III, year 3 report and is included below. Data collection for the
2019-2020 school year is not yet complete.
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Number of
Participants

Year

Very
Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Very
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

1) It is important to
me that my child
receives a high
school
diploma/graduates
from high school.

16

2017

11

2018

2) My child's IEP
team talks

about possible
employment or
careers after high
school.

16

2017

2018

3) My child's IEP
team talks about
possible
employment
training and/or
college after high
school.

16

2017

2018

4) I have talked
with my child about
possible
employment or
careers after high
school.

16

2017

2018

5) I have talked
with my child about
possible
employment
training and/or
college after high
school.

16

2017

2018

6) I expect that my
child will
participate in
subsistence
activities during
their adult life.

16

2017

10

2018

Nine parents of high school students who receive special education and related services
completed the survey in the targeted SSIP district in the 2017-2018 school year. This is a

decrease of 7 parent participants or 43% from the prior year.

Alaska conducted analysis of parent responses to understand the percentage of parents who
agreed, strongly agreed, or very strongly agreed with the statements above and any discrepancy
between the two years. Data showed a slight decrease in agreement with statements 2-6 between
the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years. Alaska DEED will use these data to work with the
district and target technical assistance to teachers and special education staff in efforts to provide
tools and trainings to facilitate conversations about graduation and secondary transition with
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parents. Alaska DEED will continue to collect these data to inform future technical assistance in
the target district.

Stone Soup Group Activities

Stone Soup Group is Alaska’s designated State and Federal Parent Training and Information
Center. As such, their Parent Navigators work to build collaborative relationships between
families and schools by offering support one-on-one or in group settings. Services are offered
throughout the state to both families and professionals. Despite the resignation of their staff
member who resided in Bethel, Stone Soup Group was able to provide one parent training in the
hub community within the target district.

Stone Soup Group reported the following transition activities conducted in the past year:

8/29/18 - Moving Up, Moving On: A Friendship, Dating, and Transition Program (10
week program)— Anchorage, AK9/20/2018 — Transition Lecture Series: DVR —
Anchorage, AK

10/11/18 — Communication Skills for Parents — Talking to Your Kids About Dating —
Anchorage, AK

10/18/18 — Transition Series: Back to the Future! Anchorage, AK & Webinar
10/23/18 — Transition Series: Back to the Future! Bethel, AK

11/15/18 — Transition Series — AK Downs Syndrome Network — Anchorage, AK
11/26/18 — Employability: A Jobz Club Program (4-week course) — Anchorage, AK
3/26/19 - Moving Up, Moving On: A Friendship, Dating, and Transition Program (10
week program)— Anchorage, AK

2/21/19 — Transition Series — Supported Decision Making — Anchorage, AK

3/21/19 — Transition Series — Benefits and Employment — Anchorage, AK

4/21/19 — Transition Series — Wills & Trusts — Anchorage, AK

5/20/19 — Special Needs Planning — Anchorage, AK

6/24/19 — Special Needs Planning — Anchorage, AK

7/8/19 - Summer Skills Camp at Gateway to the Arctic (supported by DVR)

Thirty participants participated in a brief evaluation survey following their trainings. A summary
of the evaluation data can be found below.

Evaluation Data Summary:

97% of participants responded that the training was quite to extremely useful.

83% of participants responded that the quality of the information received was good or
excellent.

95% of participants agreed that the conference increased their knowledge of community
partners and/or resources.

88% of participants agreed that the conference allowed them to network and connect
with other families.

92% of participants stated that they were very likely to share the information you
gathered at the conference with other families.
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D. Data Quality Issues

Starting last year, Alaska collected new data for the SSIP submission. While Alaska does not
have extensive data, the formative and summative evaluation data collected over the last two
years are very helpful to Alaska DEED and its stakeholders in making decisions and setting
priorities for future work. Alaska will continue to work with the target district and DVR to create
data collections that will help inform programmatic decision making and encourage best
practice.

1. Data Limitations that Affected the SSIP and Achieving the SiIMR

While evaluating Alaska’s performance data for the SSIP, the very small number of special
education students in the graduation cohorts in the 42 schools (or 13 in the targeted SSIP school
district) must be considered. These data are very volatile and may change from year to year simply
based on the fact that cohorts in many of these schools will have zero special education students in
any given year. The variation in size of the cohort, added to the small overall number being
reported in the SSIP will lead to data variation.

Alaska DEED recognizes a continued need for additional evaluation data for the activities in its
SSIP, especially the child-level interventions supported by DVR.

In some cases, trends are reported without the inclusion of specific numbers. When writing this
report, Alaska considered specificity less important than the protection of student confidentiality.
As the target district is small and the schools within the district frequently have only one or two
students who are identified as students with disabilities, it was not possible to present school-
level data without potentially compromising confidentiality. Additionally, due to the small
sample size, individual outcomes have a relatively large impact on the percentages of students
graduating.

Alaska will continue to examine its evaluation and other results for potential data limitations that
may impact outcomes.

E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

Alaska’s logic model leverages activities at four strategy levels to improve graduation rates:
e Capacity is increased at Alaska DEED to support schools across systems and programs;
e School leaders are trained to implement tested strategies with fidelity;
e Students receive appropriate instruction and intervention at every grade level; and
e Relationships are built and strengthened between schools and communities.

Alaska DEED and its stakeholders believe that if each of these four areas are strengthened, then
graduation rates will improve for students with disabilities.
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1. Assessment of Progress Toward Achieving Intended Outcomes

The previous section of this report focuses on data collected about each improvement strategy.
This section is a reflection on how that implementation and evaluation have pushed Alaska
DEED toward meeting its long-term goals and the progress made on the SIMR.

a. Infrastructure Changes that Support SSIP Initiatives

Even given continued infrastructure changes and staff turnover, the SSIP strategies put in place
through the establishment of the AITC and working directly with one target district have resulted
in progress coordinating resources related to transition for students with disabilities. Alaska
DEED has focused on the AITC and interagency structures over the past years but will continue
to push for integration of the SSIP work into the broader work of student improvement in
Alaska.

b. Alaska’s SiMR Results in Relation to Targets

State-identified Measurable Result(s)
for Children with Disabilities (SiMR)

SiMR Statement:

Alaska will increase the graduation rates of students with
disabilities who attend the 42 schools identified as focus
and priority schools in FFY 2013 under the Statewide
System of Supports.

Targets for FFY 2014 through FFY 2019, established by stakeholders

FFY* 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

School
Year* 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | 2019-20

Target 18.75% | 23.75% | 28.75% | 33.75% | 38.75% | 43.75% | 48.75%

Graduation -
Rates 18.75% | 34.33% | 34.67% | 40.00% | 50.67% | 49.43%

*Per stakeholder advisement, Alaska does not lag data for its SSIP. Alaska reports more
current data, by one year, in the SSIP than in its APR.
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Graduation Rates Compared to Target

60
50.67 49.43
50
4375
40
20 38.75
34.33 34.67 33.75
20 28.75
23.75

50 1875 1875
) .
0

2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019

m Focus and Priority Schools ~ mSiMR Target

Performance Data for FFY 2018 (school year 2018-2019, all FFY 2013 focus and priority
schools):

43 (total graduates)/87 (cohort size) = 49.43%

In Alaska’s FFY 2013 focus and priority schools, 49.43% of students with disabilities in the
four-year graduation cohort graduated with a diploma. As the above data demonstrates, Alaska
has been able to exceed its SIMR target each year since the 2013-2014 school year.

While the graduation rate of the focus and priority schools decreased by approximately 1% from
FFY 2017, Alaska met its FFY 2018 target of 43.75%. Alaska DEED accounts for this slight
decrease as an effect from lost SPDG funding and staff turn over both at Alaska DEED as well as
in stakeholder organizations that support SSIP activities. Alaska DEED is currently looking into
cost effective measures to encourage activities at the school level as activities are currently
voluntary. These activities include introducing more marketing materials in the AITC newsletter
and securing additional funding to support school and district level activities.

Alaska DEED continues to work closely with the targeted SSIP school district to conduct additional
data analyses to learn more about the factors influencing graduation in those specific schools.
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F. Plans for Next Year

This section details Alaska’s plans and timeline for SSIP implementation from January 2020 to
December 2020. The planned activities which include the implementation of strategies as well as
the collection of data to evaluate SSIP implementation and outcomes will depend on continued
allocation of fiscal and human resources to the SSIP by Alaska DEED. Continued proposed
budget cuts may limit Alaska DEED’s ability to travel and provide funding for activities but
Alaska plans to overcome those barriers through existing contracts with TA organizations and
Alaska organizations including the Stone Soup Group and using those providers to implement
SSIP activities. Additionally, Alaska is exploring options to provide virtual transition camps
hosted through google classrooms to access remote schools with limited numbers of students.
Alaska will continue to engage with OSEP-funded technical assistance centers.

1. Timeline and Plan for 2019 SSIP Implementation of SSIP Strategies, Evaluation and Data
Collection Activities

. . 2020
Activity Timeline
SSIP Coordination and Planning

o Build capacity of newly assigned DEED staff to administer the SSIP. Ongoing

e Develop strategic plan for continued administration of the AITC. Spring

e Develop tasks in consideration of fiscal, travel, and staff limitations at DEED. Summer

State Infrastructure

e Continue to build capacity of Alaska DEED staff around evidence-based practices | Ongoing
for improving graduation rates.

e Staff to participate in and attend virtual and in-person (as possible) events for the | Spring
NTACT Capacity Building Institute and NCSI Systems Transformation Priorities
and Capacity Building Teams.

e Actively participate in AITC meetings. Monthly

e AITC will continue to meet and coordinate efforts to support SWDs. Ongoing

e Training for new and experienced special education directors — including possible | Winter
sessions to focus on graduation rates and transition services.

School Capacity

e  Support training opportunities with DVR and vendors in hub communities to Fall
include at least the SSIP target district.
e Expand in person and virtual trainings to include all school districts for Phase I1I, | Ongoing

Year 5.

e Migrate content from newsletters to a website to be hosted by DVR or DEED Ongoing
with resources for educators.

e Refine data collection and evaluation Fall and

o Increase collaborative data sharing between DVR, DEED, and the target | Winter
school district.

Student Instruction and Intervention
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e Continue to collaborate with DVR to increase the number of schools accessing Fall and
their services. Winter
e Evaluate data from DVR participation continue tracking student-level data to Summer
evaluate impact of DVR services on graduation rates.
o Continue to track students who participated in JOBZ Club or other
interventions
o Collect pre-ETS and early warning system data from school district to
evaluate intermediary impact on intermediary outcomes

Community Involvement and Integration

e Continue using Indicator 8 survey questions related to transition and graduation. Spring
e DEED, SSG, & DVR work together to continue parent training program around Spring
parent involvement in graduation and creating transition plans. and
Summer

2. Anticipated Barriers

As Alaska continues to face economic challenges, there is the possibility of future cuts to the
Alaska DEED budgets that may continue to affect staffing and funding for implementation of the
SSIP.

Alaska is preparing to overcome these potential barriers by putting strategies and contracts in
place that will continue regardless of staffing and budget changes. For example, Alaska will
continue to engage its parent training and information center, Stone Soup Group, in
implementing many of the SSIP strategies at the community level and also has a contract in place
for evaluation of those activities as part of the parent outcomes evaluation for the SPP and APR.

Alaska is also evaluating implications that Covid-19 will have on student instruction and
intervention. Alaska is currently exploring virtual options to ensure continuity of services and
programs offered to meet targets.

Alaska DEED will continue to work to overcome any barriers by continuing to engage with
OSEP-funded TA partners and others to increase capacity of new staff responsible for the SSIP
and to continue to engage stakeholders.

3. Technical Assistance Needs

Staff from the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (Alaska DEED)
participated in multiple technical assistance calls regarding its Phase III, Year 4 submission and
has made recommended revisions to the SSIP. Multiple OSEP-funded technical assistance
centers including the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), the National
Center on Systemic Improvement (NCSI), and the IDEA Data Center (IDC) provided support to
Alaska DEED during the implementation of the SSIP. Alaska DEED contracted with WestEd to
advise on improvements to the SSIP implementation for Phase III, Year 5 and support the
development of SSIP reporting for Phase III, Year 4.
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Alaska will continue to engage in an intensive technical assistance agreement with NTACT to
assist with secondary transition and graduation rates as long as funding for the center permits.
The SSIP, especially the work on the AITC is a large focus of the intensive technical assistance
agreement. NTACT will assist with infrastructure development; support for LEA implementation
of evidence-based practices; evaluation; and stakeholder involvement. As NTACT’s agreement
with DEED will end in September 2020, Alaska DEED is building the infrastructure to take over
or reassign roles to stakeholders with the support of NTACT.

In addition, Alaska has engaged the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and the
IDEA Data Center (IDC) to assist with evaluating the SSIP and providing technical assistance on
implementation evaluation strategies. DEED looks forward to capitalizing on the expertise
available through these OSEP-funded technical assistance centers to increase the capacity of
DEED and its stakeholders to implement the SSIP with fidelity and achieve the result of
improving graduation rates for Alaska’s students with disabilities.

Alaska will also use these TA providers to engage in quality review processes for the data

collected and analyzed for the SSIP. Alaska will continue to engage its stakeholders in quality
review processes as well through stakeholder meetings and review of reports.
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Appendix A: History of Alaska’s SSIP

Phase III of Alaska’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), builds on Phases I and II.
Alaska’s Phase I is available at https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/8084
and Phase II at https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/11766 under “AK FFY
14 SPP-APR Attachments.” Phase 11, year 1 is available at
https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2015B/Indicator17/HistoricalData?state=AK &ispublic=tru
e. Phase IlI, year 2 is available at
https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2016B/Indicator17/HistoricalData?state=AK &ispublic=tru
e. Most recently, Phase III, year 3 is available
https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2017B/Indicator17/HistoricalData?state=AK &ispublic=tru
€.

OSEP responded to Alaska’s Annual performance Report and SSIP Phase III, Year 3 on June 20,
2019. OSEP’s response is online at https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/ak-aprltr-2019b.pdf. OSEP
wrote:

States were required to submit Phase Il Year Three of the SSIP by April 1, 2019. OSEP
appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students
with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed your submission and will provide feedback in the

upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your State as it implements the
fourth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2020.

In addition, OSEP’s 2019 Differentiated Monitoring and Support Engagement Decisions for
Alaska specified Alaska’s level of engagement for the SSIP as Targeted. OSEP wrote:

OSEP will offer to establish a schedule of regular contact to provide the State targeted technical
assistance and support in its work to improve the State’s SSIP based on the State’s needs. OSEP
technical assistance may focus on evidence-based practices, evaluation planning, stakeholder
engagement, or other State-specific needs. As appropriate, OSEP will also work collaboratively
with the State and OSEP- funded technical assistance providers to identify relevant technical
assistance.
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Appendix B: Sample Transition Newsletter

Stone

h'nup*

| Group Free Courses P.1

Tribal Workforce Development P. 2

AVCP TVR Program (2-page brochure) P.3

EXPLORE Program Update p.5
Summer Work Programs  p, 7

Other PD Opportunities P.12

Do you need CECs for teacher recertification?
Have you considered early intervention
training?

Funding Available

To provide teachers with
foundations in addictive
behaviors to:
* minimize potential risk
® increase positive
behavioral change

Introduction to Addictive Be
Provides an overview of the prob
consequences of substance abuse, and the
importance and effectiveness of assessment
procedures.

Crisis Intervention

Crisis Intervention will provide the
foundational and practice information on
general crisis events. It will focus on crisis
responses such as depression, grief, relapse,
and increased shame, loss of motivation and
self-esteem, and isolating. The course will
also address suicide ideation, intervention,
evaluation, and follow-up.

Approved by DEED for 1 non-academic credit
towards license renewal

All RADACT training 100% funded
DEED non-academic fee separate from the grant.

unselor Training

_T) ik at i at virg pagci.net,
-l Ml ﬁ. . it wsf;:ed We are an equal apportunity
A o partner of the 4 2 by employer/progran, Auslary alds
i agrant awarded by the US od lable
amerizanjobrenter = Department of Labor - ngmu:u ;Em
natwark % ¢ ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR ~ Employment and Training T i,
- & WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT Administration 4
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virginiar@gci.net



Our Mission Statement

Providing support to TAMF clients and
Tribal youth who are 24 and under, in
order to build the workforce capacity of
the region by better preparing those
who are entering the workforce or are
looking to advance their careers.

Available Services

sCareer counseling
»Job search assistance

=Connect employers to the people of our
region with the necessary occupational skills
and qualifications,

sWarkshop delivery on topics induding:
= MS Woard
= PowarPoint

- Scholarships
- Professionalism
- Resunme Writing

sFunding for educational opportunities such
as:

- GED Courses

= Vusatiurnal Traiing

- Professional Certifications

- AR, Programs

- Bachelors Programs

AVCP Mission Statement

Calillguteklute nunaput kituglluki,
elicariluta, ikayuriluta, makut pici-
ryarat aturluki picirkiurluta, cali
ikayurluki canek tagutengnagellriit
yuut quyunggalriit AVCP-iim ilu-
anelnguut, quyigiluki ellmeggnek
pingnaquralriit, gaungiluki, cali as-
sirikanirluki makut nutemilat pici-
ryaraput maani nunamiteni.

Association of Village Council Presidents
works in partnership to provide communi-
ty development, education, social ser-
vices, culturally relevant programs and ad-
vocacy for the people and Tribes of the
AVCP Region, to promote self-
determination, protection and enhance-

Proudly Serving 56
Tribes in Southwestern
Alaska Since 1964

Tribal Job Center Sites

Blise= Sub—ragion 1 k= Sub-reg

Red= Sihe raginn %

Ernmcnak
B e W B -
Harpak
07-B4E-1018

rrrwel k-
harpakiavep.arg
Alakanuk

nsterni@avop.cog
Hooper Bay
Minmie Simon
G07-THE-4584
MG R g

Hasigluk
Chanamapne &ndree
"OT-AT V5187
candrewEavep.ong
Mapracs ki

Branda C chae

4

beanmi-
chasl@avep. g
Hewiok Tuntuiuliak
WACAMNT Tam Charli
07 2160

woh airles@liavop.arg

07 -2E6-2222
Roharke 1§ avep.ong

Eek Tibmisnak
o Pallusks Jarel Angatak
65621 7-552-62TH
st A e a1 arg Ak EEVER 67
‘Goodnews Bay ‘Chafornak
Sally Martin WACAMT
A07-EGT-B560 A07-EaT-BO21

smartinlavcp. ong

Mightmute Toksook Bay
Mans Anthony F
a0TBaAT.EME B0 - 720

manthany@avep.org  fsiparyifavop.arg

Tiribal
Workforce
Developmemnt

Bethel Staff

Tribal Workforce Development Director
Wvonne leckson

ylacksan@avep. amg

|07) 543-7441

Job Center Coordinator
Peri Sanders

paanders @avep.org
[907)543-7445

Senior Workforce Development
Specialists

Chicloy Kinegak; Sub— Ragion 1
chiinegakfavcp.ong
|307) 543-7a43

Asdray |sary: Sub- Region 7 (Andak)
Aleary2@avep g
207 ) 675-4700

Sath O Brien; Sub— Region 3
sabiieni®avep.ong
P07 h543-Ta42

Resource Center Specialist
Kendra Krenz

kkranzifavcp,org

307 ) 543-7444

Tribal Workforce Development
PO Box 219

570 3rd and Main

Bethel, Alaska 99559

Phone: (907) 543-7440
Toll Free: 888-478-3521
Fax: (907) 543-2776
WWW.AVCD. OFE
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ALATKA DEPARTANNT OF LABOWR
A WORUFOBTE CEVELORWENT
Dvision of Vecational Rehabilation

EXPLORE 2019

This spring, 65 students from southeast Alaska participated in the Explore program. The
Explore program is a hands-on career exploration opportunity in the high-demand fields
of Construction, Power Technology and Healthcare. Every student had the opportunity

to explore two career fields over the course of the 4-day program.

Explore is part of DVR's” “Pathway — School to Career” activities which promote career
paths in high-demand, high-wage, occupations through postsecondary vocational
training for students with disabilities. This program is made possible through a
partnership with the UAS School of Career Education and the Division of Employment
and Training’s Disability Employment Initiative.

Exploring Construction

Students interested in Construction had the
opportunity to gain a better understanding of the wide
array of careers that that are part of the buildings
trade. Students were exposed to: drafting, framing,
interior and exterior finishes, and welding.

Exploring Power Technology
Students interested in machinery participated in Power

Technology. Maintenance and repair of mechanical

-+ systems has a number of
career applications, including heavy duty diesel, fixed
plant and mine operations.

Exploring Healthcare

Students interested in Health Sciences were introduced to
pathways in the medical field. Students had the
opportunity to practice basic routines in the university's
mock hospital room. Some students also participated in

earning a certification in Basic Life Support.

5
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ALATEA CEPARTMENT QF LAROW
R ORGP
Divitens of Wacsional Rehabilitatioes

Quality Instructors

By partnering with the UAS School of Career Education, the program gives students
access to postsecondary instructors who deliver hands-on course content developed
with input from industry. Students also have the opportunity to gain insight into the
workplace expectations and demands of careers that are of interest.

Students Gain Experience and a Tuition Waiver

Students left EXPLORE with a clear understanding of how they could pursue a career in a
high-demand occupation and a $500 tuition waiver to get them started. Using a career

pathways approach, students can be job ready for an entry-level position in these fields

in as little as 4 months, and have the ability to advance and increase earnings by adding

additional industry recognized credentials as they work.

What's Next?

This is the second year of the Explore program, and enrollment has tripled, with
students from 6 different high schools and 2 homeschool programs, including 10
students from Ketchikan and Price of Wales Island. We expect the program to continue
to grow as we add additional career paths.

6
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ALASKA DEFARTMENT OF LABDR
PR EIRF I VELOSMENT
Déwinicen of Vorational Rehabiltation

2019 DVR Summer Work Programs

We have paid summer work programs in a variety of communities. Most are 4-6 weeks long
and provide students with valuable work experience. Program content varies depending on the
community. See list of programs below for details. After reading this, if you have further ques-
tions, contact Jim Kreatschman at 9o7- 465-6931 or Jim.Kreatschman@Alaska.gov,

A student with a disability is an individual age 14-21 and enrolled in secondary education (high
school) who:

= isonan IEP or 504 plan, or

= is a student who is potentially eligible for DVR services because of a physical, sen-
sory, intellectual, mental health, and communication disabilities and whose disa-
bility could be a barrier to postsecondary education or employment.

Teachers Note: They do not have to be “identified” by the school district for special education
or related services. Example: This could be students who have difficulties learning, or difficulties
with attention or they are challenged in an emotional or behavioral way. This could also include
kids who have been through treatment, involved in foster care or juvenile justice.

ACCESS ALASKA - FAIRBANKS

Access Alaska’s Summer Work Program provides students throughout the Fairbanks North
Star Borough the opportunity to explore various hands on job tasks at over 10 local business-
es, along with supplemental training on soft skills, career paths and independent living.
While participating in one of two sessions offered, youth enjoy engaging with the community
in a professional manner while gaining new job skills and practicing soft skills in a team envi-
ronment.

Who can apply: Students, 14-21, that experience a disability who are enrolled in the
Fairbanks North Star Borough School District or who reside locally while enrolled in home
school programs associated with other school districts within the state of Alaska.

Contact: Christine Charron, echarron@accessalaska.org  (907) 479-7940
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THE ARC OF ANCHORAGE

2019 Youth Summer Work Program - The Arc of Anchorage is looking for IEP students between
the ages of 14 -21 to gain valuable work experience and training towards developing a pathway to
a career. There will be two Summer Work Program sessions and the program dates are: June 3 -
June 28, 2019 & July 1 - July 26, 2019

Contact: Cathy Lee, clee@thearcofanchorage.org  (907) 777-0313

ARCTIC ACCESS — NOME AND SURROUNDING AREA

Arctic Access Inc. is offering a “Summer Go To Work Program” for YOUTH eligible for DVR ser-
vices, an IEP or 504. Youth participants need to be between the ages of 14 and 21, attend the
Summer Job curriculum, Why Try and ARISE. Youth get the opportunity to make money and get
to learn valuable job skills that will last a lifetime. Summer Program dates are from June 14th to
August 14th 2019.

Contact: Denice Gilroy, arcticaccessnome@gci.net (907) 387-0688

CORDOVA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT — CORDOVA

Students will be placed in jobs of interest where they will receive real life experiences. Em-
ployers are partners with the Cordova School District in helping 504 students and students
with special abilities gain work experience by helping each student gain an understanding of
the hiring process and the work environment demands.

Who can apply: Any student of Cordova School District 14-21 on a 504 or IEP plan
and/or who might or does qualify as a student with a disability under IDEA or at-risk.

Contact: Jacquie Dyre: jdyre@cordovasd.org - (907) 424-3266
FAMILY CENTERED SERVICES — FAIRBANKS/WASILLA

Summer Skills Development program (SSD) both in Fairbanks and Wasilla sites. The pro-
gram will run June 3 — August 2, Monday — Friday 9:00-3:30.

This program is designed to help youth who are FCSA clients’ ages 14-19 years old with indi-
vidual and group skill development in a work environment. Youth will receive transitional
services, career exploration and job readiness skills.

Contacts: Jordan Bartlett, jbartlett@fcsa-ak.com (907) 452-2159; FErnie Manzie,
emanzie@fesa-ak.com (907) 459-4739; Tammy Sellers, tsellers@fesa-ak.com (907) 357-7103
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THE INDEPENDENT LIVING CENTER — KENAI

The ILC Summer Work Program will work with students to identify employment interests
and develop placements with employers for each student. ILC will provide 15 hours of work
readiness/self-advocacy skills training. Program Dates: June 3 — July 26, 2019 depending
on start date.

Who Can Apply: Any student with a disability ages 14-21 (limit of 8 students).

Contact: Maggie Winston at mwinston@peninsulaile.org 907-740-0410 or
Joyanna Geisler ile@xyz.net go7-235-7911.

KETCHIKAN INDIAN COMMUNITY — KETCHIKAN

KIC’s Summer Youth Training and Employment Program (SYTEP) is designed to provide
youth opportunities for real world work experience while they learn work readiness and work
ethic skills. SYTEP is an 8-week program that provides tribal members ages 14-18 the oppor-
tunity to gain on-the-job training in a variety of local industries. The Program’s goal is to in-
crease tribal youth’s job experience and have positive workforce behaviors for future employ-
ment opportunities.

Contact: Jessica Jackson, jjackson @kictribe.org 9o7-228-9442

KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT — CENTRAL PENINSULA

The Kenai Peninsula Summer Work Program will provide students with a supportive work
environment geared towards individual participant’s interests, career intentions, and availa-
bility on the central

peninsula. Participants will receive on and off the job training in needed financial and work re-
lated skills of an employed individual.

Who can apply: A student with a disability aged 16-21 years old who has an IEP,
504 plan, or who may be a potentially eligible for DVR services. Program Dates: 5/27/2019
— 6/28/2019

Contact: Olivia Orth, oorth @kpbsd.ki2.ak.us (go7) 260 — 7040

KASHUNAMIUT SCHOOL DISTRICT — CHEVAK

“Chevak Summer 2019- May the WorkFORCE be with You!” Provides work experience for
students with disabilities with instruction to help them with the soft skills necessary to keep a
job. We hope for each of these youth to discover their own strengths and interests for future
educational and career aspirations.

Contact: Frances Weiss, fweiss@chevakschool.org (907) 858-2525
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LOWER KUSKOKWIM SCHOOL DISTRICT (LKSD) - BETHEL

LKSD Summer Work Program - Our goal is to train young people to enter the job market as a
valuable employee equipped with the skills necessary to get a job, as well as remain on a job.

‘Who can apply: Any LKSD student ages 14-21 with a disability.

Contacts: Ashley Crace, ashley crace@lksd.org (907) 543-4870; Delilah Hodge,
delilah hodge@lksd.org (907) 543-4808

SOUTHEAST ALASKA INDEPENDENT LIVING (SAIL)-JUNEAU

The Youth Employment in the Parks Program, a collaboration between SAIL and the Zach Gor-
don Youth Center, provides students with a supportive work environment and focuses on both
soft and hard job skills. When teens are not working in parks and on trails throughout Juneau,
they will be developing team skills and discovering their own strengths and interests for future
educational and career aspirations.

Who can apply: A student with a disability aged 16-20 years old who has an IEP, 504
plan, or who may be a potentially eligible for DVR services.

Contact: Emma Van Nes, evannes@sailine.org, (907) 586-0104

SOUTHEAST ALASKA INDEPENDENT LIVING (SAIL)-HAINES

The SAIL Summer Work Program in partnership with the Takshanuk Watershed Council
provides an opportunity for students to gain experience by working at the Starvin Marvin
Community Greenhouse and Garden Project, building and maintaining trails, and working
on public lands project in the Haines area. In addition to gaining work experience, earning
money, and developing employment skills, the youth will learn the importance of working as
a team and discover strengths and interests for future education and career goals.

Program Dates: 6/3/19 — 8/2/19, 20hrs/week - Wage: $9.89/hr.

Who can apply? Students ages 15-20 with a disability, IEP, 504 plan, or any youth who
could potentially qualify for services.

Contaect: Sierra Jimenez, sjimenez@sailinc.org 907-766-3297 or Meredith Pochardt,
Meredith@takshanuk.org 907-766-3542
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TAPESTRY SUMMER ACADEMY — ANCHORAGE

The 2019 TAPESTRY Summer Academy (TSA) is for any 16 - 21 yr. old student who receives
special education services under an IEF or 504 plan. TSA participants receive post-secondary
education, training, mentoring and support on the UAA campus and in the community. Stu-
dents learn work readiness skills, are supported in career exploration, and develop an individu-
alized Career Plan. Job matching with community host businesses based on the career plans
leads to a paid community work experience. The program operates from June 4 - July 31, 2019.

Contact: Dayna McGuire; 907-786-6038, email dayna@alaskachd.org or Ken
Hamrick; 907-264-6235, email kenh@alaskachd.org

UNALASKA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT — UNALASKA

The Unalaska Summer Work Program will provide students with a supportive work envi-
ronment geared towards individual participant’s interests, career intentions, and availabil-
ity in the area of Unalaska/Dutch

Harbor. Participants will receive on and off the job training in needed financial and work-related
skills of an employed individual.

‘Who can apply: A student with a disability aged 14-21 years old who has an IEP, 504
plan, or who may be potentially eligible for DVR services. Program Dates: 5/27/2019 —
6/28/2019

Contact: Christie Morris, cmorris@uecsd.net (907) 359-2860

VALDEZ CITY SCHOOLS — VALDEZ

The Valdez City Schools Summer Work Program will provide students with a supportive
work environment geared towards individual participant’s interests, career intentions, and
availability in the City of

Valdez. Participants will receive on and off the job training in needed financial and work-related
skills of an employed individual.

‘Who can apply: A student with a disability aged 14-21 years old who has an IEP, 504
plan, or who may be potentially eligible for DVR services.

Program Dates: 6/3/2019 — 6/28/2019

Contact: Suzie Michaud, smichud @valdezcityschools.org 9o7 834-4714. Cell
907 401-1748
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Other Professional Development
Opportunities of Interest

ach workshop nurtures skilts 1o see beneath the
surface and move lo the core of what students

o-led by Corrie Hruby & Dante Huffine
ducalors don'l oflen gel the time and support to
ncus on their own resiliency. In this introductory
shop, you'll get that opportunity! Research

Z there’s a correlation between a school's
fsupport for their educators and the job perfor-
mance and satisfaction of their educators. This
pvarkshop will advance educator resiliency —
personally and prolessionally. You will reflect on
jyour Web of Suppaort inside and outside of school,
b you will discover the dynamic balancing act
petween thase two Webs. You will walk away
with seeing your own sirengihs and a plan with
[Etrategics for growing your own Web of Support.

Deepening Your Resiliency

o-led by Kerrie Carl & Jodi Mar
participanis wha have previously attended @

waging session will lead you 1o reflect more
peply on your own Web of Support, slong with

To Register: Visit BrightwaysLearning.org/events

1 Continuing Education Credit (vig LIAA) per
workshop is available; Fee must be paid by the
participant. Registration information will be

provided io affendees in advance of event.
DAY 2

Authentic Connections:
Personalized Strategies
for Student Engagement

Co-led by Nita Yurrliq Rearden & David Pavish
Far all Day 1 participants.

How do you perceive and connect with others
who are different than you? What knowledge

do you carry with you and share? How do you
become aware of whal's around you and grow?
During this culiural resiliency portion of our
workshop, we'll actively explore cross-cultural
relationships — digging below the surface of
“wihat culture looks like.” We will also reflect on
and discuss how our self-awareness relales o
how we connect with others of both similar and
different cultures, especially Alaska Native. You
will leave with a polished appreciation for your
own nature and identity, along with some strat-
egies for building trust and connection with your
students and colleagues. Strategies you practice
here will help you become more culturally re-
sponsive to your students, school, and community
in aspects previously hidden or overshadowed —
allowing a fresh perspective o shine through that
will further boost your resiliency!

OBJECTIVES

* To bolster educalors’ rapport building
skills that increase trust and efficacy in

their students’ learming

+ To teach educators responsive skills

that elicit change
= To show educators how

maintain a positive kearning environment

* To develop personal energy and well-
ness strategies for teaching longevity

' Registration Fee — $249

Group discount available, see website

© Lodging @Alyeska — $159+1ax;
mention Brightways Learning when calling

to book for special rate

I create and

(PD opportunities contributed by members and not necessarily endorsed by the State of Alaska)
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Appendix C: Transition-themed sessions from the 2019 Alaska State
Special Education Conference

DVR’s Pre-Employment Transition Services- Working Together to

Prepare Students to Transition from School to Work

Jim Kreatschman, jim.kreatschman@alaska.gov, Alaska Division of Vocational

Rehabilitation

DVR currently funds teachers and schools across the state, through JOBZ Club, S’Cool Store
and Summer Work, to prepare students to transition from school to work. Learn how you can
help students develop the “21stcentury skills” employers are looking for by enhancing transition
services in your school on DVR’s dime.

Using the Community to Engage Students in Planning for the Future

Jacque Hyatt, jhyatt@transcen.org, Deanne Unruh, dkunruh@uoregon.edu, National Technical
Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), Ashley Crace, ashley crace@lksd.org, Lower
Kuskokwim School District, and Gail

Greenhalgh, gailg@serrc.org, SERRC

Each community regardless of size provides a rich learning opportunity for students. It’s a place
that they can explore and learn about careers, living independently and how to plan for their
future after high school. Developing a ‘Community Map’ includes interviewing community
members about their experiences with work, subsistence and the skills needed to succeed after
high school. This session will help you learn how to use Community Mapping to uncover work
experience opportunities, supportive resources and develop relationships that will assist in
implementing transition plans and skill development.

Alaska Transition Into Employment: Pathway to Adulthood and

Employment

Ric Nelson, ric.nelson@alaska.gov, and Kristin Vandagriff, kristin.vandagriff@ alaska.gov,
Governor's Council on Disabilities and Special Education

We’ll be presenting an all-inclusive transition handbook that highlights- Employment First;
School to work or higher education transition; Services and Benefits to assist in transition;
Employment rights and ADA; Benefits and Work incentives; Employment smart tech tools; Self
employment resources; and much more.

Secondary Transition - How it's Done

Gail Greenhalgh, gailg@serrc.org, and Grace Gray, graceg@serrc.org, Alaska

Department of Education and Early Development

Participants will understand the Federal requirements for Secondary Transition. A quick review
of the paperwork.

Don’t Overlook CTE in Special Education Transition Planning

Sara Doutre, sdoutre@wested.org, WestEd

Career and technical education (CTE) programs are vital to preparing

Alaska’s students for the workforce, but are we effectively using them in transition planning for
students with disabilities? This session will outline the overlap in purposes between CTE and
special education in preparing students for employment and success after high school. Create
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actionable plans for overcoming barriers to inclusion in CTE for special education students and
hear CTE success stories.

Transition Assessment: Uncovering Student Strengths and Career

Interests

Deanne Unruh, dkunruh@uoregon.edu, Jacque Hyatt, jhyatt@transcen.org, National Technical
Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), and Gail

Greenhalgh, gailg@serrc.org, SERCC

Transition assessment serves as a common thread in the transition process and forms the basis
for defining goals and services that are included in the IEP. Rather than a one-time assessment,
gathering information about career, independent living, and post-secondary education is an
ongoing process of gathering information and helping the student identify their strengths,
preferences, and interests. During this session, you will learn about evidence-based practices,
tools, and resources that will assist you to collect the information and put that in the paperwork
to create a functional transition plan for life after high school.

Enhancing Transition to Prepare Students for Success after High

School

Jim Kreatschman, jim.kreatschman@alaska.gov, AK Division of Vocational

Rehabilitation, Gail Greehalgh, gailg@serrc.org, SERRC, and Shaun Wood,
Shaun@gowise.org, Go Wise

Teachers and paraprofessionals will have the opportunity to learn and practice new skills that
they can start using immediately to help students transition from school to employment. We will
review and practice writing measurable annual and post-graduation goals. We will share
resources for formal assessments and together we will workshop Alaska-specific strategies for
informal assessments.

* Using work traits, not job titles, to identify realistic employment goals

* Incorporating formal and informal assessments

« Effectively engaging Alaskan businesses to enhance transition activities through work-based
learning strategies

* Guidance on creating self-employment opportunities

* Exploring supports that foster independence on the job or success in postsecondary education
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Appendix D: LKSD Secondary Transition Training (2018-2019) Aggregate

Survey Evaluation Data

Achievement of Intended Outcomes

My knowledge of the IEP transition plan as required by
IDEA has increased

100% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

My knowledge of how to use transition assessments to
develop the IEP transition plan has increased

90% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

My knowledge for writing measurable post-school goals
has increased

80% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

My knowledge of using strategies to engage the
community and related services (e.g., employers, DVR,
TVR and others) has increased

64% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

I know how to engage parents and families in the
transition planning process

60% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

I feel comfortable knowing how to refer a student to
Division of Vocational Education (DVR)

70% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

I know I can refer students (when appropriate) to either
the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation or Tribal
Vocational Rehabilitation

80% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

I know how to implement Pre-Employment Training
Skills (Pre-ETS) in my school to support IEP
implementation (e.g., JOBZ Club, S’Cool Store)

60% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

My knowledge of developing community-based
resources (e.g., employers and community agency
options) for my students has increased (e.g., community

mapping)

70% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

Usefulness of Content

Information on implementing a quality transition plan

100% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

Information on parent/family engagement

70% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

Information on DVR for Pre-ETS implementation and
VR counselor referral

70% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

Information on access to useful community agencies
(e.g., DVR, TVR, Job Center)

70% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed

Relevance of Materials
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Strategies to develop and implement the IEP transition 100% of participants agreed or

plan for your students strongly agreed
Strategies to implement Pre-ETS in my 70% of participants agreed or
school/community strongly agreed
Strategies to access community agencies (DVR, TVR, 70% of participants agreed or
Job Center) strongly agreed

Strategies to engage parents and families in the transition | 80% of participants agreed or
planning process: strongly agreed
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