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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
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
139
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report
The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) focuses on a balance between compliance and improving results for children and youths with individualized education programs (IEPs). As needed and with stakeholder input, a review and revisions are made to the SPP/APR, including SPP targets, to ensure that all are designed to be SMART: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Timely.
Annual state reporting of performance on the SPP indicators through the APR is an essential component of the accountability system. Annual public reporting on the SPP/APR is accomplished by posting on the ALSDE website along with the OSEP State Determination, through dissemination to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) and through media advisories. The state also reports annually to the public on the performance of LEAs compared to the state targets. The LEA Performance Profiles are posted on the ALSDE Web site no later than 120 days after submission of the APR each year.

Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation
The Alabama Administrative Code (AAC) is the policy document that sets forth the state rules and requirements for the implementation of Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The AAC is updated as needed and undergoes State Board of Education and broad stakeholders review to ensure compliance with federal and state guidelines. It is made available for public comment and then posted for the public at large on the ALSDE website; hard copies are provided to LEA staff during numerous statewide, regional, and local meetings throughout the year.
Mastering the Maze is the procedures document that assists the school and provider personnel to complete the required forms through detailed explanations of each form required for the provision of free appropriate public education (FAPE) to all students with IEPs in Alabama, ages 3-21. Procedural compliance with state and federal requirements is monitored through SES's Continuous Improvement Process (CIP).

Reporting on Data Processes and Results
To ensure the data systems used for official reporting purposes by the ALSDE and LEAs are valid, error-free, and accurate, the state has multi-level validations in place. These include school- and system-level validations, state-level collection processes, and state-level validation processes. The ALSDE has implemented a District Approved process for ensuring timely, complete and accurate data submissions for reporting purposes.
The ALSDE provides LEAs with data analysis and planning tools (e.g., LEA Performance Profile, LEA-At-A-Glance) to examine regional and local data. The goal is to assist LEAs to identify barriers to improve performance on all indicators and to support sustained improvement. 

Monitoring and Accountability
The SES Section participates with the department's monitoring process, which is a process where multiple sections of the ALSDE monitor LEAs on a cyclical basis. The SES Section conducts a multi-phased process known as the SES Comprehensive Monitoring: Continuous Improvement Process. The monitoring process provides an effective system of general supervision to (1) support practices that improve educational results and functional outcomes; (2) use multiple methods in identifying and correcting noncompliance within one year; and (3) use mechanisms (e.g., focused monitoring) to encourage and support improvement and to enforce compliance. The monitoring process consists of a Self-Assessment; Desk Audit; On-Site Monitoring; High Risk Assessment and Enhanced Self-Monitoring; a System Profile and Fiscal Review; a Student Services Review; and the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report Data and Indicator Review. The review is linked to systemic change and utilizes integrated, continuous feedback and support within a risk-based framework. This framework examines the risk potential exhibited by LEAs according to multiple risk elements such as Data Integrity, Results Indicator Data, Fiscal Data, Determination Status, Professional Learning and Coordinator Experience. 

Provision of Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development
The ALSDE has developed a long-term plan that uses the SPP/APR indicators as a system of improvement to determine the short-term, intermediate, and long-term results produced by the department's improvement activities. This evaluation plan will utilize a variety of evaluation methodologies, including survey, focus groups, and triangulation of data from extant sources. In turn, the results will direct the technical assistance and professional development.
To ensure that staff continues to build their knowledge and awareness, the department regularly participates in technical assistance calls, webinars and meetings provided by the OSEP and the funded Technical Assistance and Dissemination (TA&D) Centers. 

Effective System of Dispute Resolution
Alabama’s dispute resolution process is linked into all aspects of its system of general supervision to ensure effective oversight and implementation of IDEA Part B regulations that improve results for students with IEPs and their families.  The system of dispute resolutions includes processes such as facilitated IEPs, mediations, complaints, and impartial due process hearings.
Staff from the SES Section are assigned to track timelines and investigate formal written complaints and due process hearing requests, as well as to track corrective actions that may result from the findings. These staff members schedule contracted trained mediators and impartial due process hearing officers on a random rotation basis. The AAC details the state policy and procedures for the formal dispute resolution processes at 290-8-9.08(9) (a)—290-8-9.08(9)(c)17.(v)(V). Trainings are conducted on an ongoing basis for Dispute Resolution state staff, contracted mediators, and impartial due process hearing officers. 
The dispute resolution data for specific LEAs are reviewed to determine whether patterns or trends exist within written state complaints and due process hearings and to determine what issues may be occurring that may impact the provision of FAPE for students in particular school systems. These dispute resolution patterns, trends, and issues inform both on-site and off-site monitoring activities, as appropriate.

Responsible Fiscal Management System
Alabama’s fiscal management requirements are based on the U. S. Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), which is the general administration requirements applied to all federal funds and the state’s general supervision requirements under the IDEA. The ALSDE has established policies and procedures for calculating and allocating flow-through funds, as well as reporting and verifying the use of IDEA Part B flow-through funds. The ALSDE follows required procurement procedures when using state set-aside funds

As part of the SES' general supervision system, the SES Fiscal Management Section works closely with the SES Monitoring Section, the SES Data Section, and ALSDE Accounting to assist with monitoring the LEA budgets for allowable costs; monitoring LEAs for maintenance of effort and requiring the LEAs to use 15% of their VI-B and Preschool budgets if the LEA has been determined to be significantly disproportionate in any of the areas listed in the regulations; reviewing time and effort documentation; monitoring contracts that have been developed as part of state set-aside activities; etc. Staff in the Fiscal Management Section provide technical assistance daily to the LEAs, staff, other state agencies, etc. Staff also provide technical assistance documents and present at state conferences to ensure an accurate understanding of fiscal compliance.
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.

The ALSDE, SES Section recognizes that a process for delivering technical assistance (TA) to districts, families, and other agencies is an integral component of an effective system of general supervision. The SES Section has developed a process for delivering TA that is directly linked with other components of its general supervision system, including the SPP/APR indicators, to improve both compliance and results. The TA structure is designed according to three types: general, targeted, and intensive. Moreover, the TA process consists of several delivery options, including on-site, teleconferences, webinars, and through electronic means, such as Podcasts and Moodle. 

General TA: The general type of TA includes mass electronic information dissemination to address identified areas of needed TA. The SES Program Coordinator regularly issues News You Can Use informational topic papers to provide information and resources via mass e-mail to the LEAs. In addition, the SES staff develop “one-pagers” to provide information and assistance in multiple areas that are posted on the ALSDE Web site in order to be accessed by the public as well as school personnel. Other examples of general TA include state-wide conferences with specifically-designed content to address common areas of need such as the Council of Administrators in Special Education (CASE) Fall and Spring Conferences, the Alabama Transition Conference, the MEGA Conference (Special Education Strand) conducted each July, and either a Back-to-School Conference or Novice Coordinators Meeting designed especially for Special Education Coordinators in preparation for the school year.

Targeted TA: The targeted type of TA consists primarily of regionally-provided TA, such as training across the state to address specific areas in both general and special education (e.g., co-teaching/co-planning, behavior). Examples of targeted TA include those delivered in response to needs identified from monitoring data, such as IEP training or Secondary Transition training. Trainings under targeted TA are delivered by SES staff in each region of the state and attended by personnel from LEAs primarily within that region. Some training efforts, however, are conducted in conjunction with other agencies, such as Alabama’s Parent Training and Information (PTI) Center and the Alabama Disabilities Advocacy Program (ADAP).

Intensive TA: The intensive type of TA is delivered to specific LEAs with needs identified through monitoring, dispute resolution, and/or the special education database to correct an identified area of non-compliance or to address another training need in order to improve the provision of a FAPE in the least restrictive environment (LRE) for children with IEPs.
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.

Professional Development (PD) for special education is designed to improve the ability of practitioners to ensure that each child is able to receive a FAPE in the LRE through the appropriate implementation of evidence-based practices that is delivered with fidelity according to the principles of Implementation Science and Adult Learning. Through a network of multiple venues, PD is offered and includes state-wide and regional conferences, dissemination of promising practices, online coursework through LRP Direct Step, and through state initiatives, such as the Alabama Reading Initiative (ARI) and the Alabama Math Science and Technology Initiative (AMSTI). Professional Development is also conducted in coordination with state agencies, such as the Alabama Department of Mental Health, the Alabama Department of Rehabilitation Services, and advocacy centers. Training and PD regarding low incidence disability areas, behavioral management, and the autism spectrum disorders are provided by content specific specialists.

The ALSDE and SES has operated a State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) since approximately 2000. In 2017, a new SPDG was awarded to Alabama. The new SPDG focuses upon providing evidence-based PD in positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) and secondary transition to projects throughout the state. Coaching for both parents and school staff is being provided to sustain effective practice and to disseminate findings through professional development at statewide conferences. The Alabama SPDG’s project design is rooted in the foundation principles of Implementation Science (e.g., Dughman et al., 2011; Michigan Implementation Network, 2010; Fixsen et al., 2005; Fixsen & Blase, 2008; Duda et al., 2011). The data and results yielded by the SPDG projects are being utilized to inform professional development and technical assistance activities throughout Alabama. Additionally, the Alabama SPDG's project design provided the research base to develop the Alabama State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). Multiple demonstration sites are operated throughout the state that employ evidence-based practices rooted within the framework of Implementation Science. Staff within the schools and districts participate regularly in high quality professional development and receive on-going coaching from trained and experienced instructional coaches.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
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 SPP/APR is shared with the public and media primarily via the ALSDE's website. The FFY 2017 SPP/APR may be found via the following link: https://www.alsde.edu/sec/ses/Reports/APR-2017B-AL%20(1).pdf. Once the SPP/APR has been posted, a media news release is sent to over 1,000 forums statewide, including to state board members, LEAs, public information officers, education organizations, and press secretaries for the governor and the Alabama congressional delegation. 

The LEA Performance Profiles may also be accessed on the ALSDE website via the following link: https://www.alsde.edu/sec/ses/Pages/LEAReports.aspx?tab=Performance%20Profiles.

Both the SPP/APR and LEA Performance Profiles are posted no later than 120 days following the State's APR submission on the OSEP required submission date, generally on February 1st.
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.In 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

Pursuant to a State's Determination of Needs Assistance for two-consecutive years (i.e., FFY 2016 and FFY 2017), the Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE), the Special Education Services (SES) Section has included the technical assistance and resources accessed below.

AREA: Improving Data Quality and Reporting 
Technical assistance (TA) received regarding the Success Gaps White Paper and Rubric as presented by the IDEA Data Center (IDC) at the Results Driven Accountability Leadership Series. The Success Gaps White Paper and Rubric was used to assist a local education agency (LEA) identified for coordinated early intervening services (CEIS). The ALSDE also participated on webinars hosted by the Center on Integrating IDEA Data (CIID).

AREA: Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) 
Information regarding the SSIP - The ALSDE has accessed TA from the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) for the SSIP Phases I, II and III. Specifically, technical assistance was sought and provided regarding stakeholder involvement and implementation science. NCIS also provided on-site technical assistance by presenting Implementation Science to stakeholders and the ALSDE staff. 
 
AREA: Reading and Mathematics Improvement Strategies 
Resource guide document accessed from the Center on Instruction: Evidence-Based Reading and Mathematics Interventions: Intensive Interventions for Students Struggling in Reading and Mathematics. A Practice Guide (Vaughn, Sharon; Wanzek, Jeanne; Murray, Christy S.; Roberts, Greg). The ALSDE has accessed this Practice Guide for evidence-based instruction in reading and mathematics in order to improve adolescent literacy and mathematics skills. The Practice Guide continues to be used to inform interventions, especially within our State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Demonstration Sites. 
 
Reading to Learn: Close Reading in K-12 Content Areas Archived webinar on NCSI website 
Methods of reading instruction and discussion that are process rather than strategy-based. Host: Matthew Nathan; Presented by Kevin Perks, Robert Bickford, Aaron Germana. This tool continues to be disseminated to Alabama’s SSIP consultants, Instructional Coaches and SES staff members to assist with informing reading instruction delivery in co-taught classes. 

AREA: Post-School Outcomes (State Identified Measurable Result) 
Aligning Evidence-Based Practices and Predictors for Post-School Success (http://nsttac.org/content/predictor-resources) is being used by the ALSDE to design and implement effective practices in secondary transition for improving students’ post-school outcomes. The ALSDE continues to utilize the module on secondary transition produced by the IRIS Center at Vanderbilt University to provide transition information and resources to parents of students with disabilities. Additionally, the link has been uploaded on the ALSDE website. Teachers in targeted sites have been able to access the module and receive CEUs through an agreement with Vanderbilt University. The ALSDE is also utilizing the Transition Coalition resources as well as the IRIS module on Transition (see above). 

AREA: Dispute Resolution 
The ALSDE has accessed and used resources from the Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE). Specifically, the Part B Dispute Resolution Assessment has been used to review and revise state processes to maintain compliance with applicable requirements. Additional presentation materials are being reviewed as options for implementation of exemplar practices for IDEA mediations and development of alternative dispute resolution options. 

AREA: Fiscal Accountability 
The ALSDE has used information from the LRP National Institute on Legal Issues of Educating Individuals with Disabilities. The information was used to ensure expenditures are allowable and limit the risk of misuse and audit findings and to gain a better understanding of the rules and considerations that must be made prior to conducting such activities as the purchase of expenditures, the procurement process, and internal controls. 
 
The ALSDE attended the Brustein & Manasevit, PLLC Forums to gain a comprehensive understanding of the Federal Grants Reform and to assist with refinement of state internal controls. The ALSDE also has participated on TA calls with the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR). The information obtained was used to help meet federal obligations and compliance requirements. 

AREA: TA Conferences and Meetings 
The ALSDE staff attended the following TA conferences/meetings in addition to regularly-scheduled OSEP and TA&D Center calls: 
1) 2017 OSEP Leadership Conference, Washington, DC (July 2017) 
2) Improving Data, Improving Outcomes, New Orleans, LA (DATE) 
3) IDC Interactive Institute, Orlando, FL (February 2018) 
4) OSEP Project Director’s Conference, Arlington, VA (July 2018) 
5) Brustein & Mansevit, PLLC Forum, New Orleans, LA (November 2018) 
5) One-Time Coaching Series Featuring Jim Knight and Randy Sprick, Sacramento, CA (November 2018) 
6) Brustein & Manasevit, PLLC Forum, Washington, DC (May 2019)* 
7) OSEP Virtual Symposia Series: Innovative Strategies and Best Practices to Attract, Prepare, and Retain Effective Personnel (April-August 2019)* 
8) IDC Peer to Peer Exchange: Significant Disproportionality (October 2019)* 
9) Brustein & Manasevit, PLLC Forum, New Orleans (December 2019)* 
10) LRP’s Legal Issues of Educating Individuals with Disabilities, Orlando, FL (April 2019)*
 
*Indicates conferences and meetings accessed during the calendar year but outside of the FFY 2018 reporting period. 
 
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 FFY 2019 target for Indicator B-17/SSIP, and OSEP accepts that 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
	2016
	54.05%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.40%
	65.30%
	69.20%
	55.82%

	Data
	76.94%
	64.40%
	72.39%
	54.05%
	67.00%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	57.59%
	57.59%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.

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
	3,398

	 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
	4,994

	 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
	68.04%


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

	3,398
	4,994
	67.00%
	57.59%
	68.04%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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.
To qualify for the Alabama High School Diploma (AHSD), all students must pass a minimum of 24 credits of coursework—Mathematics (4), Science (4), Social Studies (4), English (4), Physical Education (1), Health Education (0.5), Career Preparedness (1), Career and Technical Education and/or Foreign Language and/or Arts Education (3), and Electives (2.5). Additional credits may be added at the discretion of each LEA’s board of education. 

The AHSD provides youth with multiple pathways to graduate: the General Education Pathway, the Essentials Pathway, or the Alternate Achievement Standards (AAS) Pathway. Only youth completing core courses that are fully-aligned to the General Education Pathway are counted in the federal graduation rate.
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
	2013
	12.71%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	12.71%
	12.46%
	12.21%
	11.96%
	11.71%

	Data
	12.71%
	10.75%
	6.99%
	6.85%
	5.98%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	11.46%
	10.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.

Based on stakeholder input, it was recommended that the target be decreased from 11.46% to 10%.  The ALSDE has reviewed performance patterns and agrees with decreasing the target to 10% in light of performance patterns for this indicator.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
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)
	3,282

	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)
	918

	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)
	84

	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)
	284

	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)
	24


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

	284
	4,592
	5.98%
	11.46%
	6.18%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
The state of Alabama utilizes the Common Core of Data (CCD) definition of a dropout, where the count of dropouts is used to produce an event dropout rate each year as well as to project a four-year dropout rate for a given cohort. According to the CCD definition, a dropout is an individual who (1) was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year; (2) was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year; and (3) has not graduated from high school or completed a state- or system-approved education program and does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: transferred to another public school district, private school, or state- or district-approved education program; temporary absence due to suspension or school-approved illness; or death. 
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%
	95.50%
	96.00%
	97.00%
	98.00%

	A
	Overall
	99.30%
	Actual
	95.28%
	99.84%
	98.18%
	97.91%
	98.06%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.50%
	96.00%
	97.00%
	98.00%

	A
	Overall
	99.30%
	Actual
	95.29%
	99.87%
	100.00%
	97.84%
	98.08%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	99.00%
	99.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	99.00%
	99.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
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
	8,988
	9,073
	8,827
	8,146
	7,451
	6,970
	
	
	
	
	5,115

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	7,246
	5,923
	5,469
	4,845
	4,778
	4,607
	
	
	
	
	2,054

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	955
	2,346
	2,518
	2,441
	1,863
	1,492
	
	
	
	
	2,046

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	676
	715
	737
	743
	670
	717
	
	
	
	
	656


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
	8,990
	9,075
	8,828
	8,148
	7,452
	6,973
	
	
	
	
	5,115

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	7,242
	5,919
	5,467
	4,843
	4,779
	4,601
	
	
	
	
	2,051

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	954
	2,350
	2,519
	2,436
	1,865
	1,489
	
	
	
	
	2,044

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	674
	714
	737
	743
	671
	717
	
	
	
	
	656


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
	54,570
	53,497
	98.06%
	99.00%
	98.03%
	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
	54,581
	53,471
	98.08%
	99.00%
	97.97%
	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. 

The link to the pages where public reports of assessment results: https://www.alsde.edu/dept/erc/Support/2018-2019%20Proficiency%20and%20Participation%20Data%20of%20Students%20with%20IEPs.xlsx.
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
	2017
	Target >=
	16.30%
	23.30%
	30.30%
	37.20%
	44.20%

	A
	Overall
	15.33%
	Actual
	15.68%
	10.24%
	10.37%
	12.48%
	15.33%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2017
	Target >=
	17.40%
	24.30%
	31.20%
	38.10%
	44.90%

	A
	Overall
	17.23%
	Actual
	17.64%
	13.79%
	15.49%
	16.45%
	17.23%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	51.20%
	51.20%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	51.80%
	51.80%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
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 FS178; Data Group: 584)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	8,877
	8,984
	8,724
	8,029
	7,311
	6,816
	
	
	
	
	4,756

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,397
	1,130
	920
	682
	651
	526
	
	
	
	
	106

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	70
	153
	163
	161
	134
	86
	
	
	
	
	181

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	216
	314
	269
	341
	284
	216
	
	
	
	
	274


Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	8,870
	8,983
	8,723
	8,022
	7,315
	6,807
	
	
	
	
	4,751

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,136
	1,272
	922
	677
	559
	453
	
	
	
	
	135

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	186
	259
	233
	234
	125
	133
	
	
	
	
	190

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	272
	308
	275
	257
	232
	198
	
	
	
	
	128


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
	53,497
	8,274
	15.33%
	51.20%
	15.47%
	Did Not Meet 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
	53,471
	9,184
	17.23%
	51.80%
	17.18%
	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. 

The link o the pages where public reports of assessment results: https://www.alsde.edu/dept/erc/Support/2018-2019%20Proficiency%20and%20Participation%20Data%20of%20Students%20with%20IEPs.xlsx. 
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
	14.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	7.50%
	6.75%
	6.00%
	5.75%
	5.50%

	Data
	3.73%
	3.70%
	3.68%
	2.19%
	0.73%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	5.00%
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
Based on stakeholder input, it was recommended that the target be decreased from 5% to 4%.  The ALSDE has reviewed performance patterns and agrees with decreasing the target to 4% in light of performance patterns for this indicator.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3
	138
	0.73%
	5.00%
	2.17%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

The ALSDE examines the rate of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State. An LEA is determined to have a significant discrepancy when its suspension/expulsion rate for children with IEPs is at least two percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for children with IEPs. The State calculates the rates of suspensions and expulsions greater than ten days in a school year for children with IEPs for each LEA within the State. No minimum “n” size is used. The methodology utilized by the ALSDE is the use of a single state bar to calculate one state-level suspension/expulsion rate and comparing that rate to the district-level suspension/expulsion rate for children with IEPs on an annual basis. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Although the total number of districts is 139 as reported in the introduction for this reporting period, using school year 2017-18 data as required, the state had a total of 138 districts at that time.
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 three LEAs that the ALSDE identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, the State reviewed the LEAs’ 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 these policies, procedures, and practices comply with IDEA. The State also reviewed (1) their procedures for monitoring the rate of suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs based on data analyses and identification of patterns, and (2) progress reports documenting the total number of suspensions/expulsions of children with IEPs. The State also required the LEAs to review, and as necessary, revise their policies, procedures, and practices. Noncompliance was not identified as a result of the review. 
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

	
	
	
	


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
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.78%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	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.

1

	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

	2
	0
	137
	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

The ALSDE examines the rate of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State. An LEA has a significant discrepancy when its suspension/expulsion rate for children with IEPs is at least two percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for children with IEPs and more than one student is suspended/expelled. The State calculates the rates of suspensions and expulsions greater than ten days in a school year for children with IEPs from a racial/ethnic group for each LEA within the State; then, using the minimum “n” size of one, excludes any LEA that had one or less student suspended or expelled. The methodology utilized by the ALSDE is the use of a single state bar to calculate one state-level suspension/expulsion rate for all LEAs and all racial/ethnic groups. 
  
The State’s suspension/expulsion rate for children with IEPs for FFY 2018 (using 2017-2018 data) was 0.30%. An LEA was determined to have a significant discrepancy if its rate of suspensions/expulsions for children with IEPs was greater than 2.30%. A minimum “n” size of one was used yielding the exclusion of one LEA from the calculations due to the suspension rate greater than 2.30% with only one student suspended/expelled in a racial/ethnic group. 
  
A total of two LEAs were determined to have a significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs. For the two LEAs determined to have a significant discrepancy, it was determined that the LEA did not have policies, procedures, or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and the two LEAs complied with the requirements. 
  
% of Districts with Significant Discrepancy:  
All racial/ethnic groups = 2.17% (3 of 138); American Indian or Alaska Native = 0.00% (0 of 138); Asian = 0.00% (0 of 138); Black or African American = 1.45% (2 of 138); Hispanic/Latino = 0.00% (0 of 138); Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander = 0.00% (0 of 138); White = 0.00% (0 of 138); Two or more races = 0.00% (0 of 138). 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Although the total number of districts is 139 as reported in the introduction for this reporting period, using school year 2017-18 data as required, the state had a total of 138 districts at that time.
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 two LEAs that the ALSDE identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, the State reviewed the LEAs’ 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 these policies, procedures, and practices comply with IDEA. The State also reviewed (1) their procedures for monitoring the rate of suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs based on data analyses and identification of patterns, and (2) progress reports documenting the total number of suspensions/expulsions of children with IEPs. The State also required the LEAs to review, and as necessary, revise their policies, procedures, and practices. Noncompliance was not identified as a result of the review. 
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

	
	
	
	


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 >=
	65.00%
	67.50%
	69.75%
	72.25%
	75.00%

	A
	67.05%
	Data
	83.83%
	83.63%
	83.56%
	83.52%
	83.65%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	6.80%
	6.80%
	6.50%
	6.25%
	6.25%

	B
	6.61%
	Data
	6.79%
	7.00%
	7.19%
	7.16%
	7.23%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	2.75%
	2.70%
	2.65%
	2.60%
	2.55%

	C
	2.77%
	Data
	2.73%
	2.63%
	2.49%
	2.45%
	2.51%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	77.75%
	77.75%

	Target B <=
	6.00%
	6.00%

	Target C <=
	2.50%
	2.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
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
	85,436

	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
	71,419

	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
	6,136

	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
	1,121

	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
	682

	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
	290


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
	71,419
	85,436
	83.65%
	77.75%
	83.59%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	6,136
	85,436
	7.23%
	6.00%
	7.18%
	Did Not Meet 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]
	2,093
	85,436
	2.51%
	2.50%
	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
	2013
	Target >=
	46.71%
	47.00%
	47.50%
	47.75%
	49.00%

	A
	46.71%
	Data
	46.71%
	49.43%
	50.58%
	50.91%
	52.55%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	6.50%
	6.30%
	6.10%
	5.90%
	5.70%

	B
	6.58%
	Data
	5.94%
	5.08%
	3.80%
	3.57%
	2.57%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	53.00%
	53.00%

	Target B <=
	5.50%
	5.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
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
	8,036

	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
	4,297

	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
	176

	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
	64

	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
	11


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
	4,297

	8,036
	52.55%
	53.00%
	53.47%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	251
	8,036
	2.57%
	5.50%
	3.12%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 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 >=
	90.30%
	90.55%
	90.80%
	91.05%
	91.30%

	A1
	85.50%
	Data
	90.31%
	91.23%
	91.77%
	91.50%
	93.15%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	82.25%
	82.55%
	82.80%
	83.05%
	83.30%

	A2
	59.60%
	Data
	82.26%
	82.38%
	80.40%
	80.91%
	78.89%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	90.15%
	90.45%
	90.70%
	90.95%
	91.20%

	B1
	80.60%
	Data
	90.16%
	90.59%
	91.25%
	91.44%
	92.63%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	64.55%
	64.85%
	65.10%
	65.35%
	65.60%

	B2
	29.20%
	Data
	64.59%
	65.65%
	64.45%
	64.45%
	63.97%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	88.60%
	88.85%
	89.10%
	89.35%
	89.60%

	C1
	85.10%
	Data
	88.60%
	90.60%
	89.48%
	91.30%
	90.73%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	87.70%
	87.95%
	88.20%
	88.45%
	88.70%

	C2
	72.20%
	Data
	87.72%
	87.83%
	86.96%
	88.08%
	85.94%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	91.55%
	91.55%

	Target A2 >=
	83.55%
	83.55%

	Target B1 >=
	91.45%
	91.45%

	Target B2 >=
	65.85%
	65.85%

	Target C1 >=
	89.85%
	89.85%

	Target C2 >=
	88.95%
	88.95%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

2,796
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	12
	0.43%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	93
	3.33%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	504
	18.03%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,224
	43.78%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	963
	34.44%


	
	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)
	1,728
	1,833
	93.15%
	91.55%
	94.27%
	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)
	2,187
	2,796
	78.89%
	83.55%
	78.22%
	Did Not Meet 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
	6
	0.21%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	174
	6.22%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	839
	30.01%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,360
	48.64%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	417
	14.91%


	
	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)
	2,199
	2,379
	92.63%
	91.45%
	92.43%
	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)
	1,777
	2,796
	63.97%
	65.85%
	63.56%
	Did Not Meet 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
	10
	0.36%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	96
	3.43%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	281
	10.05%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,040
	37.20%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,369
	48.96%


	
	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. 
	1,321
	1,427
	90.73%
	89.85%
	92.57%
	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. 
	2,409
	2,796
	85.94%
	88.95%
	86.16%
	Did Not Meet 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)

NO

If no, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.”
The criteria for defining "comparable to same-aged peers" used by the ALSDE is based on categories 6 and 7 in the Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF). As noted in the FFY 2013 APR, the ALSDE converted to a seven-point scale COSF in order to allow for delineating children who entered and exited in the "comparable to same-aged peers" category and to clearly define "comparable to same-aged peers". The delineations for measuring progress on the Early Learning Progress Profile (ELPP) standards align to the seven-point scale of the COSF. 
List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

The instrument used to gather data for indicator 7 (Preschool Outcomes) is the Early Learning Progress Profile (ELPP), which is a spreadsheet data collection system that employs components of the COSF. 
The procedures for gathering the ELPP data involved LEA personnel completing the entry document based on information collected through the eligibility process, teacher observations, and reports for every child receiving special education services within 60 days of the date special education services begin. The exit document must be completed within 30 days of anticipated or actual exit from preschool special education services and for every child who will transition to kindergarten or who exits from preschool special education services for any other reason. Preschool children must have received at least six months of special education services before the case manager completes the exit document. 
The LEAs are required to complete the exit ELPP annually during the specified window of April 15 through May 1 for all children exiting preschool programs and transitioning to kindergarten. The ELPP may be completed prior to each annual IEP review date or other intervals at the discretion of the LEA and results may be used in reporting progress and developing the present level of academic achievement and functional performance and annual goals. Additionally, the ALSDE compares the data by entry and exit levels of each child by LEA to determine progress in the three outcomes areas. The LEAs are trained to use this information to examine the effectiveness of curricula, instructional settings, and specially designed instruction to improve outcomes for preschool children with IEPs. 
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 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.

Based on stakeholder input, it was recommended that families have an opportunity to complete surveys annually regarding their opportunity for training and involvement.  The ALSDE plans to conduct parent surveys during the FFY 2019 reporting period using a census rather than a sample methodology to get a baseline and reconfigure the sample in accordance with the population demographics.

During the FFY 2018 year, the ALSDE has sought input on how to increase parent involvement to better improve services for students with disabilities.  Strategies for seeking input included:

1) Gathering input from parents and participants on the Alabama Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). 
2) Partnering with the Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC) on several initiatives, including training, transition parent focus groups, and resources for parents. 
3) Brainstorming ideas with parents during parent focus groups on actions for teachers, schools, and districts to take to improve family collaboration and supports. 
4) Gathering input from parents through various surveys. Through work on the AL State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) and AL State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), the ALSDE gathered input from parents at middle and high school SSIP/SPDG sites through a Foundations Survey. All parents were asked to rate the behavior, safety, climate of schools, and the ALSDE received copies of the results. Parents of transition-aged children also completed the Family Engagement Tool (Louisiana State Personnel Development Grant, 2009) and the SSIP-developed Planning for Life After School survey.
5) Offering state-level training events throughout the year, including two regional ENGAGE AL events for parents, professionals, and educators. 

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2010
	74.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	75.13%
	75.38%
	75.63%
	75.88%
	76.13%

	Data
	75.13%
	67.05%
	76.54%
	80.74%
	78.02%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	76.38%
	76.38%


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

	5,579
	7,274
	78.02%
	76.38%
	76.70%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
31,695

Percentage of respondent parents

22.95%

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.

The Alabama Parent Survey was designed for all parents of students with disabilities ages 3-21 rate the facilitation of parent involvement at their children’s schools. Teachers and school staff collect surveys from parents of both preschool and school-age children. Since one survey is administered to both groups and the data collection process is the same, no additional steps were taken when combining the data. The data from parents of preschool and school-age children are reported in aggregate. 

	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.

The FFY 2018 Indicator 8 Parent Involvement data represent the fourth year of a new four-year cohort; it is the first year for this particular cohort. The four selected cohorts are equivalent in their number of students with disabilities, number of LEAs, and in their three index percentages (gender, ethnicity, and disability). The sampling plan reflects the Alabama 2013 Child Count demographics. 

The following steps outline the methodology used to create a representative sample, in alignment with the OSEP Part B SPP/APR Measurement Table:
Step 1:  Stratify districts by size.  To achieve equivalent size samples, 135 districts were stratified into two groups, based on their student enrollment.  Following OSEP’s interpretation, the first group was comprised of the largest districts with an average daily membership (ADM) of 50,000 or greater.  In Alabama, only the Mobile County School System qualified.  The remaining systems with an ADM less than 50,000 comprised the remaining group. 
Step 2: Select equivalent-size samples. Two equivalent annual sample groups were selected across the two size-stratified groups to create samples that were equivalent in their number of districts and the number of students with disabilities, per the December 2013 Child Count. For Mobile County, the only Alabama district in the largest size group, its schools were divided among the two annual sample groups to preserve their size equivalency.
Step 3:  Adjust samples for indices equivalency.  Once the annual sample groups were selected to have equivalency in number of districts and students with disabilities, their equivalency with regard to the sample indices (student gender, ethnicity, and disability) was evaluated. To increase the indices’ equivalence between sample group percentages and the state population percentages, districts were selected and moved between groups, according to the impact of their index’s percentages on the sample group percentages.

The sampling includes three factors with 22 indices: 
1) Gender (Male/Female); 
2) Race/Ethnicity (Asian, Black, Hispanic, Native American, Pacific Islander, White, and Multiple Races); and 
3) Primary Disability (Autism; Deaf-Blindness; Developmental Delay; Emotional Disability; Hearing Impairment; Intellectual Disability; Multiple Disabilities; Orthopedic Impairment; Other Health Impairment; Specific Learning Disability; Speech/Language Impairment; Traumatic Brain Injury; Visual Impairment).

The responding sample was compared to 2018 Child Count data for the participating cohort districts. Differences between the responding sample and the population were compared for these 22 categories.

According to LaPier, Bullis and Falls (September 2007), responses +/-3.0% are considered “important differences” for sampling. The ALSDE has adopted this standard for representativeness.
 
School districts within the selected annual cohorts were charged with disseminating the state-developed Alabama Parent Survey to all parents of students with IEPs ages 3-21 within the district. Districts offered the survey in two formats: 1) sending a website address to parents to complete the survey online, and 2) providing a paper copy of the survey. For the paper surveys, schools were responsible for disseminating the surveys to parents and collecting completed surveys. The paper surveys were either assembled within the district office and mailed to the ALSDE or mailed directly to the ALSDE by the school. In addition to districts sharing the website link to the online survey, the Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC) disseminated the website link to its database of parents. Surveys were offered in Spanish and English, and districts offered additional languages, as needed.
 
Verification of entered surveys was conducted by reviewing a random sample of 5% of the surveys. To determine parent involvement ratings, parents responded to 11 items on a 5-point scale. Parents whose average responses were 80% or higher (i.e., an average of “4” or higher), were coded as “schools facilitating parent involvement.” 
	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.
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
There were seven indices that were +/-3.0% of the target sample and therefore not representative: 
1) Black (8.3% underrepresented); 
2) Multiple Races (4.33% overrepresented);
3) White (5.1% overrepresented); 
4) Autism (5.5% overrepresented); 
5) Other Health Impairment (6.9% underrepresented); 
6) Specific Learning Disability (7.1% underrepresented); and
7) Speech/Language Impairment (3.6% overrepresented).

All seven of these indices were also over- or underrepresented in FFY 2017. 

To address deviations in representativeness of future Indicator 8 samples, the ALSDE will implement the following strategies:
1) The ALSDE will implement a census survey in FFY 2019. The ALSDE will examine the district Child Count data as well as the responding sample from FFY 2019 and prior years to draw a new sample for FFY 2020. 
2) For FFY 2019, the ALSDE will work to increase the response rate. For districts with lower than 15% response rate in the last survey administration, the ALSDE-SES staff will contact the Special Education Coordinators and offer technical assistance as needed to improve administration of the survey. 
3) In an effort to promote the online survey, the state will share the weblink to the survey on the Special Education Services page, as well as at statewide conferences with parent participants. 
4) The ALSDE will continue to work closely with the Alabama Parent Education Center to reach parents through APEC’s outreach activities. The ALSDE will ask APEC to include the weblink to the survey on its monthly newsletters. 
5) The ALSDE will be in communication with specific advocacy groups around the state, particularly those addressing parents of students with specific learning disabilities and ADHD. 
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’s response rate for the FFY 2018 Alabama Parent Survey was 22.95%.

The FFY 2018 responding sample was compared to the FFY 2018 Child Count within the same cohort districts. The data below (see attachment, Part B Alabama_FFY 2018 SPP-APR_Ind 8 Table of Population Demographics for Cohort Districts) demonstrates the population demographics for the cohort districts, the demographics for the FFY 2018 responding sample, and the difference between the two samples. 

Cohort Population  Responding Sample Difference
Gender
Male 33.28% 35.30% 2.02%
Female 66.72% 64.70% -2.02%
Race/Ethnicity
Asian 1.05% 0.72% -0.33%
Black 39.19% 30.88% -8.31%
Hispanic 6.21% 5.55% -0.66%
Native American 1.37% 1.23% -0.14%
Multi-Race 2.12% 6.45% 4.33%
Pacific Islander 0.10% 0.14% 0.04%
White 49.96% 55.04% 5.08%
Disability Category
Autism 8.70% 14.24% 5.54%
Deaf-Blindness 0.01% 0.22% 0.21%
Developmental Delay 6.75% 9.36% 2.61%
Emotional Disability 0.92% 1.80% 0.88%
Hearing Impairment 1.06% 1.04% -0.02%
Intellectual Disability 7.25% 5.88% -1.37%
Multiple Disabilities 1.27% 3.51% 2.24%
Orthopedic Impairment 0.74% 0.71% -0.03%
Other Health Impairment  14.08% 7.18% -6.90%
Specific Learning Disability 38.55% 31.50% -7.05%
Speech/Language Impairment 19.95% 23.57% 3.62%
Traumatic Brain Injury 0.30% 0.47% 0.17%
Visual Impairment 0.44% 0.53% 0.09%

There were seven indices that were 3% greater or less than the expected values for the current cohort districts: Black/African American; Multiple Races; White; Autism; Other Health Impairment; Specific Learning Disability; and Speech/Language Impairment. The ALSDE-SES staff are taking steps to address these differences in future responding samples. 
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
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  
8 - State Attachments
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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
	2.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	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.

132

	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

	7
	0
	7
	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). 
The ALSDE uses the risk ratio, and if necessary the alternate risk ratio, to calculate disproportionate representation for racial and ethnic groups. In its definition, disproportionate representation is defined in terms of overrepresentation where an LEA is considered to have disproportionate representation for Indicator 9 when the risk ratio (RR) is greater than 2.25 with more than ten students in each racial and ethnic group. Although the ALSDE has established a minimum cell-size of less than or equal to ten for the numerator, a minimum n-size for the denominator has not been established when defining disproportionate representation under Indicator 9.

Data for all racial and ethnic groups were used in the review and analysis for disproportionate representation for each LEA and include: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, White, and Two or More Races.

Step One

Using the OSEP Disproportionality Template, all 139 LEAs were included in the calculation of disproportionate representation.

Based on the data for all 139 LEAs, seven LEAs had a risk ratio of greater than 2.25 and met the state's minimum n- and/or cell-size of ten. The ALSDE excluded 132 LEAs from the final determination of overrepresentation due to each not having met the minimum n- and/or cell-size.

Step Two

In determining if disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification, as part of the data review, the ALSDE reviewed the seven LEAs identified in Step One to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.

The ALSDE examined LEA child find, evaluation, eligibility and other related policies, procedures, and practices. The ALSDE also conducted a review of individual student records to determine if evaluation and eligibility requirements were met according to the Alabama Administrative Code (AAC) and the Part B IDEA requirements.

The LEAs with disproportionate representation were subject to a review of policies, procedures, and practices related to their LEA plan. These plans address special education and related services processes (including child find, evaluation, and eligibility requirements) to ensure compliance with the IDEA. In all LEAs exhibiting overrepresentation of students for a racial and ethnic group, the ALSDE determined that the disproportionate representation was not due to inappropriate identification.
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.

The ALSDE uses the OSEP Disproportionality Template to calculate the risk ratio, and if necessary, the alternate risk ratio for all LEAs in the state. The calculated results are then compared to the state’s criteria for disproportionality to determine whether the LEA is identified as having disproportionality. Once an LEA has been identified as having disproportionality, they are notified and are required to review, and if appropriate, revise their policies, practices and procedures used in their identification processes. This requirement for review is conducted every year by the monitoring section as a part of the continuous improvement process, in which an LEA is identified as having disproportionality and must include a review of child find and evaluation policies, practices and procedures to ensure compliance with the IDEA.

As a part of Alabama’s process towards continuous improvement, pre-staffing meetings are held to discuss LEA data (e.g., Child Count, LEA SPP/APR compliance and performance data, previous monitoring reports, fiscal information) to determine specific areas of focus and need. Particularly, Child Count related data, which includes disproportionality and placement in the least restrictive environment information, are discussed during the pre-staffing meetings. As a result of the pre-staffing meetings, probing questions are reviewed (modified as necessary) and then are shared with the LEA Special Education Coordinator. Regarding disproportionality, there are specific questions designed to determine whether the review of policies, practices and procedures has occurred by the LEA and whether the identified disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification. The LEA is then required to develop an action plan; the state conducts follow-up activities to ensure implementation of plan and provides technical assistance if needed.
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

	
	
	
	


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
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	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.

84

	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

	55
	0
	55
	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). 
The ALSDE uses the risk ratio, and if necessary the alternate risk ratio, to calculate disproportionate representation for racial and ethnic groups. In its definition, disproportionate representation is defined in terms of overrepresentation where an LEA is considered to have disproportionate representation for Indicator 10 when the risk ratio (RR) is greater than 2.50 with more than ten students in each racial and ethnic group. Although the ALSDE has established a minimum cell size of less than or equal to 10 for the numerator, a minimum n-size has not been established for the denominator when defining disproportionate representation under Indicator 10.

Data for all racial and ethnic groups were used in the review and analysis for disproportionate representation for each LEA and include: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, White, and Two or More Races. Additionally, the following disability categories were used in the review and analysis for disproportionate representation for each LEA: Autism, Emotional Disability, Intellectual Disability, Other Health Impairment, Specific Learning Disability, and Speech or Language Impairment.

Step One

Using the OSEP Disproportionality Template, all 139 LEAs were included in the calculation of disproportionate representation.

Based on the data for all 139 LEAs, 55 LEAs had a risk ratio of greater than 2.50 and met the state's minimum n- and/or cell-size of ten. The ALSDE excluded 84 LEAs from the final determination of overrepresentation due to each not having met the minimum n- and/or cell-size.

% of Districts Identified with Disproportionality (Overrepresentation) by Racial/Ethnic Group(s) in Specific Disability Categories:

Autism = 6.47% (9 of 139) were overrepresented for White students.
Emotional Disability = 2.16% (3 of 139) were overrepresented for Black or African American students; 1.44% (2 of 139) were overrepresented for White students.
Intellectual Disability = 12.95% (18 of 139) were overrepresented for Black or African American students; 1.44% (2 of 139) were overrepresented for White students.
Other Health Impairment = 6.47% (9 of 139) were overrepresented for Black or African American students; 5.04% (7 of 139) were overrepresented for White students.
Specific Learning Disability = 9.35% (13 of 139) were overrepresented for Black or African American students; 0.72% (1 of 139) were overrepresented for White students.
Speech or Language Impairment = 0.72% (1 of 139) were overrepresented for Black or African American students; 7.9% (10 of 139) were overrepresented for White students.

Step Two

In determining if disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification, as part of the data review, the ALSDE reviewed the 55 LEAs identified in Step One to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.

The ALSDE examined LEA child find, evaluation, eligibility and other related policies, procedures, and practices. The ALSDE also conducted a review of individual student records to determine if evaluation and eligibility requirements were met according to the AAC and the Part B IDEA requirements.

The LEAs with disproportionate representation were subject to a review of policies, procedures, and practices related to their LEA plan. These plans address special education and related services processes (including child find, evaluation, and eligibility requirements) to ensure compliance with the IDEA. In all LEAs exhibiting overrepresentation of students for a racial and ethnic group, the ALSDE determined that the disproportionate representation was not due to inappropriate identification.
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.

The ALSDE uses the OSEP Disproportionality Template to calculate the risk ratio, and if necessary, the alternate risk ratio for all LEAs in the state. The calculated results are then compared to the state’s criteria for disproportionality to determine whether the LEA is identified as having disproportionality. Once an LEA has been identified as having disproportionality, they are notified and are required to review, and if appropriate, revise their policies, practices and procedures used in their identification processes. This requirement for review is conducted every year by the monitoring section as a part of the continuous improvement process, in which an LEA is identified as having disproportionality and must include a review of child find and evaluation policies, practices and procedures to ensure compliance with the IDEA.

As a part of Alabama’s process towards continuous improvement, pre-staffing meetings are held to discuss LEA data (e.g., Child Count, LEA SPP/APR compliance and performance data, previous monitoring reports, fiscal information) to determine specific areas of focus and need. Particularly, Child Count related data, which includes disproportionality and placement in the least restrictive environment information, are discussed during the pre-staffing meetings. As a result of the pre-staffing meetings, probing questions are reviewed (modified as necessary) and then are shared with the LEA Special Education Coordinator. Regarding disproportionality, there are specific questions designed to determine whether the review of policies, practices and procedures has occurred by the LEA and whether the identified disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification. The LEA is then required to develop an action plan; the state conducts follow-up activities to ensure implementation of plan and provides technical assistance if needed
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

	
	
	
	


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
	82.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.70%
	99.36%
	99.51%
	99.68%
	99.77%


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

	23,303
	23,233
	99.77%
	100%
	99.70%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

70

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.
Given that the number of children included in (a) but not included in (b) is 70, the following numbers indicate the range of days beyond the 60-day initial evaluation timeline when evaluations were completed for children:  1-15 days - 19; 16-30 days - 7; 31-45 days - 9; 46-60 days - 4; and 60+ days - 31. The reasons for delays include students failed vision and hearing tests, school delay, central office delay (psychometrist/testing personnel not notified), shortage of qualified testing personnel, practices and procedures, and delay of evaluation processes. 
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted

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. 

The SES utilizes the state database to generate a report to collect data for Indicator 11 for each LEA. The LEAs submit data one time each year through the District Approval process for reporting data in the APR. Reported data are for the entire reporting period and all LEAs in the state are included. The result of the calculations is compared to the targets. The actual numbers used in the calculation are provided under Actual Target Data. 
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

	22
	22
	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
Using a three-month window interval, the ALSDE verified that all LEAs identified as having noncompliance were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements. The ALSDE reports database was accessed to view each LEA’s report to determine whether all students for whom parental consent to evaluate was received and evaluated within the 60-day timeline with 100% accuracy. Additionally, the ALSDE has verified that all LEAs with noncompliance reflected in the data reported for this indicator are correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.301(c)(1) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through the state’s data system. All reviews of updated data were conducted within one year from the notification of noncompliance. The LEAs identified as having noncompliance with Indicator 11 for FFY 2017 were corrected within one year of notification consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each individual student whose evaluation was not completed within 60 days, the ALSDE accessed the database for all LEAs with noncompliance at three-month intervals to determine whether the evaluations had been completed, although late, for all students still within the jurisdiction of the LEA. Within the database, it was determined that the students who received their required evaluations, even though late, were consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02 and all individual noncompliance was corrected for FFY 2017 within one year.
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
	76.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.50%
	99.72%
	99.86%
	99.65%
	99.83%


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. 
	1,617

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	262

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	1,181

	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. 
	102

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	71

	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.
	 1,181
	1,182
	99.83%
	100%
	99.92%
	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

1

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.
Given that the number of children in (a) but not included in b, c, d or e is 1, the following numbers indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed: 1-15 Days - 0; 16-30 Days - 0; 31-45 Days - 0; 46-60 Days - 0; and 60+ Days - 1. The reason for delay is due to a central office delay. 
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. 

The SES utilizes the state database to generate a report to collect data for Indicator 12.  The LEAs submit data one time each year through the District Approval process for reporting in the APR.  Reported data are for the entire reporting period and all LEAs in the state are included.   
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

	2
	2
	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
Using the state database, the state accessed and reviewed each LEA's report in the reports database using three-month window intervals to determine whether all students who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. The ALSDE has verified that all LEAs with noncompliance reflected in the data for this indicator are correctly implementing the requirements based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through the State's data system. All reviews of updated data were conducted within one year from the notification of noncompliance and were verified as corrected within one year. All noncompliance with Indicator 12 for FFY 2017 was corrected within one year of notification consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02 and no instance of noncompliance remains uncorrected from previous years. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each individual student who had been served in Part C and referred to Part B eligibility determination, the State accessed the database for each LEA with noncompliance at three-month intervals to determine whether the evaluations had been completed, although late, for all students still within the jurisdiction of the LEA. Within the database, it may be determined whether the students have received their required evaluations, even though late, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. All individual noncompliance with Indicator 12 for FFY 2017 was corrected within one year of notification consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02 and no instance of noncompliance remains uncorrected from previous years. 
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
	99.93%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.98%
	99.97%
	99.99%
	99.91%
	99.77%


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

	19,935
	19,945
	99.77%
	100%
	99.95%
	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. 

The SES utilizes the state database to generate a report to collect data for Indicator 13. The LEAs submit data one time each year through the District Approval process for reporting data in the APR.  Reported data are for the entire reporting period and all LEAs in the state are included.     
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	YES

	If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?
	YES

	If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator
	15


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
Using the state database, the ALSDE accessed and viewed each LEA’s updated report to determine 100% compliance during periodic intervals throughout the year. The ALSDE has verified that all LEAs with noncompliance reflected in the data reported for this indicator are correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.320(b) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through the state’s data system. All reviews of updated data were conducted within one year from the notification of noncompliance and were verified as corrected within one year. All non-compliance with Indicator 13 for FFY 2017 were corrected within one year of notification consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For noncompliance identified in FFY 2017, the SES has verified that all LEAs have corrected each individual case of noncompliance based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through the data system, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 
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 >=
	22.24%
	22.49%
	22.74%
	22.99%
	23.24%

	A
	13.77%
	Data
	22.24%
	25.38%
	27.33%
	27.81%
	26.37%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	62.35%
	62.60%
	62.85%
	63.10%
	63.35%

	B
	45.41%
	Data
	62.35%
	65.71%
	70.20%
	60.20%
	60.02%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	76.36%
	76.61%
	76.86%
	77.11%
	77.36%

	C
	63.48%
	Data
	76.36%
	74.29%
	78.49%
	68.85%
	70.50%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	23.49%
	23.49%

	Target B >=
	63.60%
	63.60%

	Target C >=
	77.61%
	77.61%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
During the FFY 2018 year, the ALSDE continued to seek input on how to better serve students transitioning from high school. 

Strategies included:
1) Partnering with the Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC) to lead three parent focus groups. The focus groups, conducted in three regions of the state, gathered input from family members of students who were in high school or were recent leavers. During the parent focus groups, participants received training from APEC on the secondary transition process. 
2) Presenting on transition and post-school outcomes at several meetings. The ALSDE/SES staff presented transition data and information about the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) transition activities at the state’s Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) meetings and sought feedback from the SEAP. ALSDE/SES staff also presented to Alabama’s National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) Alignment Group meetings, allowing for internal collaboration on transition with ALSDE stakeholders.
3) Offering state-level transition training events throughout the year, including transition topics at the state’s MEGA Conference; and two regional ENGAGE seminars with APEC for parents, professionals, and educators. 
4) Gathering input from parents through various surveys:
4a)  Through work on the AL SSIP and AL State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), the ALSDE gathered input from parents at middle and high school SSIP/SPDG sites through a Foundations Survey. All parents were asked to rate the behavior, safety, climate of schools, and the ALSDE received copies of the results. 
4b)  Additionally, AL SPDG parents of students of transition age were also asked complete an Indicators of Family Engagement Tool (Louisiana State Personnel Development Grant, 2009) and the SSIP-developed Planning for Life After School survey. These surveys were used to determine areas for follow-up training and product development.
4c)  The ALSDE/SES partnered with the University of Alabama to develop and disseminate a statewide transition needs assessment for educators throughout the state. 
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
	1,344

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	361

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	509

	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)
	40

	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).
	106


	
	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)
	361
	1,344
	26.37%
	23.49%
	26.86%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	870
	1,344
	60.02%
	63.60%
	64.73%
	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)
	1,016
	1,344
	70.50%
	77.61%
	75.60%
	Did Not Meet 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? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.

The ALSDE uses a representative sample of students with IEPs one-year after leaving high school. The representative sample is divided into two cohorts; therefore, half of the LEAs are represented each year. The two selected cohorts are equivalent in their number of students with disabilities, number of LEAs, and in their three index percentages (gender, ethnicity, and disability). The sampling plan reflects the Alabama 2013 Child Count demographics. 

The following steps outline the methodology used to create a representative sample, in alignment with the OSEP Part B SPP/APR Measurement Table: 
Step 1: Stratify districts by size. To achieve equivalent size samples, 135 districts were stratified into two groups, based on their student enrollment. Following OSEP’s interpretation, the first group was comprised of the largest districts with an average daily membership (ADM) of 50,000 or greater. In Alabama, only the Mobile County School System qualified. The remaining systems with an ADM less than 50,000 comprised the remaining group. 
Step 2: Select equivalent-size samples. Two equivalent annual sample groups were selected across the two size-stratified groups to create samples that were equivalent in their number of districts and the number of students with disabilities, per the December 2013 Child Count. For Mobile County, the only Alabama district in the largest size group, its schools were divided among the two annual sample groups to preserve their size equivalency.
Step 3: Adjust samples for indices equivalency. Once the annual sample groups were selected to have equivalency in number of districts and students with disabilities, their equivalency with regard to the sample indices (student gender, ethnicity, and disability) was evaluated. To increase the indices’ equivalence between sample group percentages and the state population percentages, districts were selected and moved between groups, according to the impact of their index’s percentages on the sample group percentages.

The sampling includes three factors with 22 indices: 
1) Gender (Male/Female); 
2) Race/Ethnicity (Asian, Black, Hispanic, Native American, Pacific Islander, White, and Multiple Races); and 
3) Primary Disability (Autism; Deaf-Blindness; Developmental Delay; Emotional Disability; Hearing Impairment; Intellectual Disability; Multiple Disabilities; Orthopedic Impairment; Other Health Impairment; Specific Learning Disability; Speech/Language Impairment; Traumatic Brain Injury; Visual Impairment).

The responding sample was compared to the population of students with IEPs one-year post-school for these 22 indices. According to LaPier, Bullis and Falls (September 2007), the former National Post-School Outcomes Center indicated those responses +/-3.0% are considered “important differences.” The ALSDE has adopted this standard for representativeness. 
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	YES

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	Alabama Post-School Outcomes Survey (Feb 2019)


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.
The FFY 2018 responding sample was compared to the sample leaver group within the same districts. The data below (see attachment, Part B Alabama_FFY 2018 SPP-APR_Ind 14 Table of Demographic Comparison of Sample) demonstrates the demographics for the entire FFY 2018 sample, the demographics for the FFY 2018 responding sample, and the difference between the two samples. 

Total Sample Responding Sample Difference
Gender
Male 66.2% 67.2% 1.0%
Female 33.8% 32.8% -1.0%
Race/Ethnicity
Asian 0.47% 0.37% -0.1%
Black 43.38% 38.54% -4.8%
Hispanic 5.46% 5.28% -0.2%
Native American 1.28% 1.34% 0.1%
Multi-Race 0.95% 0.74% -0.2%
Pacific Islander 0.00% 0.00% 0.0%
White 48.46% 53.72% 5.3%
Disability Category
Autism 8.40% 9.67% 1.3%
Deaf-Blindness 0.00% 0.00% 0.0%
Developmental Delay 0.00% 0.00% 0.0%
Emotional Disability 1.23% 1.04% -0.2%
Hearing Impairment 1.61% 1.93% 0.3%
Intellectual Disability 9.44% 8.85% -0.6%
Multiple Disabilities 1.42% 1.56% 0.1%
Orthopedic Impairment 0.52% 0.30% -0.2%
Other Health Impairment  13.48% 13.39% -0.1%
Specific Learning Disability 61.65% 60.86% -0.8%
Speech/Language Impairment 1.47% 1.49% 0.0%
Traumatic Brain Injury 0.38% 0.45% 0.1%
Visual Impairment 0.38% 0.45% 0.1%
	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? 
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
A comparison of the 22 indices showed the responding sample was within +/-3.0% for all of the indices except an underrepresentation of Black/African American students (-4.8%) and an overrepresentation of White students (+5.3%). 

Alabama has continued its efforts to improve its response rate and will focus on ensuring underrepresented students are included. The Alabama State Department of Education will take the following two actions to improve the response rate of Black/African American students: 1) Emphasize to districts the importance of reminding students before leaving they will be contacted one year out; and 2) Ensure districts have the student’s correct contact information via the student’s academic and functional performance plan. External verification data found out-of-state phone numbers without area codes, business numbers, and phone numbers with missing digits. Establishing two points of contact with students should increase the response rate.
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
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 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, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its 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. 
14 - State Attachments


[image: image3.emf]Part B Alabama_FFY  2018 SPP-APR_Ind 14 Table of Demographic Comparison of Sample.pdf



[image: image4.emf]Alabama  Post-School Outcomes Survey (Feb 2019).pdf



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 not 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
	94

	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
	7


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 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	47.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	28.72%
	28.97%
	29.22%
	29.47%
	29.72%

	Data
	28.72%
	18.68%
	34.07%
	17.65%
	27.78%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	29.97%
	29.97%


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
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	7
	94
	27.78%
	29.97%
	7.45%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Alabama experienced a decrease in the number of resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements. The confidential nature of the resolution process makes it difficult to accurately pinpoint why some resolution meetings were successful while others were not. A high percentage of due process complaints during FFY 2018 and FFY 2017 were withdrawn or dismissed, reflecting a comparable number of due process complaints resolved without a hearing for both reporting periods. For this reporting period, many complaints were resolved, but without a written agreement, and/or were resolved with a written agreement, but beyond the 30-day resolution period, causing slippage in the number of resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements. It should be noted that less complex complaints in FFY 2018 may have been resolved without a written agreement, and more complex complaints may have taken longer than the 30-day resolution period to resolve.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
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 not 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
	35

	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
	11

	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
	18


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 

The ALSDE has solicited broad stakeholder input from the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) in order to review and revise, as necessary, SPP/APR targets. The input sessions consisted of a face-to-face meeting as well as video- and tele-conferences. Specifically, stakeholders offered input on setting new targets for the ALSDE to consider. Those recommendations are addressed in the respective indicators (i.e., 2, 4a, and 8).

In addition to soliciting input, the SES staff provided training regarding SPP/APR content and relevant data sources for new and veteran SEAP members.  Ongoing training is being planned to ensure that SEAP members are kept abreast of SPP/APR reporting requirements and to ensure they are engaged in setting and/or revising indicator targets.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	62.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	86.11%
	86.36%
	86.61%
	86.86%
	87.11%

	Data
	86.11%
	89.74%
	83.87%
	92.73%
	91.84%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	87.36%
	87.36%


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
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	11
	18
	35
	91.84%
	87.36%
	82.86%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The mediation slippage can be attributed to the increase in the requests for facilitated IEPs and the ALSDE's processes that encourage informal resolution strategies related to complaints.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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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: 

Crystal Richardson
Title: 
State Director
Email: 
crystalr@alsde.edu
Phone:
334-694-4782
Submitted on:
04/30/20 12:21:39 PM 
ED Attachments
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Appendix I:  2019-2020 AL SSIP Behavior Demonstration Sites 



District School Cohort 



Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Elementary School 1 



Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Junior High School* 1 



Athens City School Athens Middle School 1 



Bibb County Schools Bibb County High School 2 



Bibb County Schools Centreville Middle School 2 



Calhoun County Schools Alexandria Middle School 2 



Calhoun County Schools Saks Elementary School 1 



Calhoun County Schools Saks Middle School 1 



Calhoun County Schools Saks High School 1 



Calhoun County Schools White Plains Middle School 1 



Calhoun County Schools Weaver Elementary School 2 



Calhoun County Schools Weaver High School 2 



Calhoun County Schools Walter Wellborn Elementary School 2 



Calhoun County Schools Walter Wellborn High School 2 



Chickasaw City Schools Chickasaw Elementary School 2 



Chickasaw City Schools Chickasaw High School* 2 



Chilton County Schools Clanton Middle School 3 



Decatur City Schools Decatur Middle School 3 



Elmore County Schools Wetumpka Elementary School 1 



Elmore County Schools Wetumpka High School 1 (Former site) 



Elmore County Schools Wetumpka Middle School 1 



Enterprise City Schools Coppinville Junior High School 1 (3 for 
Foundations) 



Enterprise City Schools Enterprise High School 2 



Fort Payne City Schools Fort Payne High School 3 



Hale County Schools Greensboro Elementary School 1 



Hale County Schools Greensboro Middle School 1 



Hale County Schools Greensboro High School 1 



Hale County Schools Hale County High School 3 



Hale County Schools Hale County Middle School 2 



Hale County Schools Moundville Elementary School 3 



Lauderdale County Schools Brooks Elementary School 1 



Lauderdale County Schools Brooks High School* 1 



Lauderdale County Schools Lexington High School 3 



Lowndes County Schools Hayneville Middle School 3 











District School Cohort 



Marshall County Schools Asbury Elementary School 3 



Marshall County Schools Asbury High School 2 



Midfield City Schools Midfield Elementary School 2 



Midfield City Schools Midfield High School 2 



Midfield City Schools Rutledge Middle School 1 



Monroe County Schools Monroe County High School 2 



Monroe County Schools Monroeville Middle School 1 



Montgomery County Schools Capitol Heights Middle School 3 



Oxford City Schools C.E. Hanna Elementary School 3 



Oxford City Schools Coldwater Elementary School 3 



Oxford City Schools DeArmanville Elementary School 2 



Oxford City Schools Oxford Elementary School 3 



Oxford City Schools Oxford High School 2 



Oxford City Schools Oxford Middle School 3 



Pike Road City Schools Pike Road Middle School 3 



Roanoke City Schools Handley Middle School 3 



Roanoke City Schools Knight Enloe Elementary School 3 



Selma City Schools R.B. Hudson Middle School 3 



Sylacauga City Schools Nichols-Lawson Middle School 1 



Tarrant City Schools Tarrant Elementary School 2 



Tarrant City Schools Tarrant High School 2 



Tarrant City Schools Tarrant Intermediate School 2 



Tuscaloosa County Schools Echols Middle School 3 



Tuscaloosa County Schools Holt Elementary School 3 



       *Denotes middle and high school site. 
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Alabama
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 15
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 8
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 3
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 5
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 3
(1.2) Complaints pending. 2
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 5


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 61


(2.1) Mediations held. 35
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 14
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 11


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 21


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 18


(2.2) Mediations pending. 10
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 16


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 156
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 94
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 7


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 8
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 3
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 5
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 31
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 117


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 1


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 0
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 1
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 1
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 0


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Alabama. These data were generated on 10/7/2019 8:37 AM CDT.
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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 diploma1; 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. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR 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 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 


 
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.” 
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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 : 


• 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.


• 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.  


• 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.  
3  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. 


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


6  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. 


7  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 Data8:  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


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


• 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:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• 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:  


• 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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• 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.  


• 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):  


 
9  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 4th and 8th grade reading (see page 11):  


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


Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th 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: 


• 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%. 


• 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’. 


 
10 The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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• 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. 


• 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’. 


• 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: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


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 A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
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. 


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 (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


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


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


 


 
11 In 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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Alabama  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination1 
Percentage (%) Determination 


77.08 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 13 54.17 


Compliance 20 20 100 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


91 2 


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


88 1 


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


15 0 


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


94 1 


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


18 0 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


87 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


91 2 


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


87 1 


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


32 0 


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


92 1 


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


17 0 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


90 1 


 
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." 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 6 2 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a  
Regular High School Diploma1 


71 1 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
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. 


0 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability 
categories due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 99.7 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


99.92 Yes 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 99.95 Yes 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.62  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


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/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Eric Mackey 


Superintendent of Education 


Alabama State Department of Education 


5215 Gordon Persons Building 


P.O. Box 302101 


Montgomery, Alabama 36104 


Dear Superintendent Mackey: 


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 Alabama 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:  
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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 FFYs 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. § 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 III 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 III 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;  


(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, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg  


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Director of Special Education  
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


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). 


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st 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. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


A. 618 Grand Total 
B. APR Grand Total 
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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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: [              0]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 2

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Alabama]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 46.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9761904791666667

		IndicatorScore0: 97.61904791666667

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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Appendix III: AL SSIP Districts Receiving Transition Curriculum Funds 



District  District 



Albertville City Schools  Fort Payne City Schools 



Anniston City Schools  Greene County Schools 



Auburn City Schools  Haleyville City Schools 



Autauga County Schools  Jacksonville City Schools 



Barbour County Schools  Marengo County Schools 



Bessemer City Schools  Marshall County Schools 



Blount County Schools  Monroe County Schools 



Boaz City Schools  Oxford City Schools 



Calhoun County Schools  Russell County Schools 



Chambers County Schools  Saraland City Schools 



Clarke County Schools  Satsuma City Schools 



Clay County Schools  Selma City Schools 



Coffee County Schools  St. Clair County Schools 



Colbert County Schools  Sylacauga City Schools 



Coosa County Schools  Talladega County Schools 



Elba City Schools  Tarrant City Schools 



Escambia County Schools  Walker County Schools 



Eufaula City Schools  Winston County Schools 
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A.  SUMMARY OF PHASE III 



 
A.1. Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SiMR. 
 
In 2014, the Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE), Special Education Services (SES) 
Section staff, began developing Phase I of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). As 
required, the first steps involved eliciting stakeholder input and gathering data in order to identify 
its State-Identified Measurable Result (SiMR) through analysis of its data and infrastructure. 
Through this analysis of the elements of the required Phase I submission, the SES staff and 
stakeholders developed the Theory of Action and the SiMR, “Students with IEPs will be prepared 
to transition effectively and achieve improved post-school outcomes (PSOs) [i.e., students will be 
able to achieve positive PSO and engage in higher education and competitive employment 
opportunities”] as the core of Alabama’s SSIP.  
 
The FFY 2018 actual data for Alabama’s SiMR (Indicator 14b) is 64.73%. 
 



Indicator 14b FFY 2018 Data FFY 2018 Target FFY 2019 Target 



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



64.73% 63.60% 63.60% 



 
  
The Alabama SSIP work has progressed through multiple iterations. Notably, SSIP 
implementation began with eight identified pilot sites as part of the 
Exploration/Adoption/Orientation stage. These eight sites then moved into subsequent stages of 
Installation, Initial Implementation and Full Implementation and are now functioning within the 
Innovation and Sustainability stage. Most sites have reached fidelity with their evidence-based 
practices (EBPs) so that they have begun mentoring other local education agencies (LEAs). As 
Cohorts II and III have been brought into the SSIP work, these cohorts began to work through the 
implementation stages under the guidance and assistance from trained coaches. At this point, the 
Alabama SSIP continues to work across the Implementation Science continuum, with some 
districts working at the Initial Implementation to others sustaining at the Full Implementation 
stage. The Alabama SSIP Phase III.d narrative will continue to describe the ongoing work to 
support and scale these initiatives.  
 
The original eight LEAs with school demonstration sites have now been scaled into 31 LEAs as 
depicted in the following map: 
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Figure 1. Regional Map of Alabama SSIP Demonstration Sites 



 
 
A.2. The coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during the year, 
including infrastructure improvement strategies. 
 
Below are the coherent improvement strategies with updates for FFY 2018. Refer to FFY 2017 
Phase III-c Narrative, pp. 4-8 for table of Coherent Improvement Strategies (Implementation of 
EBPs). 
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Strategy 1. Provide high-quality, engaging instruction and co-teaching in the middle school 
general education classroom. 
 
The activities under this strategy are to select, interview, hire, and train instructional coaches to 
assign to each SSIP demonstration site as well as to provide evidence-based training for middle 
school staff at identified implementation sites in co-teaching, co-planning, and reading and math 
interventions, positive interventions and supports (PBIS), and instructional coaching.  
 
There is a continued emphasis to scale-up by expanding co-teaching and co-planning within 
cohort demonstration site schools. 
 
Strategy 2. Offer safe and supportive learning environments to middle schools through the 
CHAMPS and Foundations Safe & Civil Schools evidence-based programs. 
 
In collaboration with AL SPDG, SSIP school demonstration sites and their feeder patterns will 
participate in a three-year Foundations project with Safe & Civil Schools.   Each LEA joining a 
cohort agrees to participate for a three-year period during which school implementation teams will 
receive on-going training and consultation from Safe & Civil Schools.  
 
During SY 2019-2020, the ALSDE initiated Cohort III Foundations with 18 new school sites in 
11 LEAs. The new cohort consists of elementary schools, middle schools, a junior high school, 
and high schools. Selection criteria included the requirement to visit at least one demonstration 
site. 
 
Strategy 3. Create a system and culture for supporting students with disabilities (SWDs), 
teachers, and administrators. 
 
The activity under this strategy is to select regional demonstration site locations for each region 
consistent with the Exploration Stage of the Implementation Science Framework.  Cohort I 
demonstration sites have moved through successive stages of implementation from Exploration to 
Full Implementation.  At this point, implementation has become infused into the culture.  
 
During this reporting period, the LEAs in Cohort I were identified to be in the Innovation and 
Sustainability stages of implementation, where coaching has been reduced but on-going.  Data 
collection and analysis continue to assess fidelity of implementation in CHAMPS and/or co-taught 
classes. 
 
Strategy 4. Create and publicize a model of comprehensive, research-based transition services for 
high school SWDs through the development of transition demonstration sites. 
 
The activity under this strategy is to increase the number of secondary transition school 
demonstration sites each year to host regional visitors and provide resources to other LEAs 
regarding secondary transition.  
 
The ALSDE initially identified three secondary transition school demonstration sites to 
demonstrate best practices in secondary transition services with financial support from AL SPDG. 
During this reporting period, there were 27 transition school demonstration sites operating.   











5 
 



Additionally, the AL SPDG funded 22 new school demonstration sites through an application 
process during spring 2019 to purchase evidence-based transition curricula. These sites are in 
diverse parts of the state so that interested districts in each region were supported with funds; this 
yields a total of 36 districts funded by the AL SPDG to implement evidence-based transition 
instruction. These districts will serve as the applicant pool for future transition demonstration sites. 
 
Strategy 5.  Collaborate   with   transition   groups   to   coordinate   the   statewide   transition  
infrastructure and strengthen the delivery of transition services from state to student. 
 
The activity under this strategy is to examine secondary transition policy, practices, and 
resources to guide the statewide implementation of evidence-based secondary transition services. 
 
During this reporting period, the ALSDE created and disseminated the Engage Alabama App to 
assist all transition age students in Alabama with identifying individual goals, strengths, and 
preferences. Training regarding the app’s usage was continued to ensure that students, parents, 
and teachers were informed about the app and its assistance with effective, student-centered 
transition planning.   
 
The ALSDE also made the PSO survey administration and data collection webinar available in 
spring 2019. Additionally, the SES Data Team presented at the statewide Back-to-School meeting 
in August 2019 regarding data collection and data integrity, with reminders to view the Post-
School Survey administration webinar.   
 
The AL SPDG contracted with the Zarrow Center to provide 20,000 Transition Assessment Goal 
Generator (TAGG) assessments, which facilitates student self-determination/self-advocacy, to be 
available for SY 2019-2020. The ALSDE updated and distributed The Professionals’ Handbook 
for Transition, The Parent Manual for Transition, and the recently released Student Handbook on 
the  transition landing page under the Resources tab located at 
https://www.alsde.edu/sec/ses/ts/Pages/tshome.aspx. 
 
Strategy 6. Manage project activities based on the implementation science practices of selection, 
training, coaching, data/evaluation, and systemic improvement. 
 
The activity under this strategy is to establish and utilize a Professional Learning Community 
(PLC) to reflect on demonstration site implementation.  
 
The ALSDE continued the meetings with instructional coaches as a Professional Learning 
Community to reflect on demonstration site implementation and progress. However, instead of 
having an external facilitator leading the group, the coaches themselves have taken responsibility 
for planning and conducting the bi-monthly meetings to discuss progress and SSIP data.  
 
The instructional coaches facilitated the ability of demonstration sites to host visitors from other 
LEAs to view the areas of implementation of evidence-based training (Full Implementation Stage).  
 
Strategy 7.  Engage parents and stakeholders in training, information sharing, and feedback for  
program improvement (communication strategy). 





https://www.alsde.edu/sec/ses/ts/Pages/tshome.aspx
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The activities under this strategy are to convene multiple stakeholder meetings across groups, 
including Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) members, parent groups, and community and 
professional settings to elicit contributions and feedback for SSIP program improvement and to  
collaborate with the AL Parent Education Center (APEC) around the development and 
dissemination of relevant resources (e.g., secondary transition resources) for parents and other 
stakeholders related to evidence- based practices, including transition services. 
 
In September 2019, three focus groups of families representing northern, central, and southern 
Alabama were convened to participate in training on secondary transition, including information 
regarding the Engage Alabama App, as well as to give feedback and guidance to AL SPDG staff. 
These focus groups represent an ongoing partnership with the APEC to provide training and 
information to parents to improve post-school outcomes for students with IEPs. Information on 
the history, design, and outcomes of the Alabama SSIP was also a feature of the parent focus 
group.  Additionally, the ALSDE solicited input from parents participating in the focus groups via 
the Transition Stakeholder Survey, Family Engagement Tool, satisfaction survey, and Planning 
for Life After School survey. 
 
Also, SSIP consultants and coaches presented evidence-based training in co- teaching, co- 
planning, mapping, behavior, and instructional coaching at the July 2019 MEGA conference.  A 
meeting was facilitated by the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) staff as part of 
the NCSI intensive technical assistance (TA) work on state alignment using a multi-tiered system 
of support (MTSS) approach, where information was presented to a broad ALSDE stakeholder 
group in August 2019 regarding the process and outcomes achieved by the AL SSIP.  
 
A.3. The specific EBPs that have been implemented to date. 
 
LEA Implementation of EBPs. The implementation of EBPs include secondary transition, PBIS 
and co-planning/co-teaching.  See Appendices I, II and III for a summary of the demonstration 
sites by cohort, LEAs, schools, and initiatives. 
 
 
A.4. Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes. 
 
The evaluation measures include a mix of qualitative and quantitative data, and both formative and 
summative data. Initially, schools completed a site form to track individual participants by 
initiative (e.g., Foundations team members). Site form data were used for planning for fidelity 
observations, analyzing data by category, and training and coaching logs.  
 
Prior to training, participants received a participant’s memo, outlining the training objectives, the 
qualification of the trainer, the expectations before and after training, and the schedule. Training 
events were tracked through the Alabama Professional Development (PD) Database, and sign-in 
sheets were used to record all participants. Pre- and post-event evaluations were sent to participants 
electronically through an online survey program.  
 
Following training, the AL SSIP Activity Log and Basecamp were the primary sources for 
documenting coaching and follow-up activities. Coaching and other activities were summarized 
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and reported to AL SSIP staff bi-monthly to keep staff and consultants aware of the site activities. 
Recommendations were also shared with AL SSIP staff based on the current month’s report.  
 
Measures of satisfaction and progress were also assessed through the annual SSIP/SPDG 
Stakeholder Survey, Transition Stakeholder Survey, and training evaluations, and a Transition 
Parent Focus Group survey. The Stakeholder and Coaching Survey was administered in April/May 
2019 and will be administered again in April/May 2020. 
 
Fidelity data were collected at different intervals during the reporting year: 
• For co-planning and co-teaching, fidelity data were collected on a rolling basis, although all 



data were collected during the 2019-2020 school year. Co-planning and co-teaching fidelity 
data consisted of self-assessments and observations by external consultants for over 10% of 
the co-teaching dyads.  



• For CHAMPS or Discipline in the Secondary Classroom (DSC), individuals implementing 
CHAMPS or DSC completed the STOIC self-assessment in February 2020. External 
observations were conducted for a stratified random selection (stratified by school) of 22% of 
individuals implementing the classroom behavior system using the Safe & Civil Schools Basic 
5 Observation Form.  



• For Foundations, cohort schools completed the Safe & Civil Schools’ Benchmarks of Quality 
(BoQ) between June 2019 and February 2020, depending on the cohort. Additionally, Safe & 
Civil Schools consultants conducted the Foundations Implementation Tool (FIT) and site 
summaries during their on-site observations. 



• Transition fidelity data were conducted for teachers of transition classes by the external 
evaluator using the AL Transition Observation Tool. These observations were conducted  
between September 2019 and February 2020. 



 
Other implementation data, such as teaming and structures, were gathered through a Team 
Functioning Scale Survey, Coaching Checklist completed by coaches, and Foundations and 
implementation team minutes.  
 
Outcome data, such as the office discipline referral data, attendance data, and academic data were 
collected for the 2018-2019 school year in summer 2019. Additionally, FFY 2018 SPP/APR 
Indicators 8 and 14 data were collected before September 2019 and included data from the prior 
year.  
 
Qualitative data were collected primarily through the following means: post-evaluation surveys 
following training; interviews with teachers and administrators; coaches’ sharing during SSIP 
Coaches’ Meetings; Basecamp comments; Activity Log entries; Parent Transition Focus Groups; 
and the SSIP Stakeholder and Transition Stakeholder Surveys. These data provided themes 
pertaining to effective practices and insights on barriers to implementation. 
 
The schedule of the data collection meant data were collected each month, which provided ongoing 
information regarding the progress of the project.  
 
During the Phase III cycle, the AL SSIP Evaluation Plan was operationalized through the AL SSIP 
Data Manual for AL SSIP demonstration sites. The data manual included the data to be collected, 
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by whom, the deadlines, and the title of the forms to be used. Key performance measures were 
also included in the data manual.  
 
The project continued to use Basecamp (http://www.basecamp.com) for evaluation project 
management. The AL SSIP staff, coaches, consultants, and data collectors for SSIP sites were 
invited to join. The data collection timelines, links to data collection forms, and data prompts were 
updated for the current reporting year on Basecamp. This project management tool was useful for 
communicating with participants about evaluation, sharing activities and findings, and keeping the 
forms centralized. 
 
 
A.5. Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies. 
 
Few substantive changes were made regarding implementation and improvement strategies.  
Changes that were made include the ongoing training participation and the selection and 
installation of Cohort III. 
 
Districts selected to participate in Cohort III will begin the Exploration Phase during spring 2020 
when their teams attend PD sessions. As has been previously mentioned in the ongoing SSIP 
narratives, staff turnover continues to be a reality that impacts SSIP implementation in multiple 
districts. During FFY 2017, a few Cohort II sites were impacted by transfer/retirements of key 
administrators and staff who had been involved with Foundations implementation. Therefore, in 
consultation with the site leadership, the decision was made to include these sites within Cohort 
III so that their new teams could begin on the ‘same page’ and continue implementation of the 
evidence-based schoolwide behavioral strategies.   
 
The implementation change made in FFY 2016 continues.  The change included the introduction 
of Foundations as the initial implementation followed by training and implementation of 
CHAMPS and co-planning/co-teaching.  The sequential implementation of Foundations was tried 
as a mid-course correction in order to reduce burden on site staff and to facilitate the acquisition 
of behavior management skills prior to introducing co-planning/co-teaching.  
 
With the advent of SY 2019-2020, a shift will occur in which the Foundation cohorts will combine 
with the 12 regional SSIP Demonstration Sites in order to receive training and on-going coaching 
in the EBPs of co-planning/co-teaching and CHAMPS.  In addition, demonstration sites will 
continue their progress in Foundations. The sites will be assessed for selection and readiness for 
the next phases of the SSIP implementation, so they may be brought forward consistent with 
individual site needs and context. 
 
  





http://www.basecamp.com/
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B.  PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE SSIP 



B.1. Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress. 
 
B.1.a. Description of extent to which the State has carried out its planned activities with 
fidelity—what has been accomplished, what milestones have been met, and whether the 
intended timeline has been followed. 
B.1.b. Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of the implementation activities. 
 
 
Refer to section E.1.b for updated information on accomplishments by area of implementation. 
Also, you will find a complete list of Evaluation Questions by 2018-19 data and met performance 
measures in FFY 2017 SSIP, Appendix III. 
 
 
B.2. Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation. 
 
Multiple opportunities have been provided for stakeholder updates throughout the implementation 
period of FFY 2018 Phase III of the SSIP. During the July 2019 Mega Conference, administrators 
and staff from multiple Demonstration Ready sites presented information and results in individual 
sessions to education stakeholders from all areas of the state. 
 
In August 2019, an important opportunity arose to inform key ALSDE leaders about the work of 
the SSIP and the ongoing results of the implementation of EBPs as part of a broader effort across 
the ALSDE sections to align systems in order to improve student results. Additional meetings were 
held in November and December 2019, as well as a virtual meeting in January 2020. This series 
of face-to-face and virtual meetings are facilitated by the NCSI staff. Representatives from other 
divisions and sections from the ALSDE include Special Education Services, Alabama Reading 
Initiative (ARI), Alabama Math and Science Initiative (AMSTI),   
 
The SSIP External Evaluator provided extensive data regarding the project as a whole and the 
results achieved so far in data discussions with the ALSDE implementation team (July 2019), 
September 2019 Parent Focus Groups, and the April and October 2019 Instructional Coaches 
Meetings.  
 
During the FFY 2018 reporting period, a companion SSIP document containing expanded 
information and data displays of results achieved via SSIP implementation will be created for 
marketing purposes. This document will address the stakeholder input provided during a previous 
(FFY17) Stakeholder Meeting’s facilitated breakout sessions regarding resources for marketing 
the programs to the public, potential new sites, and to education funders.  
 
A stakeholder suggestion from FFY 2017 stated that co-planning and co-teaching should be 
implemented at the university level. Such a model collaboration at the pre-service level will be a 
future consideration with our work with IHEs to intensify the instruction that is presently offered 
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to pre-service teachers. This co-planning/co-teaching collaboration could be designed so that it 
will build upon the model initiative that began in FFY 2017 to work with multiple 
professors/consultants at the University of Montevallo on providing CHAMPS instruction and 
relevant pre-service internships in classrooms implementing CHAMPS with fidelity.  
 
Beginning in the 2018-2019 school year, the ALSDE, SES Section began working with the 
University of Montevallo to integrate CHAMPS/DSC into its pre-service learning and with co-
planning and co-teaching. Through this collaboration, students at the pre-service level would 
experience the behavior and co-planning/co-teaching initiatives prior to graduation. Furthermore, 
to ensure pre-service students learned best practices, the University of Montevallo partnered with 
select classes that had achieved fidelity with CHAMPS and/or co-planning/co-teaching.  
 
Initial DSC training among University of Montevallo pre-service faculty occurred in January and 
February 2019 and was followed by CHAMPS training in July 2019. Additionally, three faculty 
participated in the CHAMPS Training-of-Trainers beginning in December 2019. Pre-service 
students were introduced to the initiatives in the fall 2019 and spring 2020 semesters. In addition 
to learning about CHAMPS/DSC and co-planning/co-teaching in their courses, 18 students 
observed CHAMPS and co-planning/co-teaching at DeArmanville Elementary School, one of the 
SSIP school demonstration sites, and a second group of pre-service students were scheduled to 
visit DeArmanville in March 2020. Faculty and site visit evaluations from students have rated the 
training and visits highly. The University is working toward placements of students with teachers 
demonstrating fidelity for the 2020-2021 school year.  
 
Parent stakeholder groups continue to provide essential feedback and guidance through multiple 
meetings during this reporting period, especially with regard to improving secondary transition 
throughout the state as a means of achieving Alabama’s SIMR. Themes emerging from these 
parent focus groups include concerns regarding student self-determination/self-advocacy and 
increasing parent information/resources related to secondary transition.  
 
The impact continues stemming from the April 2018 joint transition conference meetings jointly 
convened by the AL SPDG and APEC. For example, as an outgrowth of the presentations from 
the Zarrow Center in April 2018 to educators, parents, and students on student self-
determination/self-advocacy, the AL SPDG contracted with the Zarrow Center to purchase 20,000 
Transition Assessment goal Generators (TAGG) to be used by transition-age students statewide.  
Additionally, the ALSDE continues to provide training and resources for Engage Alabama, an app 
designed to lead students through a self-assessment for transition and the state staff continue to 
provide information that assists students with the tools that promote leading their IEP transition 
meetings. 
 
SPDG/SSIP consultants/staff have presented at Curriculum and Instruction Boot Camp meetings 
around the state during this reporting period regarding the SSIP site implementation and co-
planning/co-teaching principles. Audiences for the meetings consisted of teachers and site and 
district administrators. Additional meetings to include SPDG/SSIP staff are being scheduled for 
the 2020 Mega Conference to be held in July. The ALSDE looks forward to updating the results 
of these opportunities upon the scaling-up and results produced by the SSIP Implementation in the 
FFY 2019 submission. 
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B.2.a. How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP. 
 
Alabama continues to convene meetings so that broad stakeholder engagement is elicited and 
supported around the continuous feedback loops needed to carry on the development and revision 
of the Alabama SSIP.  Institutions of higher education (IHE) staff are important voices to include 
and the ALSDE convened a stakeholder meeting in May 2019 to draw IHE representatives from 
universities across the state. These IHE representatives were provided information and resources 
related to multiple programs implemented by the ALSDE, including presentations regarding the 
SSIP Demonstration Sites and all components of the SSIP.  
 
 
B.2.b. How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding the 
ongoing implementation of the SSIP. 
 
 
The August 2019 Alabama Systems Alignment Meeting series (i.e., the MTSS Alignment work 
facilitated by NCSI) was selected to serve as the ongoing stakeholder group for FFY 2018. SSIP 
staff provided the ALSDE stakeholder group with the history, design, and outcomes achieved by 
the AL SSIP in order to elicit constructive feedback from the group over the span of the meeting 
series, as well as to serve as a model implementation plan for other ALSDE initiatives. Similarly, 
the ongoing Family Focus Groups facilitated jointly by SSIP staff and APEC provided an 
opportunity to offer customized  information and resources that enabled families to participate in 
effective decision-making processes and offer constructive input regarding the progress of the 
SSIP on improving post-secondary outcomes for youth with IEPs. 
 
 



C.  DATA ON IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES 



C.1. How the State monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of the 
implementation plan. 
 
C.1.a. How evaluation measures align with the theory of action. 
 
Alabama determined, measured, and monitored the outputs of its implementation plan in four 
stages:  
1) A Theory of Action, depicted in an “If-Then” model, was created in Phase I of reporting. 
2) Theory of Action tables were developed as an expanded version of the “If-Then” model.  
3) The Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicators table cross-walked the 



Theory of Action outputs and outcomes with evaluation questions and related performance 
measures. 











12 
 



4) The measures/methods, persons responsible, and timelines for each evaluation question were 
included in the AL SSIP Evaluation Plan.  



 
All of the models, table, and plan aligned with the theory of action can be found in prior reports, 
including the FFY 2017 SSIP Report Appendix. 
 
C.1.b. Data sources for each key measure. 
 
The data sources for each measure can be found in Section E of the current report as well as the 
“Data Collection Method” column in the AL SSIP Evaluation Plan (see FFY 2017 SSIP, Appendix 
II)  
 
C.1.c. Description of baseline data for key measures. 
 
For each evaluation question, the ALSDE, SES Section has established performance measures that 
are tracked according to the timelines specified in the AL SSIP Evaluation Plan. Performance 
measure targets were established during Phase II and have been updated throughout Phase III. For 
more details on the selection of performance measure targets, please see the FFY 2015 Alabama 
SSIP Phase III report. 
 
Despite the consideration taken when developing performance measures, several measures have 
been adjusted in the Alabama SSIP Phase IIIa-d report to reflect availability of data, the feasibility 
of achieving measures, and utility of the measures themselves.  
 
C.1.d. Data collection procedures and associated timelines. 
 
The AL SSIP Evaluation Plan, found in the SSIP Phase II and Phase III Report appendices, 
outlines the data collection schedule for SSIP data. The assessment tools and protocols used for 
data collection can also be found in Appendix VII of the FFY 2015 SSIP. The frequency of data 
collection was determined by the need for data as well as the feasibility and burden of the schedule 
for the ALSDE, SES Section, and SSIP sites.  
 
The AL SSIP Evaluator created a Data Manual for AL SSIP sites, which includes a description of 
the data requirements, data submission procedures, timelines, and key performance measures. 
Additionally, the AL SSIP uses an online project management program, Basecamp.com, to share 
successes, due dates for data, data forms, and examples in one location. Coaches, ALSDE, SES 
staff, SSIP site administrators, and other staff have access to the Basecamp site. For more details 
on data collection procedures, please see the Alabama SSIP Phase IIIa report.  
 
C.1.e. Sampling procedures. 
 
The ALSDE, SES Section sampled a selection of sites for both the AL SSIP demonstration sites 
(Initiatives 1, 2, and 3), and AL SSIP Transition Sites (Initiative 4). For the selection of its 
Demonstration and Transition sites, the ALSDE applied stratified sampling techniques. Details 
about the sampling procedures can be found in the Alabama SSIP Phases II and III reports.  
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In summer 2019, 19 new SSIP schools in nine districts were added to Cohort III for Initiatives 1-
3. Nine of the schools were in a Cohort I or II school district, and one school moved from Cohort 
II to Cohort III. Additionally, in fall 2019, 17 schools in nine districts were selected for Cohort III 
for transition. Six of the schools were in a Cohort I or II transition school district. 
 
These schools were selected through an application process and scored based on a selection rubric. 
In addition to questions regarding need, significance, and fit, there were non-negotiable items such 
as sharing data and administrator participation. The SES funding was allocated through an 
interview and rating using the selection rubric criteria.  
 
C.1.f. Planned data comparisons. 
 
No between-group data comparisons were made except a comparison of school or district data 
against the state average. Information about longitudinal data comparisons can be found in the 
information regarding the project design in C.1.g. below. 
 
C.1.g. How data management and data analysis procedures allow for assessment of progress 
toward achieving intended improvements. 
 
The AL SSIP evaluation for strategies 1-4 (student-based outcomes) utilize a between and within 
subjects, repeated-measures design. The strategies for strategies 1-4 are measured throughout a 
year and annually; for school-based transition activities, the students’ post-school outcomes are 
measured biannually.  
 
AL SSIP Strategies 5-7, collaboration on transition infrastructure, project implementation and 
management, and parent and stakeholder involvement, are primarily assessed through the 
completion of activities and outcomes on an annual basis. More details of the data collection 
process can be found in the AL SSIP Evaluation Plan (Appendix II) and the Alabama SSIP Phases 
II and III Reports. 
 
C.2. How the State has demonstrated progress and made modification to the SSIP as 
necessary. 
 
C.2.a. How the State has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress toward 
achieving intended improvements to infrastructure and the SiMR. 
 
The ALSDE, SES Section has an external evaluator who oversees the data collection and analyses 
for the project. The evaluator has frequent, weekly informal and formal reporting with the 
Coordinators and Director of the initiatives.  
 
The local-level data systems are in place to allow for data collection and review: 
• Schools have school implementation teams and Foundations teams to review data, plan for 



activities, and review barriers to implementation. 
• Some of the smaller SSIP districts have district implementation teams to review the data at the 



sites as well as review and address barriers to implementation. 
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• District and site representatives provide data, as indicated in the AL SSIP Site Data Manual. 
These data are either submitted directly into a database or submitted by an SSIP Coach.  



• Multiple sources of data are collected for guiding improvement, as noted in the AL SSIP 
Evaluation Plan (see FFY 2017 SSIP, Appendix II).  



 
The state reviews data on a continuous basis, such as Activity Log Summaries of coaching, training 
data after events, and fidelity data after observations. Additionally, the state has met to review the 
data: 
• Annual meeting of SSIP Evaluation Team in July 2019 to review year-end data, create a short-



term work plan, address barriers, and discuss scaling-up strategies. 
• Meeting of the SSIP Evaluation Team in December 2019 to discuss the SSIP stakeholder 



involvement, identification of schools, and progress on Section D items. 
• Consultant, Coordinator, and Evaluator planning meetings in March, September, and October 



2019; and February 2020.  
• Reviewing progress on SiMR and individual LEA results for SSIP sites in May 2019. 
• Coaches’ Meetings with the SSIP staff in March, April, August, and October 2019; and 



February 2020.  
 



C.2.b. Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures.  
 
The current report represents the fourth full year of data reporting. While some SSIP sites are in 
their fifth year of implementation, baseline is typically spring 2015 for Cohort I and spring 2018 
for Cohort II. 
 
When reviewing its performance measures, the ALSDE, SES Section met 89% of its key targets, 
which is an 8% increase over the prior reporting year. All key performance measures are described 
in Sections E.1. A summary of changes to key targets for 2019-2020 are as follows: 
 
 57 active Cohort Demonstration Sites for Initiatives 1-3. Currently, almost all of the Cohort I 



sites are ready for external visitors (see Appendix I for list of sites). 
 27 demonstration sites for transition, an addition of 17 sites compared to the last reporting year 



(see Appendix II for list of sites). 
 22 new districts received contracts to purchase and implement secondary transition curricula, 



for a total of 36 districts. 
 585 individuals have received training on co-planning/co-teaching, 1,297 for behavior 



initiatives, and 514 for transition. 
 91% satisfaction with training and over 86% satisfaction with coaching. 
 Over 75% fidelity for all initiatives: co-planning, co-teaching, CHAMPS/DSC, reading 



intervention programs, Foundations, and transition.  
 64.73% for Indicator 14b (Alabama’s SiMR).  
 3.8% gain in Indicator 14b among SSIP Demonstration Sites, and 6.4% gain in Indicator 14b 



for Transition Demonstration Sites. 
 78% of students with disabilities in co-taught classrooms demonstrate gains in progress 



monitoring/state assessment. All disability subgroups examined met the 45% target for 
academic gains. 



 On average, 144 fewer tardies per month in Cohort I schools compared to baseline. 
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 25 fewer unexcused absences per site per month. 
 31% decrease in the number of office discipline referrals for all students, and a 43% decrease 



for students with disabilities. 
 
For targets not met, Table 1 in C.2.c. describes the changes that have been made or will be made 
to address the gap in performance.  
 
C.2.c. How data support changes that have been made to implementation and improvement 
strategies. 
 
In July 2019, the SSIP Team discussed unmet performance measures from the FFY 2017 SSIP 
reporting year. The team discussed and brainstormed strategies to address several areas: 



• Addressing logistical issues for training, coaching, and collecting fidelity data; 
• Improving transition training and access to training;  
• Embedding more specially designed instruction into co-planning/co-teaching; 
• Increasing the Indicator 14 results; 
• Improving communication at all levels; 
• Reviewing accomplishments; and  
• Generating questions for further discussion. 



 
The SSIP Team developed a short-term plan for activities through a 30-60-90 day plan. The AL 
SSIP Director, Coordinator, and Evaluator met again in December 2019 to review progress toward 
the key strategies in the 30-60-90 day plan and discuss next steps for training.  
 
Table 1 outlines themes from the data that indicated a change in implementation was needed and 
the subsequent change.  
 



Table 1.  2019-2020 Changes in Implementation Made Based on Data 
 



Themes Addressed & Source Actions Taken 



Initial communication needs to be 
improved  
 (SSIP Stakeholder Survey) 



Communication regarding training was provided through 
Participant’s Memos; an initial overview of SSIP and 
Foundations was provided for Cohort III at the first 
Foundations training; all training dates were provided for the 
year and posted on the Basecamp calendar; MOU meetings 
began in February 2020. 



Integrate specially designed 
instruction (SDI) in co-teaching 
 (SSIP Stakeholder Survey) 



Three co-teaching/co-planning/SDI trainings were held in 
June, July, and October 2019. Coaching was provided by a 
consultant on SDI and co-teaching.  



Offer more transition training 
 (FFY 2017 transition training 



counts) 



Transition Demonstration Sites received training on the 
curriculum from a vendor or a transition consultant. The 
ALSDE began developing a transition training curriculum in 
Spring 2020. 



Transition and planning for post-
school outcomes should be 



Additional middle schools were added in new Transition 
Demonstration Site districts. The ALSDE-SES provided 
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addressed more, and at a younger 
age  
 (Transition Parent Focus 



Groups; Indicator 14 data) 



awards to applying districts to purchase evidence-based 
transition curricula.   



Improve communication with 
parents 
 (Transition Parent Focus 



Groups; Coaching Checklist) 



The ALSDE-SES continued to partner with APEC; three 
regional Transition Parent Focus Groups were held in 
September 2019; a student safety manual for parents is in 
development.  



 
 
C.2.d. How data are informing next steps in the SSIP implementation. 
 
The ALSDE recognizes the importance of seeking continuous feedback in order to make 
programmatic and policy changes based on data. The feedback activities included in every 
objective allows for evaluation data to be formally reviewed by the SSIP Evaluation Team. More 
explanation on the data review process can be found in the Alabama SSIP Phases III Report. 
 
The AL SSIP Team meets regularly for formal data review and discussions, and informal reviews 
and meetings have occurred to keep members apprised of progress and changes. As indicated in 
Table 1 in C.2.c, modifications have been made to better improve the SSIP model. Since the AL 
SSIP has seen significant progress in several outcome measures, the model of strategies and 
supports have been shown to be effective. 
There are, however, areas of implementation and strategies that need changes to further improve 
the SiMR.  Overarching themes that will need to be addressed for the 2019-2020 school year, 
which cut across performance measures are outlined in Table 2 below. While several of the themes 
in Table 2 have been addressed in prior years, the data support the need for additional changes. 
The ALSDE, SES Section will continue to focus on these items in the future.  
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Table 2: SSIP Performance Measures Not Meeting Targets or Changes to Address Progress 
 



Improvement Areas 2019-2020 Data Explanation & Changes to Implementation 



How does the project ensure 
participants are learning the 
needed content at training 
events? 



Average learning 
measure post-scores: Co-



Teaching: 62.22%; 
CHAMPS: 58.31%  



Two content areas did not meet the learning performance measure targets: co-teaching/co-
planning and CHAMPS/DSC. The SSIP Team has added learning measure questions; asked 
trainers to initially develop questions to increase content validity; and reviewed HQPD checklist 
data to ensure trainings were of high-quality. Moving forward, the SSIP Team and trainers will 
address the following: 1) Change learning measure items; 2) Review the expectations for 
learning and learning targets for each training; 3) Adjust the allocation of trainers with lower 
learning measure results; and 4) Ensure SSIP Coaches review the content at the end of training.  



How do the SSIP Team and 
Coaches meet the increasing 
demands as the project scales-
up? 



Average coaching 
hours/school: 40.59 



hours/school (target 40 
hours), but 79% of 



Cohort 3 schools <40 
hours. Transition fidelity 



decreased to 75%.  



With the addition of Cohort 3 for both initiatives 1-3 and transition, there are fewer personnel, 
time, and financial resources to distribute to each school. The number of coaching hours per 
school for initiatives 1-3 has significantly decreased over the past three years from 151 
hours/school in FFY 2015 to 40.6 hours in FFY 2018. Furthermore, with more than double the 
number of schools for transition in FFY 2018, the percentage of teachers achieving fidelity has 
decreased (although still meeting the 75% target). The SSIP Team will not expand the number 
of schools for initiatives 1-3 in FFY 2019 and make a modest increase in the number of transition 
sites. The project is considering adding a third transition coach in 2020. More specific guidance 
will be needed on coaching, including expanding coaching in some schools and focusing on 
building internal capacity in other schools.  



Did schools and districts 
review and use data, 
observation results, and 
evaluation findings? 



(Multiple performance 
measures) 



It was reported that 81% of Implementation Teams reviewed data at least annually, which was 
an increase over FFY 2017. On the Foundations fidelity, Data Entry and Evaluation were rated 
71% and 69%, respectively. As noted in Section D.1.a. below, data usage has been observed as 
an area needing improvement. The SSIP Team will work with Foundations, Implementation, 
and Transition Teams to increase data usage. Professional learning will be offered during the 
2020-2021 school year.  



How do teachers, schools, and 
districts sustain activities, 
despite a reduction in SSIP  
professional learning and 
attrition of teachers and 
administrators? 



Slippage in tardies, 
chronic absences, office 
discipline referrals, IEP 
meeting participation 



While the state has shown improvements in academics, attendance, and behavior outcomes, 
slippage was noted in several Cohort I outcomes, particularly attendance and office discipline 
referrals. Survey results have found concerns about staff attrition and ensuring new staff and 
administrators have the training and volition to fully implement the initiatives. The SSIP Team 
will review the procedures in place for new staff and administrator training. Also, SSIP Coaches 
may be assigned to Cohort I schools who have demonstrated slippage in outcomes.  



After meeting the target for 
the state’s SiMR, how do we 
maintain a high-quality data 
collection process? 



Indicator 14b: 64.73% in 
FFY 2018 



Alabama met its target for Indicator 14b and took numerous steps to promote data collection, 
ensure a high response rate, and reduce the number of missing responses fields. These steps 
likely helped to improve the Indicator 14 data collection. Due to COVID-19, data collection will 
be challenging for FFY 2019. The ALSDE, SES Section can continue to provide guidance on 
Indicator 14 data collection, and further guidance may be shared during summer 2020. The SSIP 
Team is examining the disaggregated results from the FFY 2018 data collection and discussing 
strategies for demographic variables. 
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C.2.e. How data support planned modification to intended outcomes (including the SiMR)—
rationale or justification for the changes or how data support that the SSIP is on the right path. 
 
Section E.1.c-d. indicate changes in implementation data as well as outcomes, including gap 
among students with disabilities and students without disabilities on screening/state assessment 
data; student engagement; Average Daily Attendance; unexcused absences; chronic absences; 
number of tardies; office discipline referrals; suspension data; student knowledge about transition; 
and job placements. Most of these areas indicate improvement at SSIP sites.  
 
For the SiMR analyses, the ALSDE, SES Section met its target for Indicator 14(b) in its FFY 2018 
Annual Performance Report with a rate of 64.73%. Additional information about the analyses and 
planned strategies for addressing the SiMR data can be found in Section E.1.c.  
 
FFY 2018 was the first year Alabama has met its target, and the goal was to meet the target by 
2020. Since the state’s SiMR is post-school outcomes, the school-level effects of the project on 
leavers one year after school would likely not occur until the school level effects on leavers were 
predicted to likely lag at least two years post implementation. Furthermore, the Theory of Action 
focuses not only on transition-aged students, but also middle school students. As a result, the 
effects of the SSIP initiatives will become more evident in subsequent years.  
 
SSIP feeder pattern districts from Cohort I showed a 3.8% gain compared to baseline for Indicator 
14b, compared to 2.38% for all Alabama districts. The gap is larger for Indicator 14c: 6.85% for 
SSIP Cohort I districts versus -0.78% for all Alabama districts. Therefore, SSIP districts show 
greater growth on Indicators 14b and 14c than other Alabama districts. The growth shows very 
promising results for the SSIP work. 
 
 
C.3. Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation. 
 
C.3.a. How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP. 
C.3.b. How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding the 
ongoing evaluation of the SSIP. 
 
Alabama implements a transactional model of communication that allows bi-directional sharing 
and feedback. This model accounts for the expertise and experiences of both the SSIP staff and 
stakeholders. Due to resources and time, the evaluation management tasks will occur first with the 
Evaluation Team, followed by the SSIP Coaches, spiraling to larger stakeholder groups. This 
process will allow for rapid corrections in activities.  
 
Members of the Evaluation Core Team communicate frequently, typically weekly, regarding the 
data. Formally, the Evaluation Core Team meet to review updated progress, sharing data, and 
planning. Reviewing these data allowed the Evaluation Core Team to act on any concerns in a 
short timeframe.  
 
In addition to the Evaluation Core Team, the AL SSIP has sought feedback from stakeholders and 
worked with different groups to guide the decision-making process.  As well as achieving the goal 
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of guiding the decision-making, presentation to the upper level and general education management 
and staff within the context of the Alabama systems alignment project furthers the goal of being 
able to scale the implementation statewide through data sharing and building greater awareness 
and capacity for change within the ALSDE. Between February 15, 2019 and February 14, 2020, 
the ALSDE, SES Section collaborated with four stakeholder groups regarding the SSIP evaluation: 
SSIP Stakeholders at public/state forums; Alabama Special Education Advisory Panel; Transition 
Parent Focus Group; and SSIP Instructional Coaches.  
 
These groups include a broad spectrum of expertise and constituencies, including consumers, 
families of students with disabilities, educators, state partners, and statewide organizations. Each 
area of the state is represented by these stakeholder groups used for the development of the SSIP 
evaluation. 
 
Public/State Forums  
SSIP staff and coaches presented in public forums throughout the year:  
• The Alabama SPDG Director, who also works on the SSIP, presented on the SSIP Initiatives 



1-3 to four regional Curriculum and Instruction meetings.   
• SSIP Coaches presented at Regional Special Education Coordinator meetings in spring 2019.   
• Coaches and SSIP consultants presented SSIP data at the state’s MEGA conference, the 



national Council for Exceptional Children conference, and the University Forum.  
• The SSIP Team members also presented to staff within the ALSDE to present findings.  
 
SSIP Demonstration Sites (Monroe County, Hale County, Andalusia City, and Gadsden City), as 
well as SSIP consultants presented during the July 2019 Mega Conference to teachers and 
administrators from across the state. Additionally, the SSIP External Evaluator presented current 
data regarding the SSIP co-taught classes and transition programs during quarterly Coaches’ 
Meetings as well as to the state implementation team members in July 2019 to examine current 
data progress and areas of needed improvements.  The ALSDE staff also presented current data 
and findings to the Parent Focus Groups on Secondary Transition in September 2019 and to SEAP 
members in November 2019.  
 
Moreover, at the request of Dr. Jennifer Coffey, the SPDG Project Officer in May 2019, the SSIP 
Instructional Coaches participated in a video produced by the AL SPDG for the virtual National 
Symposium on Retention of Quality Special Education Personnel. Their topic was coaching as a 
method of retaining and improving the performance of teachers: How Instructional Coaching 
Supports and Sustains Effective Personnel in Alabama https://youtu.be/-JLGtOEIRrg 



 
State Education Advisory Panel  
The ALSDE, SES Section worked with the Alabama Special Education Advisory Panel (AL 
SEAP) to inform the members and to gather feedback on the SSIP updates. The ALSDE, SES 
Section presented on the SSIP to the SEAP two times in the past year.  
  
Parent Focus Groups  
The AL SSIP team and the Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC) has conducted regional 
longitudinal parent focus groups for the past seven years. The focus groups generate data and 
feedback from parents of transition-aged students in the three major regions of Alabama. Parents 





https://youtu.be/-JLGtOEIRrg
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are invited back annually, providing longitudinal perspectives on the transition process of their 
children.   
  
Three Transition Parent Focus Group were held in September 2019, in which the SES staff 
presented SSIP and transition updates to the focus group, and evaluation data were shared with the 
group. Additionally, the SSIP External Evaluator gathered feedback from the parents regarding 
transition services and ideas for strategies to improve parent/teacher and parent/school 
collaboration. Parents also completed the AL Transition Resources Survey and the Planning for 
Life After School survey.    
  
SSIP Coaches  
The AL SSIP team also gathered evaluation feedback from the SSIP site coaches. The coaches met 
with SSIP staff and consultants met regularly over the past year:  
• Five all-day Coaches’ Meetings to hear updates, discuss coaching activities, and work on 
special topics;  
• Two transition coaches’ meetings (in addition to the Coaches’ Meetings);  
• State-coach-consultant discussions regarding what occurred during and following training 
events.   
  
The ALSDE, SES Section will continue to seek input from these stakeholder groups through face-
to-face meetings, WebEx meetings, e-mail, and shared reporting. These groups will continue to 
provide their expertise on the SSIP and evaluation throughout the implementation and scaling-up 
of the initiative.   
  



D.  DATA QUALITY ISSUES 



D.1. Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and 
achieving the SiMR due to quality of the evaluation data. 
 
D.1.a Concern or limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to report progress 
or results. 
D.1.b. Implications for assessing progress or results. 
 
In Phase II, the ALSDE, SES Section developed a thorough evaluation plan that was designed to 
provide sufficient data to determine progress. Through the process of answering the questions in 
the evaluation plan, many lessons were learned about the availability of data, accessing data, and 
the quality of the measures. The prior year’s report outlined five lessons regarding the data quality 
and quantity. While most of the concerns persist due to the nature of data analysis and educational 
data, this year, there are three categories of data quality and quantity concerns, as outlined below.  
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Measurement Concerns 
Despite its efforts to clarify the data collection requirements, the AL SSIP Team has found 
inconsistencies in data reported by the districts. The SSIP Team has found inconsistent data among 
districts as well as inconsistencies over time. It is clear that how data are pulled from the state’s 
data system has affected the consistency of the data, and in many cases, the data collector within 
districts has changed.  
 
The External Evaluator has developed written instructions for each type of data, however, the 
definitions of terms, such as what constitutes a “tardy” is determined by the district. Changes in 
district policies regarding attendance and suspensions can influence the percentages within a 
district, thus, potentially affecting the comparisons over time.  
 
To determine the extent of the validity of the initial baseline data, the External Evaluator will work 
with a subset of schools to go back and analyze the results of key longitudinal outcomes over time.  
 
Data Usage 
Through various assessments, observations, and interviews, the SSIP Team has found some 
districts, schools, and personnel involved in the project may not be using the current and/or prior 
year’s data for making policy and practice changes. As a result, the changes needed to improve the 
data may not be occurring. For example, although office discipline referrals and attendance 
measures are outcome data, not all Foundations Teams or SSIP Implementation Teams are 
examining these measures on a routine basis.  
 
Although the data-based decision making is not necessarily directly related to the quality or 
quantity of data, the AL SSIP Team recognizes reviewing data is an integral part of the 
improvement cycle. The SSIP Team has begun providing graphs of longitudinal Foundations 
fidelity data in a faster turn-around for districts. The Team has also discussed other strategies, such 
as reviewing results with the ALSDE, SES Technical Assistance Team prior to site visits.  
 
Sustaining Schools 
With the expansion of the project, the support to Cohort I schools has significantly decreased, 
particularly in the 2019-2020 school year. With the reduced supports, more schools have moved 
toward sustainability. As a result, obtaining data from Cohort I schools, particularly if the district 
does not have schools in other cohorts, has been more challenging. Additionally, through fidelity 
checks, there are cases of implementation drift, thus affecting the results.  
 
The AL SSIP Team has discussed providing additional coaching to Cohort I schools who may be 
sustaining activities, to prevent drift in the implementation of initiatives and promote 
sustainability. Furthermore, the SSIP Coaches will contact schools regarding the data submission 
and to encourage reviewing the results. Additionally, the SSIP Team will discuss strategies for 
using extant data among Cohort I schools to minimize the data requirements.  
 
These three areas of measurement, data usage, and sustaining schools, have implications for 
assessing progress and outcomes. For example, Spring 2019 unexcused absence data were not 
available from five Cohort I schools, thus decreasing the already small sample size. In general, 
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however, the AL SSIP staff were able to assess progress toward implementation of activities and 
outcomes based on the available data and the longitudinal trends.  
D.1.c. Plans for improving data quality. 
 
As noted in D.1.a. and D.1.b., the state has encountered three key areas of data concern. 
Furthermore, the issues addressed in Section C.2.d. Table 2 are intertwined with data quality 
concerns, such as improving initial communication, scaling-up, sustaining sites, and data usage. 
The AL SSIP Team has examined ways to improve the data quality and will use the following 
strategies:  
 
Communicate with districts regarding fidelity and outcome data.  
The SSIP Team provided information at the first Foundations Team training for Cohort III, and 
the data requirements will be reviewed annually at the first fall training. Furthermore, in August 
2019, the External Evaluator created a table with the data and submission dates for each school. 
This table will be updated annually. All materials and deadlines will continue to be posted on 
Basecamp. 
 
Clarify data definitions and processes to identify datasets. 
The SSIP Team will work toward clarifying the specific fields used for pulling student-level data 
collection (e.g., attendance, office discipline data). Additionally, the External Evaluator will work 
with a subset of schools to determine the accuracy of the baseline data. This process will confirm 
the longitudinal data. Site-based technical assistance will be provided to districts, particularly new 
staff, as needed, regarding how to locate and submit data. 
 
Work with Cohort I schools to increase data submissions. 
To address the issues of sustainability, the SSIP Team will continue to assist Cohort I districts and 
schools, particularly those with administrative changes. The SSIP Team will ensure MOUs are 
drafted that outline the required data and dates of submission. Coordinators will meet with district 
and/or school leaders regarding the MOUs and to work toward building sustainability. 
Additionally, SSIP Coaches will contact Cohort I schools to assist them with submitting outcome 
and fidelity data.  
 
Address the data omissions as a result of Spring 2020 school closures. 
Along with the rest of the nation, the ALSDE will address the educational implications of COVID-
19. The ALSDE, SES Section will assess further actions based on the impact of the disease over 
the next year and the availability of data. Process data will likely still be available during the 2020-
2021 school year, but 2019-2020 outcome data will either be analyzed as partial-year data or 
omitted for the FFY 2019 report.   
 
Despite these data limitations, overall, the ALSDE, SES Section was able to obtain sufficient data 
to be able to: 1) determine progress, 2) determine barriers, and 3) determine changes that need to 
be made to the project. 
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E.  PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS 



E.1. Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements. 
 
E.1.a. Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives, including how systems changes 
support achievement of the SiMR, sustainability, and scale-up. 
 
E.1.b. Evidence that SSIP’s EBPs are being carried out with fidelity and having the desired 
effects. 
 
The ALSDE, SES Section used the AL SSIP Theory of Change to develop evaluation questions 
and performance measures. The AL SSIP Evaluation Plan (see FFY 2017 SSIP, Appendix II) 
measures progress on the evaluation questions by key component. Due to the scale of the project, 
however, Alabama chose to not present the results by each key component, but by overarching 
evaluation questions addressing the Theory of Change for Section E1(b) and E1(c). The reporting 
period for Section E1(b) is February 15, 2019 - February 14, 2020. Outcome data are the most 
recent complete data set available and are noted in Section E1(c).  
 



SELECTION 



  



Were SSIP Sites selected across the state?   



 
During the current reporting period (February 15, 2019 to February 14, 2020), 57 schools in 24 
school districts were participating in SSIP activities for Initiatives 1-3. The schools represent all 
11 regions in the state. In summer 2019, 19 new schools were added as Cohort 3. This growth 
included nine new districts and expansion within four existing cohort districts. A list of the schools, 
their cohort, and areas of implementation can be found in Appendix I. 
  
For the transition initiative, 27 SSIP Transition Demonstration Sites in 12 districts participated 
during the current reporting period. The number represents an increase of 17 schools and nine 
districts compared to the prior reporting year (see Appendix II). Of the 27 transition sites, nine are 
middle schools (33%). 
 
One of the districts, Dothan City Schools, restructured during the summer of 2019; therefore, two 
schools in the prior reporting period were consolidated.  
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Table 3. Performance Measure: Selection of Demonstration Sites 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



12 middle school demonstration 
sites by 2016-2017 



26 middle school sites (57 active 
sites total) 



Increase Yes 



3 transition demonstration sites 
by 2016-2017 & 6 demonstration 
sites by 2020 



27 high school and middle school 
transition demonstration sites  



Increase Yes 



 
 



TRAINING 



  
Did teachers and administrators receive training to support SWD in the classroom and to 
create an improved school climate?   



 
Since the beginning of the project, 1,741 unique individuals have received SSIP training at 136 
training events. Participants attended an average of 2.39 events.  
 
Between February 15, 2019 - February 14, 2020, there were 886 individuals attending training 
events for Initiatives 1-3. Of the 886 Initiatives 1-3 training participants this reporting year, 65% 
were teachers, followed by administrators (17%).  
 
Figures 2 and 3 demonstrate data for AL SSIP training content areas. There were 31 training events 
during the current reporting period, representing 24% increase over the prior reporting period. 
Among this year’s events, 56% of the events were for the behavior initiatives (see Figure 2). 
“Other” training consisted of leadership skills, training of trainer, and mapping the schedule.  
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Figure 2: Percentage of Training Events by Initiative  
(Feb. 2019 - Feb. 2020) 



 
 
Figure 3 shows the percentage of participants attending each training category. The largest 
percentage of participants (35%) attended Foundations training, and 68% attended behavior 
initiatives training. The percentage of participants were more evenly distributed among 
Foundations, CHAMPS/DSC, and co-planning/co-teaching compared to the prior reporting period.  
  



Figure 3: Percentage of Training Participants by Category  
(Feb. 2019 - Feb. 2020) 



 
 
For the SSIP Transition initiative, 514 participants have completed transition training since 
December 2015. The participants, including teachers, administrators, parents, and others, averaged 
1.32 training events per person.  
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Between February 15, 2019 and February 14, 2020, 43 individuals participated training. Training 
consisted of parent training at the transition parent focus groups and a state-level training at the 
Alabama MEGA Conference. Additional teachers received “just-in time” training through their 
coaches, however these events were categorized as coaching.  
 



Table 4. Performance Measure: Teachers & Administrators Receiving Training 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



48 teachers receive training on 
co-planning/co-teaching by 2016-
2017 



585 teachers and administrators 
received training total; 241 teachers 
and administrators received 
training from 2/19-2/20 



Increase Yes 



144 teachers receive training on 
CHAMPS or Foundations by 
2016-2017 



1297 teachers and administrators 
received training total; 645 teachers 
and administrators received 
training from 2/19-2/20 



Increase Yes 



50 teachers/administrators receive 
training on mapping by 2019-
2020 



106 teachers and administrators 
received training total; 39 teachers 
and administrators received 
training from 2/19-2/20 



Increase Yes 



50% of teachers teaching reading 
or math programs have received 
training on the interventions 



85.29% of teachers have received 
training on the specific intervention No change Yes 



12 school participants will have 
completed transition training by 
2016-2017 



514 teachers, administrators, other 
staff, and parents received training 
total; 43 teachers and 
administrators received training 
from 2/19-2/20 



Increase Yes 



 
 



Did teachers demonstrate learning from the training?   



 
An important part of the Theory of Action is evidence of participant learning. Participants in SSIP 
training are asked to complete a pre- and post-event evaluation of a retrospective-post evaluation.  
 
The average learning measure scores for all training between February 15, 2019 and February 14, 
2020 were 48% prior to training and 67% post training. While the average post-scores were nearly 
3% lower than the prior reporting period, the overall gain pre-to-post (19%) was higher than the 
prior year.  
 
The SSIP performance measures reflect the average post-event evaluation score for co-teaching, 
CHAMPS, and Foundations. The results shown in Figure 4 show only the Foundations training 
participants scored above the target of 75% on the post-learning measures.  The scores for 
CHAMPS/DSC decreased by 12% since the prior reporting period, although the scores for 
Foundations increased by 12%. 
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Figure 4: Average Pre/Post Training Learning Measure Scores by Initiative  
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020)



 
The overall average, as well as the post-training learning score averages for co-planning/co-
teaching and CHAMPS/DSC, did not meet the performance measure target of 75% or higher. 
Averages for all three initiatives were within 3% of FFY 2017 results.  
 
The Alabama SSIP did not meet the learning measure for the last three years, and despite numerous 
strategies to improve the averages, the results have remained consistent, albeit below the 75% 
target. During the current reporting year, the assessments were refined to decrease the likelihood 
of a measurement issue (e.g., additional questions, scoring changes, etc.).  
 
After further discussions in summer 2019, the state staff determined to increase the number of 
questions and change the approach to the evaluation to increase content validity. After July 2019, 
the Director requested trainers to develop questions. In some cases, the questions were refined to 
ensure there were not ceiling effects for the pre-tests. Additionally, not all trainers provided 
questions prior to the training. Prior to the changes, however, the average post-test score was 52%, 
and after the changes, the average post-test score was 75%. As a result, Alabama will continue 
with this approach.  
 
Given the consistency in scores from year to year despite different questions, it was determined 
the target is appropriate, but may not be attainable each year. The Alabama SSIP has stressed the 
importance on follow-up coaching following training, and gaps in learning can be addressed 
through coaching. Furthermore, although the state did not meet the learning performance 
measures, the pre/post assessment results demonstrate a 19% increase in learning scores.  
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Table 5. Performance Measure: Learning Assessment 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



Participants score 75% or higher 
on the co-planning/co-teaching 
post-assessment 



Participants scored an average of 
62.22% on the Co-Teaching post-
assessment. 



Decrease No 



Participants score 75% or higher 
on the CHAMPS post-assessment 



Participants scored an average of 
58.31% on the CHAMPS post 
assessment. 



Decrease No 



Participants score 75% or higher 
on the Foundations post-
assessment 



Participants scored an average of 
85.42% on the Foundations post 
assessment. 



Increase Yes 



 
 



Were teachers satisfied with the SSIP demonstration site training?   



 
The SSIP PD participants received a Post-Event Evaluation following training events and are asked 
to rate the event on six domains (see Figure 5).  
 
The SSIP Evaluator calculated the average score for each item for events between February 15, 
2019 and February 14, 2020. The overall participant satisfaction rating was 90.76%, which is a 
1.2% decrease over the prior reporting year. The ALSDE, SES Section set a target of 80% 
satisfaction for training events, and, therefore, the state exceeded this target.   
 
The satisfaction data were disaggregated by training content area: co-planning/co-teaching, 
CHAMPS/DSC, and Foundations. All three content areas exceeded the 80% target on the 
satisfaction ratings, although there was a 12% decrease for the co-planning/co-teaching ratings 
compared to the prior reporting period. 
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Figure 5: Average Satisfaction Ratings for SSIP End-of-Training Evaluations  
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 



 
 
At the end of training events, participants are asked to evaluate the quality of the training, including 
the utility, relevance, quality, and planning. Figure 6 shows the average ratings for each training 
quality item among Initiatives 1-3 (SSIP Demonstration Sites). The results show a consistent rating 
of items across all five domains, with the highest ratings pertaining to relevance and usefulness for 
Alabama students. All items exceeded the 80% target. 
 
 



Figure 6: Average Training Quality Ratings for Initiatives 1-3  
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 
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Evaluations for transition training found 93% of participants were satisfied with the training, which 
is a 4.5% increase over the prior reporting year. As seen in Figure 7, participants were highly 
satisfied with each of the training items, and all six items exceeded the 80% target. 
 
 



Figure 7: Average Training Quality Ratings for Transition  
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 



 
 
 



Table 6. Performance Measure: Satisfaction Ratings for Training 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



80% of participants were satisfied 
with the PD 



90.8% of participants were satisfied 
with the AL SSIP training. 



Decrease Yes 



80% of participants were satisfied 
with the co-planning/co-teaching 
PD 



85.4% of participants were satisfied 
with the Co-Teaching training. 



Decrease Yes 



80% of participants were satisfied 
with the behavior PD 



92.1% of participants were satisfied 
with the CHAMPS/Foundations 
training. 



Increase Yes 



80% of participants were satisfied 
with the transition PD 



92.7% of participants were satisfied 
with the transition training. Increase Yes 
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COACHING 



  



Did teachers and administrators receive coaching? 



 
A total of 2,933 coaching events were reported in the SSIP Activity Log between February 15, 
2019 and February 14, 2020. The coaching included both instructional and systems level coaching. 
The number of coaching events increased 80% compared to the number of coaching events in the 
last reporting period. 
 
Overall, 713 individuals were coached for Cohort Demonstration Site activities and 38 for 
transition activities during the reporting period. Each coaching recipient was coached an average 
of 3.91 times.  
 
Follow-up coaching of SSIP Initiative 1-3 PD participants was divided into six categories: 1) Co-
planning/Co-teaching 2) CHAMPS; 3) Foundations; 4) Reading/Math Intervention Programs; 5) 
SSIP Implementation Teams; and 6) Other (e.g., data, budget, etc.). Figure 8 demonstrates the 
relative amount of coaching by content area.  
 



Figure 8: Percentage of Coaching Events Addressing AL SSIP Initiatives by Topic  
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 



 
 
The data for the current reporting period show the highest concentration of coaching was for 
Foundations, followed by CHAMPS/DSC.  Since Cohort II and Cohort III schools focus on the 
two behavior initiatives (CHAMPS/DSC and Foundations), it is not surprising to have a decrease 
in co-planning/co-teaching and reading/math intervention program coaching.  All but one area, 
reading/math program coaching (4.32%), met the target for 5% or more of the coaching. 
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The AL SSIP focuses on providing intensive coaching supports to its sites. On average, the 57 
Cohort Demonstration Sites received 40.59 hours of coaching supports; the target was an average 
of 40 hours/site. While not all of the sites met the target, the number of sites receiving coaching 
increased. In FFY 2017, the coaching numbers were for 39 sites, whereas there were 57 sites in 
FFY 2018.  
 
The amount of coaching was lower for Cohort I (32.80 hours) and Cohort III (22.49 hours) 
compared to Cohort II (64.80 hours). SSIP staff had anticipated coaching for Cohort I would 
decrease when Cohort III began in late fall 2019. Cohort III received the lowest average amount 
of coaching as Cohort III schools first received training in November 2019.  
 
Tables 7 - 9 show the total number of coaching hours for each SSIP site, grouped by Cohort. 
Because the coaching totals include data reported in the SSIP Activity Log, the numbers are 
conservative and may not reflect all coaching.  
 



Table 7. Coaching Hours Per Site for Cohort I (Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 
 



District School Coaching Hours 
Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Elementary School 6.5 
Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Junior High School 8.5 
Athens City Schools Athens Middle School 73.5 
Calhoun County Schools Saks Elementary School 28.65 
Calhoun County Schools Saks Middle School 55.18 
Calhoun County Schools Saks High School 51.02 
Calhoun County Schools White Plains Middle School 70.01 
Elmore County Schools Wetumpka Elementary School 12.6 
Elmore County Schools Wetumpka Middle School 29.6 
Enterprise City Schools Coppinville Junior High School 19.5 
Hale County Schools Greensboro Elementary School 24.5 
Hale County Schools Greensboro Middle School 42.5 
Hale County Schools Greensboro High School 24.5 
Lauderdale County Schools Brooks Elementary School 10.63 
Lauderdale County Schools Brooks High School 49.38 
Midfield City Schools Rutledge Middle School 60 
Monroe County Schools Monroeville Middle School 3 
Sylacauga City Schools Nichols-Lawson Middle School 20.75 



 
 



Table 8. Coaching Hours Per Site for Cohort II (Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 
 



District School Coaching Hours 
Bibb County Schools Bibb County High School 65 
Bibb County Schools Centreville Middle School 71 
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Calhoun County Schools Alexandria Middle School 53.19 
Calhoun County Schools Weaver Elementary School 47.4 
Calhoun County Schools Weaver High School 64.18 
Calhoun County Schools Wellborn Elementary School 55.54 
Calhoun County Schools Wellborn High School 42.32 
Chickasaw City Schools Chickasaw Elementary School 32.5 
Chickasaw City Schools Chickasaw High School 20 
Enterprise City Schools Enterprise High School 53 
Hale County Schools Hale County Middle School 73.83 
Marshall County Schools Asbury High School 180.5 
Midfield City Schools Midfield Elementary School 40.25 
Midfield City Schools Midfield High School 43.75 
Monroe County Schools Monroe County High School 38.5 
Oxford City Schools DeArmanville Elementary School 78.98 
Oxford City Schools Oxford High School 105.48 
Tarrant City Schools  Tarrant Elementary School 61.08 
Tarrant City Schools  Tarrant Intermediate School 62.58 
Tarrant City Schools  Tarrant High School 106.83 



 
Table 9. Coaching Hours Per Site for Cohort III (Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 



 
District School Coaching Hours 



Chilton County Schools Clanton Middle School 25 
Decatur City Schools Decatur Middle School 34.75 
Fort Payne City Schools Fort Payne High School 26 
Hale County Schools Hale County High School 20.83 
Hale County Schools Moundville Elementary School 17.83 
Lauderdale County Schools Lexington High School 11.75 
Lowndes County Schools Hayneville Middle School 3 
Marshall County Schools Asbury Elementary School 12 
Montgomery County Schools Capitol Heights Middle School 52.5 
Oxford City Schools C. E. Hanna Elementary School 35.68 
Oxford City Schools Coldwater Elementary School 39.56 
Oxford City Schools Oxford Elementary School 43.56 
Oxford City Schools Oxford Middle School 45.6 
Pike Road Schools Pike Road Middle School 19 
Roanoke City Schools Handley Middle School 3 
Roanoke City Schools Knight Enloe Elementary School 3.75 
Selma City Schools R. B. Hudson Middle School 6 
Tuscaloosa County Schools Echols Middle School 14.5 
Tuscaloosa County Schools Holt Elementary School 13 
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Among the transition training participants, 67.02% of teachers and administrators in Transition 
Demonstration Sites who have completed the training received follow-up coaching between 
February 15, 2019 to February 14, 2020.  
 
This percentage represents a 16% increase compared to the prior reporting period. The AL SSIP 
has focused more efforts on transition coaching during the FFY 2018 year, and with the additional 
Cohort III transition demonstration sites, transition coaching has increased.  
 



Table 10. Performance Measure: Coaching Recipients 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



225 teachers and administrators 
receive coaching annually 



Between 2/18-2/19, 751 teachers, 
administrators, or staff received 
SSIP coaching.. 



Increase Yes 



Coaching will occur for co-
teaching, CHAMPS, Foundations, 
Reading/Math, and SSIP Teams 
at a rate of at least 5%.   



Four of the five areas exceeded 
5%: Co-teaching (15.68%); 
CHAMPS (31.70%); Foundations 
(41.48%); Implementation Teams 
(6.02%). Reading/Math programs 
did not meet the target (4.32%). 



N/A No (for 
one 



initiative) 



40 or more hours of coaching per 
SSIP Demonstration Site 



100% of sites received coaching, 
with an average of 40.59 hours/site 
for all SSIP Demonstration Sites. 



Decrease Yes 



50% of staff participating in 
transition PD were coached 



57.41% of staff were coached. Increase Yes 



 



Were teachers and administrators satisfied with the coaching?   



 
Annually, AL SSIP professional development recipients receive a Stakeholder Survey/Coaching 
Survey, and data from this survey are used for the coaching satisfaction performance measures.  
 
Overall, 86.37% of professional development recipients reported they were satisfied with the 
coaching they had received, which is a slight increase over FFY 2017. Coaching satisfaction 
exceeded the 80% target among participants in each initiative: co-teaching dyads (91%); 
CHAMPS (85%); and Foundations Team (92%). There were gains in coaching satisfaction among 
co-teaching (5%) and Foundations Team (6%) participants compared to the prior reporting period. 
 
Furthermore, each role group exceeded the 80% target (see Figure 9). Administrators were the 
most satisfied of the participants’ roles (93%), and teachers were the least satisfied (86%). While 
the rating among teachers was the lowest, the percentage was slightly higher than the previous 
reporting period. 
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Figure 9: Average Percentage of Satisfaction with AL SSIP Coaching by Recipient's Role 
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 



 
 
For the transition coaching recipients, the SSIP Evaluator sent the SSIP Transition Stakeholder 
survey to individuals at Transition Demonstration Sites.  
 
Among those completing the survey, 97% were satisfied with the SSIP transition coaching they 
had received, which was a 17% increase over the prior reporting period. The coaching satisfaction 
exceeded the target of 80%. The AL SSIP had limited coaching prior to the 2018-2019 school year, 
but with the addition of two new transition coaches in fall 2018, the increased access to coaching 
parallels the overall satisfaction.   
 



 
Table 11. Performance Measure: Satisfaction with AL SSIP Coaching 



 
Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 



Prior Year 
Met 



Target? 
80% of coaching recipients are 
satisfied with the co-teaching 
coaching 



91.20% of teachers were satisfied Increase Yes 



80% of all staff are satisfied with 
the coaching they have received 



86.37% of PD recipients reported 
they were satisfied 



Increase Yes 



80% of transition teachers were 
satisfied with the coaching they 
have received 



96.67% reported they were 
satisfied with the coaching Increase Yes 
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FIDELITY 



  



Were SSIP demonstration site teachers able to implement the SSIP initiatives with fidelity? 



 
Fidelity data were collected for Cohorts I and II for co-planning and co-teaching, and Cohorts I 
and II for CHAMPS/DSC and Foundations. The data includes both self-assessed and external 
ratings for those individuals implementing the initiatives between February 2019 and February 
2020. To verify the self-assessed ratings, external verifications were conducted through observing 
at least a 20% stratified random sample of individuals implementing each initiative.  
 
Figure 10 demonstrates the results for the co-planning, co-teaching, CHAMPS, and reading/math 
intervention programs. The target for all initiatives is 70% will implement at least 75% of the core 
components of the initiative with fidelity. For the current reporting period, all of the classroom-
level initiatives met the fidelity target. Furthermore, both methods of determining fidelity, self-
assessment and external observations, exceeded the 70% target for all initiatives.   
 



Figure 10: Percentage Achieving Fidelity for AL SSIP Cohort Demonstration Initiatives  
(Feb. 2019 – Feb. 2020) 



 
 
Co-Teaching 
For the co-teaching observations, the external observers and teachers self-assessing used the 
Classroom Fidelity Observation Form for the fidelity checks. This form, using measures taken 
from Friend & Cook (2013) and Murawski & Lochner (2011), focuses on fidelity to the co-
teaching models and parity among teachers. Co-teaching dyads in both Cohorts I and II were 
evaluated for fidelity.  
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The results for the co-teaching showed a total of 89.61% of teachers had fidelity with co-teaching, 
which exceeded the target of 70%. This year’s results are over 5% higher than the prior reporting 
year.  
 
Co-Planning 
For the co-planning observations, the external observers used the Co-Planning Observation Form 
(Howard, 2016). Teachers self-assessed using a modified online version of the same fidelity form. 
Like co-planning, co-teaching data came from both Cohorts I and II.  
 
The results for 2019-2020 showed 89.39% fidelity to co-planning, which exceeded the 70% target. 
This year’s results are over 3% higher than the prior year’s results.   
 
CHAMPS/DSC 
For CHAMPS/DSC, teachers completed the STOIC Checklist, developed by Safe & Civil Schools, 
as a self-assessed measure of fidelity. Additionally, external verifications were conducted fidelity 
checks for 22% of teachers implementing CHAMPS or DSC. For the external observations, the 
external observers used the Safe & Civil School’s Basic Five for the fidelity checks.  
 
The results showed 84.56% 62% of teachers implemented CHAMPS with fidelity, which met the 
target, which was a .06% decrease from the prior reporting period. Unlike the prior reporting 
period, the self-assessed averages were 7% higher than then external ratings, although both 
methods met the 70% target.   
 
Figure 11 shows the differences by SSIP cohorts. While Cohort I ratings were within 1% of the 
prior reporting period, Cohort II ratings increased by almost 5%. Teachers from both cohorts met 
the 70% target. 
 
Figure 11: Percentage of Teachers Implementing CHAMPS/DSC with Fidelity by Cohort 



(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 
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Reading and Math Intervention Programs 
The focus for Cohort II sites has been on behavior training (Foundations and CHAMPS), and no 
additional resources were provided for reading and math intervention programs during FFY 2018. 
Additionally, Cohort I sites had been implementing reading and math intervention programs 
through SSIP for at least four years. Therefore, there were fewer supports (e.g., resources, coaching 
supports, etc.) for reading and math intervention program. During the 2019-2020 reporting year, 
4% of the coaching events were for reading and math interventions.  
 
The Coaches’ Checklist data were used to report whether programs were implemented at least 
biweekly. In prior reporting years, external observers reported data using the vendor’s fidelity 
form. Given the reduced focus on reading and math intervention programs, this year, the AL SSIP 
Team opted to solely look at implementation. Only programs that purchased a reading/math 
intervention program as part of the SSIP were included in the analyses. 
 
The results found 88.89% 75.86% of schools were implementing the reading and/or math 
intervention materials. This percentage represents a 13% increase over the prior reporting period, 
although fewer schools were included in the analyses. Some low-implementing schools were no 
longer using the same interventions; therefore, the increased percentage must be interpreted with 
caution. The AL SSIP met its 70% target for reading/math intervention programs.  
 



Table 12. Performance Measure: Classroom Fidelity 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



70% of teachers can implement 
co-teaching with fidelity 



89.61% of the teachers 
demonstrated co-teaching fidelity 
in 2019-2020 



Increase Yes 



70% of teachers can implement 
co-planning with fidelity 



89.39% of the teachers 
demonstrated co-planning fidelity 
in 2019-2020 



Increase Yes 



70% of teachers can implement 
CHAMPS with fidelity by 2020 



84.56% of the teachers 
demonstrated CHAMPS fidelity in 
2019-2020 



Decrease Yes 



70% of teachers can implement 
reading and math intervention 
programs with fidelity 



88.89% of schools implemented 
reading and math intervention 
programs in 2019-2020 



Increase Yes 



 
 



Were SSIP demonstration sites able to implement Foundations with fidelity? 



 
During the 2019-2020 school year, the AL SSIP Team used two measures to determine fidelity. 
Cohort I and II schools completed the Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ) to self-assess Foundations 
fidelity. While Cohort I schools have completed a three-year cycle of Foundations training, Cohort 
II schools have only completed two years. Therefore, only Cohort I schools were included in the 
performance measure results. 
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Safe & Civil School consultants used the Foundations Implementation Tool (FIT) for assessing 
fidelity. The FIT was adapted by Safe & Civil Schools from the School-wide Evaluation Tool Sites 
(Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, and Horner, 2001). The FIT, like the PBIS Center’s SET, combines 
data from observations, data reviews, and interviews with administrators, Foundations Teams, 
staff, and students to generate implementation scores for several domains. On-site observations 
were conducted on a rolling schedule between February 2019 and February 2020. Data for the 
2019-2020 school year are not complete, however.   
 
The data showed 82% of the reporting Cohort I Demonstration Sites demonstrated fidelity with 
Foundations. This percentage reflects over a 7% decrease compared to the prior reporting year (see 
Figure 12). The target was 70%, and therefore the state met its target.  
 
Cohort I schools’ scores ranged from 59% to 99%, with a median score of 84.9%. The lowest areas 
addressed data were Implementation Plan (74%) and Reward Programs are Established (69%). 
 



Figure 12: Percentage of Cohort I Demonstration Sites Achieving Fidelity in Schoolwide 
Foundations Implementation (2017-2018 to 2019-2020) 



 
 
Cohort I and II schools completed the BoQ between June 2019 and February 2020 (see Figure 13). 
The overall Cohort II median score was 69%, which was a 29% gain since the last reporting period. 
Almost every Cohort II school had a score on track with achieving fidelity by the end of the three-
year cycle.  
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Figure 13: Average Foundations Critical Elements Scores on the BoQ for Cohort I and II 
Demonstration Sites (2019-2020 School Year) 



 
 



 
Table 13. Performance Measure: School-Level Foundations Fidelity 



 
Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 



Prior Year 
Met 



Target? 
70% of Foundations schools 
implement Foundations with 
fidelity 



82.00% of the Foundations sites 
demonstrated fidelity. 



Decrease Yes 



 
 



Were transition teachers able to implement the Transitions curriculum with fidelity? 



 
For the transition initiative, the ALSDE, SES measured the fidelity of implementation of the 
Stanfield Transitions curriculum in Transition classes. The SSIP Evaluator conducted external 
fidelity checks in SSIP Transition Demonstration Sites.  
 
The external observers used the Transition Fidelity Form, based on the Stanfield Transitions 
Curriculum’s Elements of the Transition Curriculum and the National Secondary Transition 
Technical Assistance Center’s Evaluation Toolkit (the “Student Development” section).   
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During the observations conducted between March 2019-February 2020, 75.00% of teachers 
achieved fidelity for Stanfield Transition curriculum. This percentage is over 14% lower than the 
prior reporting period. There were more teachers implementing the transition curriculum this 
school year, and several of the teacher were new to the curriculum this year.  
 
The average observation score was 85% As Figure 14 shows, 58% of teachers scored 90% or 
higher on the transition fidelity observation, and 75% scored 80% or higher. Therefore, while a 
few individuals will need additional coaching, the majority of teachers show very high levels of 
intervention fidelity.  
 



Figure 14: Average Transition Fidelity Score in Transition Demonstration Site Classes 
(Feb. 2019-Feb. 2020) 



 
The average percentage of teachers achieving fidelity were similar across cohorts, with 75% of 
teachers achieving fidelity from Cohort I, 80% from Cohort II, and 67% from Cohort III. Cohort 
III teachers, with less experience and coaching, and therefore it is not surprising they had a lower 
percentage. The number of teachers per cohort is small, however, and the AL SSIP team is focusing 
more on the overall percentages meeting fidelity.  
 



Table 14. Performance Measure: Transition Implementation Fidelity 
 



Performance Measure 2019-2020 Data Compared to 
Prior Year 



Met 
Target? 



75% of teachers can implement 
the Transitions curriculum with 
fidelity 



75.00% of the teachers 
demonstrated fidelity Decrease Yes 
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E.1.c. Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are 
necessary steps toward achieving the SiMR. 
 
E.1.d. Measurable improvements in the SiMR in relation to targets.  
 
The ALSDE, SES Section began implementing its SSIP activities in January 2015. Approximately 
half of the SSIP Cohort Demonstration Sites have been implementing SSIP initiatives for 3-4 
years. As a result, the ALSDE, SES Section has seen improvement from the implementation of the 
SSIP activities in these sites. The data below share performance of the SSIP toward its key 
outcomes and the SiMR.  
 



INDICATOR 14b: ALABAMA SiMR 



  



Has the state demonstrated improvements for post-school outcomes compared to baseline? 



 
The ALSDE, SES Section’s SiMR, increasing the number of students competitively employed or 
enrolled in higher education one year after leaving school (Indicator 14b). As Figure 15 
demonstrates, 64.73% of students were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed 
in the FFY 2018 reporting year. Therefore, Alabama has met the target for its SiMR for FFY 2018. 
 



Figure 15: Percentage of Students with Disabilities Engaged One Year After Leaving 
School (FFY 2018) 



 
 
The results show while there was a slight increase in higher education enrollment (.49%), there 
was a significant increase in competitive employment (4.23%) between FFY 2017 and FFY 2018. 
The percentage of students not engaged one year out of school decreased by 5.1% from the prior 
reporting year.  
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The FFY 2018 Indicator 14b data represent a 2.38% increase from baseline (FFY 2013 reporting 
year). Longitudinal data in Table 15 demonstrate while Indicator 14a and 14b have increased 
compared to 2013 (baseline), there has been a small decrease in Indicator 14c. These data suggest 
more students are entering competitive employment or higher education instead of other work or 
training programs.  
 
Table 15. Longitudinal Data for the Percentage of Students with Disabilities Engaged One 



Year After Leaving School (FFY 2013-2018) 
  



2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Indicator 14a 22.24 25.38 27.33 27.81 26.37 26.86 
Indicator 14b 62.35 65.71 70.23 60.20 60.02 64.73 
Indicator 14c 76.36 74.29 78.49 68.85 70.50 75.60 



 
The ALSDE, SES has taken numerous steps to improve its SiMR, not only through school-based 
initiatives, but also changes at the state level, such as providing guidance on completing fields and 
reducing the number of missing values, posting a webinar on completing the Alabama Post-School 
Outcomes Survey, conducting follow-up verification calls, and offering reminders to districts about 
the importance of collecting the data at meetings and conferences.  
 
Drill-down analyses found several key results. While the response rate was similar in FFY 2018 
to FFY 2017, there were fewer missing values that had affected the categorization of students as 
competitively employed. Further post-hoc analyses can be found in Table 16.   
 



Table 16. Demographic Subgroups with High/Low Indicator 14b Results (FFY 2018) 
 



Demographic Category High Value Low Value 
Gender Male (66.33%) Female (61.45%) 
Race/Ethnicity Hispanic (77.46%) Native American (50.00%) 
Disability Subgroup Speech or Language Impairment 



(75.00%) 
Multiple Disabilities 



(19.05%) 
Size of District (by 
Leavers) 



Very Large [200+ leavers] 
(78.28%) 



Very Small [1 to 5 leavers] 
(47.83%)  



 
The post-school outcomes were also compared for the high schools in the feeder patterns of the 
SSIP Middle School Demonstration and Transition Demonstration Sites (see Table 17). Districts 
report biannually, and therefore some SSIP districts’ data are reported from Indicators 14a, 14b, 
FFY 2017. As seen in Table 17, Indicators 14a, 14b, and 14c have shown improvements in FFY 
2017 and FFY 2018 compared to baseline. For Indicator 14b, SSIP school districts had a 3.80% 
increase compared to baseline.  
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Table 17. A Comparison of SSIP District Feeder Pattern High Schools from Pre-
Intervention to Most Recent Post-School Outcome Survey Data 



 
 Baseline FFY 2017 FFY 2018 Baseline Change 



Indicator 14a 18.87% 19.80% 21.74% +2.87% 
Indicator 14b 57.55% 61.42% 61.35% +3.80% 
Indicator 14c 63.68% 69.04% 70.53% +6.85% 



 
The data for the same SSIP feeder pattern high schools was compared for the prior post-school 
outcome reporting to the FFY 2018 reporting (i.e., a pre/post comparison). Figure 16 portrays the 
change in 14a, including the SiMR (Indicator 14b) among SSIP district and all districts 
participating in the FFY 2018 Alabama Post-School Outcomes Survey.  
 
All but one of the SSIP Demonstration Sites were focus schools and had room for growth; 
however, the gap between the SSIP districts and all districts suggests the SSIP initiatives are 
having a positive impact on Indicators 14b and 14c. While Alabama as a whole showed greater 
improvement on college and university enrollment compared to baseline, SSIP districts had a 
greater impact on Indicators 14b and 14c. In the case of Indicator 14c, SSIP districts saw a 7% 
gain, whereas Alabama as a whole saw negative growth.  
 



Figure 16. A Comparison of SSIP District Feeder Pattern High Schools from Pre-
Intervention to Most Recent Post-School Outcome Survey Data 



 
 
 
As students in the SSIP Demonstration Sites progress educationally, it is expected the Indicator 
14b data for the feeder pattern high schools will continue to increase. Furthermore, the AL SSIP 
Team expect changes in the transition infrastructure to continue to impact districts over the coming 
years.  
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ACADEMIC DATA 



  
Do students in SSIP sites show improvements on progress monitoring and the state 
assessment? 



 
The ALSDE uses the Scantron as its state assessment, and districts administer the assessment 2-3 
times per school year to use as a screening assessment. SSIP Demonstration Sites collected 
screening and state assessment (Scantron) results for students in the co-taught classrooms for the 
2018-2019 school year. Students with a disability are noted on the data collection sheet, as well as 
their primary disability.  
 
To calculate the gain scores, the SSIP Evaluator used the “Baseline” data point (August) and the 
April data point. If a student withdrew prior to January, or if the student enrolled late, the student’s 
score was not included in the gain score analyses. Analyses conducted with the Scantron data 
included: 
o The percentage of students with disabilities, and students without disabilities who 



demonstrated gain scores;  
o The average gain scores for individual students;  
o The differences in academic assessment data between Reading/English and Math; and  
o The differences in academic data for disability subgroups.  



Figure 17 demonstrates the percentage of students with disabilities showing growth, pre/post, on 
the Scantron screening/state assessment. The percentage of students with disabilities 
demonstrating growth exceeded the established target of 45% for progress monitoring. The gap 
between students without disabilities and students with disabilities demonstrating growth was 5%, 
which was the same as the prior reporting period. The percentage of students with disabilities 
demonstrating growth increased by 7% from the prior reporting period.  
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Figure 17: Percentage of Students Demonstrating Positive Gains on Scantron Assessment 
(2018-2019 School Year) 



 
 



Next, the AL SSIP Team examined the average gain scores on the Scantron assessment for students 
with and without disabilities between August 2018 and May 2019. The data presented in Figure 
18 represent average gains in scaled scores, not percentages. The results show a 14-point gap 
between students with and without disabilities, which was significantly larger than 6-point gap in 
the prior reporting period. The average gains for both groups were significantly higher than the 
2017-2018 school year, and students with disabilities averaged 19 points more in the 2018-2019 
school year.  
 



Figure 18: Average Gains on Scantron Assessment in Co-Taught Classrooms 
(2018-2019 School Year) 
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The assessment gains were also examined by content area. Table 18 shows the percentage of 
students who showed a positive gain on the Scantron assessment and the average gains by class 
content. The percentage of students with and without disabilities demonstrating gains on the 
Scantron assessment were similar for both reading and math classes; the gaps were 4% for both 
content areas. The percentages were higher for both groups in both content areas than the prior 
reporting period.  
 
In terms of average gains, students with disabilities showed larger gains in math than reading, and 
the gap between students with and without disabilities was smaller for math.  
 



Table 18. Average Gains and Percentage of Students Demonstrating Gain on Scantron 
Assessment by Class Content (2018-2019 School Year) 



  
Reading % Gain Reading Ave. Gain Math % Gain Math Ave. Gain 



Students with Disabilities 75% 107 84% 126 
Students without Disabilities 79% 122 88% 127 



 
Next, the SSIP team examined the differences in average Scantron gain scores by grade level (see 
Figure 19). Co-taught classrooms were grouped by Elementary (3rd-5th grades), Middle (6th-8th 



grades), and High (9th grade). The average gains on the Scantron assessment decreased by grade 
level for both groups, which was expected, but the gap between students with disabilities and 
students without disabilities significantly narrowed with higher grade levels.  
 



Figure 19: Average Gains for Students on Scantron Assessment by Grade Level 
 (2018-2019 School Year)
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Lastly, growth was compared for different disability subgroups for SSIP co-taught classes. 
Disability categories with more than eight students were included in the analyses. As Figure 20 
depicts, all disability subgroups met the target of 45% demonstrating growth.  
 
When examining the average gain scores, while students with Autism (AUT) were the most likely 
to demonstrate growth, their average gain scores were the lowest (84 points). Students with a 
speech or language impairment (SLI) demonstrated the largest gains (140 points), followed by 
students with other health impairments (119 points).  
 
Figure 20: Percentage of Students with Disabilities Demonstrating a Gain on the Scantron 



Assessment by Type of Disability (2018-2019 School Year) 



 
 
 



SCHOOL CLIMATE 



  



How have the SSIP initiatives impacted attendance measures in SSIP sites? 



 
The SSIP Demonstration Sites collected data on attendance and office discipline referrals (ODRs) 
to measure the impact of the CHAMPS/DSC and Foundations activities. For both attendance and 
office discipline data, the results were reported for the entire school. Since Cohort I schools had 
completed the CHAMPS/DSC and Foundations training, their data are presented in the current 
reporting period.  
 
Figure 21 shows the percentage of schools demonstrating a positive change from spring 2015 
(baseline) to spring 2019. These results demonstrate improvements in all four measures of 
attendance: average daily attendance (ADA), the number of tardies, the number of unexcused 
absences, and chronic absenteeism. While improvements were noted, the percentage of schools 



83%
79% 78% 80% 78%



AUT OHI SLD SLI Average SWD











          



49 
 



demonstrating improvement over baseline decreased for all four measures compared to the prior 
reporting year.  
 



Figure 21: Percentage of SSIP Sites Showing Improvements in Attendance Measures: 
(Spring 2015 vs. Spring 2019) 



 
 
Figure 22 shows the average number of tardies across SSIP Demonstration Sites over semesters: 
spring 2015 (Baseline) to spring 2019. The results show a decline of 144 tardies per month per 
school. These results represent a 42% decrease in the number of tardies over the past four years. 
The results do show an increase in the number of tardies between spring 2018 and spring 2019.  



 
Figure 22: Average Number of Tardies per Month by Semester for SSIP Sites  



(Spring 2015 to Spring 2019) 



 
 
Over 70% of schools saw a decrease in the number of unexcused absences between baseline and 
spring 2019. The unexcused absences data showed a decrease of 25 absences per month per school 
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since baseline (see Figure 23). These results represent a 12% decrease in the number of unexcused 
absences per month.  
 
Figure 23: Average Number of Unexcused Absences per Month by Semester for SSIP Sites 



(Spring 2015 to Spring 2019) 



 
 
Figure 24 shows the number of chronic absences, or a student missing 10% or more of a semester 
from baseline to spring 2019. The number of chronic absences decreased by three from baseline 
to spring 2019, which was a 4% decrease. These data represent an average of three students per 
SSIP school are attending school more regularly in spring 2019 compared to baseline.  
 



Figure 24: Average Number of Individuals with Chronic Absences by Semester for SSIP 
Sites: (Spring 2015 to Spring 2019) 
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Like the results for tardies, the chronic absences results also show an increase in spring 2019. The 
SSIP team will review spring 2020 data to determine if the trend is continuing and whether 
additional supports are needed in the schools to prevent the data from regressing to baseline.  
 



How have the SSIP initiatives impacted behavior data in SSIP sites? 



 
Data were also collected for office discipline referrals (ODRs). For the Phase III report, data 
collected included the number of ODRs for students with disabilities and all students, as well as 
the number of school suspensions. While the number of in-school and out-of-school suspensions 
were reported, we collapse the data into total suspensions for this report.  
 
The median number of ODRs by site for all students and students with disabilities over time are 
presented in Figure 25. These data show the median number of ODRs per month from baseline to 
spring 2019 decreased by 18, a 31% decrease. For students with disabilities, the number of ODRs 
decreased from 8.00 to 4.60, or a 43% decrease. Like the attendance data, however, there was an 
increase in the number of ODRs for all students in spring 2019. 



 
Figure 25: Median Number of Office Discipline Referrals per Month for SSIP 



Demonstration Sites (Baseline to Spring 2019) 



 
 
A comparison was made between the ratio of ODRs for students with disabilities and ODRs for 
all students. Figure 26 below shows the decline in the ratio of ODRs from baseline to spring 2019. 
These results suggest SWDs are receiving proportionally fewer ODRs than baseline, and the spring 
2019 results are closer to the percentage of students with disabilities statewide.  
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Figure 26. Ratio of Office Referrals for SWD to All Students  
(Baseline to Spring 2019) 



 
 
 



DEMONSTRATION SITE VISITS 



  



How have the SSIP demonstration sites impacted other districts? 



Between February 15, 2019 and February 14, 2020, there were 19 SSIP Cohort Demonstration Site 
visits. During the 2018-2019 school year, SSIP Coaches presented at Regional Education Meetings 
to increases awareness and interest in the SSIP initiatives. The presentations sparked interest, and 
74% of this reporting year’s site visits occurred in spring 2019. Therefore, this approach appeared 
to be successful, and the SSIP staff and coaches will continue to reach out again to the Regional 
Education Meetings in fall 2020.  
 
Among the current reporting year’s site visits, 42% were schools or districts who subsequently 
joined Cohort III, 32% were from external schools (or potential Cohort IV schools), and 26% were 
current Cohort II schools looking to learn from other sites. The 19 school visits represent a 46% 
increase over FFY 2017. Overall, the project has exceeded its target to achieve 20 site visits total 
by 2020.  
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How have the transition classes impacted students? 



 
In April 2019, students in the SSIP Demonstration Site Transition classes participated in a Student 
Transition Concepts Survey. As part of the AL SSIP and SPDG, students individually completed 
the Likert-scale survey, which assesses IEP participation and preparedness, self-determination, 
and post-secondary preparation skills.  
 
As Figure 27 depicts, 82% of Transition class students understood why they have an IEP. 
Additionally, 57% of students reported attending their last IEP meeting, and 62-63% reported some 
type of participation in their IEP meetings. As part of the Transition classes, students learn and 
practice self-advocacy skills.  
 
Figure 27: Percentage of Students Reporting IEP Meeting Participation Among Students in 



Transition Classes (April 2019) 



 
 
The participation in IEP meeting is a 22% decrease from the prior reporting year. The prior 
reporting period only included Cohort I; however, the data in Figure 27 includes Cohort I and II. 
Further examination of the data by cohort showed 83% of Cohort I students had participated in 
their last IEP meeting, compared to 46% for Cohort II. Cohort II schools were new to offering 
transition during the 2018-2019 school year, and about 20% of the responding Cohort II sample 
were middle schoolers. It is expected their IEP participation will increase in the 2019-2020 school 
year.  
 
The AL SSIP team also examined the reported skills of students in Transition classes for preparing 
for employment or post-secondary education (see Figure 28). While the employment skills, such 
as looking for jobs, applying, and interviewing rated highly, applying for post-secondary training 
rated lower. The ratings for applying for post-secondary training increased by 7% compared to the 
prior reporting year. 
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Figure 28: Percentage of Students Reporting Post-School Skill Readiness Among Students 
in Transition Classes 



 
 
The results of the survey found differences among grade (higher grades in high school had higher 
averages), gender (males had higher averages for several items), and cohort (Cohort I was higher 
than Cohort II). The strongest predictor of score was current employment; students who were 
employed had significantly higher scores than students who were not employed (84% versus 68%, 
respectively).  Overall, the results suggest the transition classes are better preparing students for 
post-school outcomes. 
  



How have the transition demonstration sites impacted post-school outcomes? 



 
In fall 2018, the ALSDE-Special Education Section awarded contracts (up to $8,000) to applying 
school districts to purchase an evidence-based secondary transition curriculum. All districts 
completing the application were awarded funds, and awards were given to 13 school districts. 
Throughout Spring 2019, the ALSDE, SES continued to award funding for districts to purchase 
an evidence-based transition curriculum.  
 
Districts receiving funding were asked to complete training on the curriculum and consider 
developing and offering a transition class. For districts purchasing the James Stanfield Transitions 
curriculum, the ALSDE provided training to districts and schools, and for those districts 
purchasing other transition curricula, training was provided by the vendor. Through its work with 
the SPDG, the ALSDE, SES Section aligned the Stanfield Transitions curriculum with the state 
transition standards to ensure the lessons taught meet students’ transition goals.  
 
In Spring 2019, districts were contacted to see if they had offered a transition class. In the first 
year of implementation, 82% of the responding transition curriculum sites were offering a 
transition class. These classes impact approximately 356 middle and high school students.  
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The Transition Demonstration Sites have had examples of individual successes. One of the 
Transition Demonstration Sites, Gadsden City High School, has established the Beautiful Rainbow 
Café. The restaurant, run by students with more moderate to severe disabilities, has become a self-
supporting business.  
 
The FFY 2016 SSIP report detailed the development of the Beautiful Rainbow Café. Historically, 
the school district had no students on the Essentials Pathway or Alternate Achievement Standards 
(AAS) Pathway who were competitively employed or had been enrolled in a college or university 
for several years. After creating the Beautiful Rainbow Café, there was one student in 2017 who 
had competitive employment—in a casual dining restaurant. In 2018, there were four students 
employed, and by February 2019, 13 students had become competitively employed in casual and 
fine dining settings. As of February 2020, 23 students had become competitively employed.  
 
The number of students is small, but the increase to 23 students is a significant change for the 
school district. The ALSDE’s funding and support have been instrumental for starting and growing 
the program. Additionally, the Beautiful Rainbow Café has been featured in a documentary 
submitted to short film competitions.  
 
The collective work of the transition infrastructure and Transition Demonstration Sites are 
expected to improve Alabama’s SiMR. The AL SSIP Team analyzed Alabama’s Indicator 14b 
results, for Transition Demonstration Site districts implementing a Transition class prior to the 
2017-2018 school year. Like the SSIP district analyses explained in section E.1d., the SSIP Team 
looked at the most recent Indicator 14 data (FFY 2018) compared to the survey administration 
prior to the SSIP.  
 
When compared to the prior administration, the two Transition Demonstration Sites averaged a 
6.43% gain in their Indicator 14b data compared to baseline (see Figure 29).  
 



Figure 29: Indicator 14b Results for SSIP Transition Districts  
(Baseline vs. FFY 2018) 
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Figure 30 shows the difference between FFY 2014 (baseline) and FFY 2018. The state overall had 
a -0.98% change for Indicator 14b, however the Transition Demonstration Sites had a 6% gain. 
Since the sample size is small, however, the data should be interpreted with caution, although both 
FFY 2016 and 2018 have shown significant improvements over baseline. These results suggest the 
transition programs are having a positive impact on post-school success.  
 
Figure 30: Difference in Indicator 14b Results for SSIP Transition Districts and Alabama 



Compared to Baseline (Baseline vs. FFY 2018) 



 
 
 



PARENT INVOLVEMENT 



  



How has the SSIP impacted parent communication and parent satisfaction? 



 
Transition parent focus group participants from three regional focus groups completed ratings of 
knowledge and readiness to assist their children with transition. The Alabama Transition 
Resources Survey was administered to parents of transition-aged students with disabilities from 
around the state. Respondents were asked to rate their agreement on a five-point scale (Strongly 
Agree/5=high, Strongly Disagree/1=low).  
 
Figure 31 shows the average ratings for transition knowledge and transition readiness over the 
prior two years. There was an increase in the percentage of parents reporting an increase in 
transition knowledge (3.5%), as well as a 6.5% increase in confidence to assist their children with 
transition.  
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Figure 31: A Comparison of the Percentages of Transition-Aged Parents’ Knowledge and 
Readiness to Support Transition: 2018 vs. 2019 



 
 
While the Alabama Transition Resources Survey targeted parents of transition-aged students, 
Alabama also looked at its data for its SPP/APR Indicator 8: Parent Involvement.  
 
Alabama saw a decrease in its Indicator 8 results, from 78.02% in FFY 2017 to 76.38% in FFY 
2018. Despite the 1.64% decrease, the FFY 2018 Indicator 8 met its target. Further analyses have 
found parents of students with a hearing impairment and parents in very small districts had the 
lowest percentages. The results have been shared to plan for additional technical assistance in the 
2020-2021 school year.  
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F.  PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR 



F.1. Additional activities to be implemented next year, with timeline. 
 
The information below contains anticipated activities during FFY 2019. 
  
Communication and Team Building.  
• Continue opportunities for parent and family stakeholder decision-making and engagement. 
• Continue transition focus groups for parents. 
• Include parents and counselors in SSIP implementation Teams. 
• Continue to convene SSIP Instructional Coaches PLC. 
• Improve parents’ access to documents related to transition. 
• Extend self-determination/self-advocacy training to improve student engagement. 
• Convene joint training opportunities around transition and self-determination for educators and 



parents. 
 
Professional Development, Training and Coaching.  
• Convene joint training for parents and educators about IEP development for transition. 
• Continue training for SSIP coaches. 
• Ensure that practitioners and administrators receive on-going PD in Implementation Science. 
• Provide training and support for administrators at SSIP Project Sites. 
• Continue Foundations training and provide co-teaching, and co-planning support. 
• Invest time and effort in “Grow Your Own” strategy to create a cadre of trainers for CHAMPS. 
 
Community Based Experiences.  
• Disseminate funding applications to LEAs to purchase evidence-based transition curricula. 
• Provide training for funded LEAs on scheduling and providing transition instruction. 
 
Communication for SSIP Project and Site Personnel. 
• Continue communication and marketing efforts between project and site personnel. 
• Continue presentations at ALSDE Curriculum and Instruction meetings and MEGA 



conference. 
 
 
F.2. Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and expected 
outcomes. 
 
The AL SSIP staff have found numerous examples of successful implementation and outcomes. 
The staff, coaches, and consultants will continue to market these successes throughout the state in 
order to encourage other districts to visit the demonstration sites and adopt the AL SSIP practices.  
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In addition to the data collection and evaluation changes, the AL SSIP Evaluator will work with 
the AL SSIP staff, consultants, and stakeholders to update progress toward planned SSIP 
strategies. This plan will reflect the items addressed in C.2.d. and D.1.c., including: 1) Assist with 
developing Implementation Teams, Foundations Teams, and Transition Teams to review and use 
data; 2) Monitor data submissions from SSIP and Transition Demonstration Site schools, 
particularly for Cohort I; 3) Continue to have trainers draft learning measure items; 4) Change 
learning measures and review expectations for learning; 4) Review data expectations with new 
staff and administrators submitting data; 5) Develop plans based on disaggregated Indicator 14 
results; 6) Share expectations for data collection, including dates, requirements by school, etc.; 7) 
Clarify definitions for data fields; 8) Provide training and technical assistance to sites regarding 
data usage, as needed. 
 
F.3. Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers. 
 
During the implementation phases of the SSIP, multiple barriers have been and continue to be 
identified at both state and district levels. Many of these barriers have been solved through better 
communication, the provision of additional human or fiscal resources, or additional technical 
assistance from national experts or the state implementation team.  Many anticipated barriers were 
discussed in Phase I Infrastructure Analysis.  However, in this section, the ALSDE will enumerate 
the specific barriers anticipated for the next implementation school year. 
 
Stability of School and District Staff.  Staff turnover continues to be an ongoing issue and an 
effective resolution can be to ensure that the site and district implementation teams operate in such 
a way as to ensure that the progress of SSIP programs continue.  Action by state staff and the 
assigned SSIP coach included conferences with the new staff to inform them of progress achieved 
by the SSIP site and to request support in continuing the program to fidelity. 
 
Scaling-up.  The limited number of instructional coaches has impacted the ability to expand the 
number of SSIP demonstration sites.  In order to ensure implementation fidelity, the ALSDE, SES 
Section expects to hire more instructional coaches.  
 
Transition Curricula. An identified barrier is having an EBP transition curricula to operationalize 
the transition standards that teachers use to guide instructions.  With the continued provision of 
funding to purchase transition curricula in additional districts across the state, the infrastructure 
development that supports transition instruction is expected to be strengthened.  
 
Steps to Address the Implementation Barriers. In order to address the turnover of key 
implementation staff, we have previously observed that the site and district implementation teams 
play a crucial role in maintaining the supportive school culture. Therefore, step one is to ensure 
that all site and district implementation teams are engaged and active in order to assist the principal 
to recruit and retain new staff who are either experienced with the interventions or who express 
willingness to “buy-in” to the SSIP implementation/intervention strategies. Step two is to ensure 
that the staff and administrators who comprise the implementation teams receive deeper training 
on Implementation Science. Step three is to ensure that new key district administrators receive 
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prompt orientation regarding the SSIP implementation, including a review of the MOU and all 
SSIP-related funding and contracts provided to the district.  
 
 
F.4. The State describes any needs for additional support and/or technical assistance. 
 
None at this time. 
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Appendix II:  2019-2020 AL SSIP Transition Demonstration Sites 



District School Cohort 



Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Junior/Senior High School 1 



Anniston City Schools Anniston High School 3 



Clay County Schools Central High School of Clay County 3 



Dothan City Schools Dothan High School 2* 



Dothan City Schools Dothan Preparatory Academy 2* 



Elmore County Schools Stanhope-Elmore High School 1 



Elmore County Schools Wetumpka High School 1 



Gadsden City Schools Gadsden High School 1 



Gadsden City Schools Gadsden Middle School 3 



Gadsden City Schools Litchfield Middle School 3 



Gadsden City Schools Samson Middle School 3 



Haleyville City Schools Haleyville High School 3 



Lee County Schools Beauregard High School 2 



Lee County Schools Sanford Middle School 2 



Lee County Schools Smiths Station High School 3 



Lowndes County Schools Central High School 2 



Lowndes County Schools Hayneville Middle School 3 



Lowndes County Schools Lowndes Middle School 3 



Lowndes County Schools Calhoun High School 2 



Marshall County Schools Asbury High School 3 



Marshall County Schools Brindlee Mountain High School 3 



Marshall County Schools Douglas High School 3 



Marshall County Schools Douglas Middle School 3 



Marshall County Schools KDS-DAR High School 3 



Marshall County Schools KDS-DAR Middle School 3 



Saraland City Schools Saraland High School 3 



Selma City Schools Selma High School 3 
*Change in school and school name after district consolidation. 
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Indicator 14 Table: Demographic Comparison of 
Total Sample and Responding Sample 


Total Sample Responding Sample Difference 
Gender 
Male 66.2% 67.2% 1.0% 
Female 33.8% 32.8% -1.0%
Race/Ethnicity 
Asian 0.47% 0.37% -0.1%
Black 43.38% 38.54% -4.8%
Hispanic 5.46% 5.28% -0.2%
Native American 1.28% 1.34% 0.1% 
Multi-Race 0.95% 0.74% -0.2%
Pacific Islander 0.00% 0.00% 0.0% 
White 48.46% 53.72% 5.3% 
Disability Category 
Autism 8.40% 9.67% 1.3% 
Deaf-Blindness 0.00% 0.00% 0.0% 
Developmental Delay 0.00% 0.00% 0.0% 
Emotional Disability 1.23% 1.04% -0.2%
Hearing Impairment 1.61% 1.93% 0.3% 
Intellectual Disability 9.44% 8.85% -0.6%
Multiple Disabilities 1.42% 1.56% 0.1% 
Orthopedic Impairment 0.52% 0.30% -0.2%
Other Health Impairment 13.48% 13.39% -0.1%
Specific Learning Disability 61.65% 60.86% -0.8%
Speech/Language Impairment 1.47% 1.49% 0.0% 
Traumatic Brain Injury 0.38% 0.45% 0.1% 
Visual Impairment 0.38% 0.45% 0.1% 
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Alabama Post-School Outcomes Survey 
Demographics  
Former Student’s Name: _________________  ____________________ SSID: _________________ 
                                    (First  Name)  (Last  Name)                 (State Student ID Number)  


Race: _______________         Gender: _________        Date of Birth: __ __  / __ __  / __ __ __ __   
                                                                                             (Month)       (Day)                  (Year) 


Telephone Number: __ __ __ - __ __ __ - __ __ __ __ 
                       (Area Code)                   (Local Number) 


Disability Category: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Student’s Educational Setting (LRE):_____________________________________________________
 (Percent of class time spent INSIDE the general education environment) 
 


School Program  
Post-school goals in this former student’s last IEP include (check all that apply):     
   Attend a postsecondary school, training, or education   


  Secure employment         
  Other           


    
Former Student’s basis of exit (check only one):   


  Graduation Certificate        
  High School Diploma         
  High School Advanced Diploma      
  Maximum Age      
  Dropped Out        


 
The former student’s high school program included instruction/services from (check all that apply): 


  General education teacher        
  Special education teacher        
  Career/tech teacher         
  Job coach          
  Rehab counselor         


 
Person Interviewed/Contacted (check only one):    


 Former student   
 Parent or guardian 
 Former student/parent or guardian declined to participate  
 Adult service provider    
 Spouse, sibling, other relative 
 Other; Explain:   
 Unable to locate former student/knowledgeable person  


   
Interviewer’s Name: _________________________________________                                    
   (First  Name)       (Last  Name)      
Date this Post-School Survey Interview was Closed/Completed: __ __  / __ __  / __ __ __ __                                                                           
                    (Month)       (Day)                  (Year) 


 







SDE Approved Feb. 2019   2 


With the above dated signature, I certify that valid contact attempts have been made and that this survey represents a true and accurate 
data submission. 


Documentation of Efforts to Locate Student and Conduct an Interview 


  Interviewer was able to locate either the former student or a person knowledgeable of his or her post-school 
status and conduct the interview. (If this box is checked, skip down to the “Employment” section.  Do not 
complete dates and times record below if you were able to locate the former student/knowledgeable person.) 


OR 
  Interviewer was NOT able to locate either the former student or a person knowledgeable of his or her post-
school status or the former student/knowledgeable person declined to participate. (If this box is checked, the 
date, time, and reason blanks must be completed). 


 First Attempt:  Date: __ __  / __ __  / __ __ __ __             Time: __ __ : __ __ AM or PM 
 (Month)      (Day)      (Year)       (Hours)     (Mins.) 


Reason no contact was made (select letter B-F from the list below): ______ 


Second Attempt:  Date: __ __  / __ __  / __ __ __ __          Time: __ __ : __ __ AM or PM 
 (Month)        (Day)      (Year)       (Hours)     (Mins.) 


Reason no contact was made (select letter B-F from the list below): ______ 


Third Attempt:   Date: __ __  / __ __  / __ __ __ __            Time: __ __ : __ __ AM or PM 
 (Month)       (Day)      (Year)      (Hours)     (Mins.) 


Reason no contact was made (select letter B-F from the list below): ______ 


Interviewer was unable to locate and interview this former student or a person knowledgeable of this student 
because (for each attempt choose only one reason from the list below): 
B. Former student and/or family had moved and left no forwarding address
C. Phone was disconnected / no answer
D. Former student was deceased
E. Former student was incarcerated / incapacitated


 (If the interviewer “was NOT able” to locate the former student and has filled in all the information concerning 
the attempts made to locate him or her, then the interviewer may sign, date, and close the survey.) 


Survey Questions 
Employment  
1. Did you have a paying job at the time you left high school? (Check One)


 Yes, I worked an average of 20 or more hours per week. 
 Yes, I worked less than 20 hours per week.  
 No, I did not have a paying job when I left high school. 
 No response from former student  


2. At any time after leaving high school, have you ever worked? (Check One)
 Yes, I worked an average of 20 or more hours per week. 
 Yes, I worked less than 20 hours per week.  
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  No, I have not worked since leaving high school.     
  No response from former student           
 
3.  If you have NOT worked at any time after leaving high school, is it mainly because you… (Check One) 
  Are in school training to prepare for work           
  Are looking for a job, but can’t find one       
  Do not want to work          
  Have transportation problems        


 Have some other reason; Explain:  
       This question does not apply to me.  I am currently working.                
       No response from former student 
 
If the former student has not worked after leaving high school, skip to Item 10 in the Postsecondary 
Education section after completing Item 3.  Only mark responses for the following items in this section if 
the student has worked after leaving high school.  If he/she has not worked after leaving high school, do 
not mark responses for Items 4-9.                  
 
4.  After leaving high school, have you worked longest in . . . (Check One)       


 Competitive work (I had to apply for the job) 
 Self-employed work (I have my own business)       
 Supported employment (paid work in the community with helping people always around)  
 Sheltered employment (where most workers have disabilities)      
 Other type of job setting          


       No response from former student                 
 
5.  After leaving high school, how many days have you worked at your job (or jobs)? (Check One) 
       20 hrs. per week for at least 90 days           


 Less than 20 hours per week for at least 90 days        
       Fewer than 90 days 
       If you worked 90 days or more, where did you work?  


Worked at:  
 No response from former student 


 
6. How much are you/were you usually paid for your job? (Check One)             


 More than minimum wage        
 Minimum wage          
 Less than minimum wage 
If less than minimum wage, did you receive tips at your job?    Yes No     


 No pay, it is volunteer work          
       No response from former student                 
 
7.  Does/Did the job provide the following benefits?     


 Yes No   Health insurance        
 Yes No   Sick leave         


Yes No   Other          
       No response from former student              
 
8.  To assist you in your employment after leaving high school, have you asked for help because you have a 


disability?  (Check One) 
 Yes, I sent a written request for help.        
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 Yes, I spoke with someone about getting help.                         
 No, I did not ask for help.        
 No response from former student            


 
 


9.   Have you received the help requested for your employment since leaving high school?   (Check One) 
 Yes, I received the help as I asked for it.      
 Yes, I received part of the help.       
 No, I did not receive any help.        
 No response from former student          


           


Postsecondary Education  
10. At any time after leaving high school, have you ever been enrolled in any type of education or training 


program? (Check One)              
 Yes, full-time (9 or more college semester hours).     
 Yes, part-time (less than 9 college semester hours).     
  No, I have not been enrolled in any type of training or education program.  
 No response from former student  


               
If the student has been enrolled in some type of education or training program, then complete items 11-
15.   If the student has NOT been enrolled in any type of education or training program, skip down to 
Item 16.  Do not mark responses for Items 11-15 if the student has not been enrolled.  Mark a response 
for Item 16 and then proceed to Student Satisfaction section and complete Items 17-21. 
 
11. Describe the kind of postsecondary education or training program.  (Check One) 


 Four-year college (Example: Enrolled in a four-year institution of higher learning)      
 Two-year community college (Example: Enrolled in a two-year community college program or a vocational technical 


 college program lasting two years.)   
 Other education or training program that lasts at least one academic year   
 Other education or training program that lasts less than one academic year                
 No response from former student                 


 
12. After leaving high school, how many semesters have you been continuously enrolled in postsecondary 


education or training? (Check One) 
  3 semesters           
  2 semesters           
  1 semester           
  Less than one semester         
  No response from former student          


 
13. After leaving high school, have you been, or are you currently, enrolled in an education or training program 


to prepare you for a job?  (Example:  Jobs Corps, adult education, workforce development, vocational technical program 
which is less than a two year program, etc.)  (Check One) 


 Yes      
  No 
  No response from former student  


          
14. To assist you in your education or training program after leaving high school, have you requested any 


accommodation from the program office that is supposed to help persons with disabilities? (Check One) 







  SDE Approved Feb. 2019    
   
 


5 


   Yes, I sent a written request for an accommodation.     
   Yes, I spoke with someone about getting an accommodation.     
   No, I did not request an accommodation.      
        No response from former student                
 
15. Have you received the accommodation requested for your education or training program attended since 


leaving high school? (Check One) 
  Yes, I received the accommodation as I asked for it.     
  Yes, I received part of the accommodation.       
  No, I did not receive any accommodation.      


 No response from former student             
 


16. If you have NOT received any type of training or education at any time since leaving high school, is it 
mainly because you:  (Check One) 


  Did not graduate          
  Do not want further training or education       
  Can’t afford further training or education       
    Have transportation problems        
  Don’t meet admission requirements       
  Have some other reason         
 This question does not apply to me.  I have received some type of training or education.  
  No response from former student           


    
Student Satisfaction (Optional) 
17. How satisfied are you with your employment?      Much    Some   None NA 
                            
 
18. How satisfied are you with your postsecondary education?          Much    Some   None NA 
                            
            
19. Did your high school help prepare you for what you are doing now?    Much    Some   None NA                                                                                                                                               
                           
 
20. During high school, were you involved in developing your IEP?    Much    Some   None NA  


                            
 
21. If you DID NOT graduate from high school, did you leave without graduating because you…   (Check One) 
       Lost interest         
       Could not meet the requirements of the course work          
       Began work          
       Had personal or family reasons            
       Other           
       I did graduate, so this question does not apply to me.     


 No response from former student 
          


22. How satisfied are you with…                    Much    Some   None  NA     
Your work             
Your education or training          


 Where you live            
 Your friends            
 Your family life            
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 Your community life           
 Your free time            
 Your transportation           
 Your decisions             
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Indicator 8 Table: Population Demographics for Cohort Districts 


Cohort Population Responding Sample Difference 
Gender 
Male 33.28% 35.30% 2.02% 
Female 66.72% 64.70% -2.02%
Race/Ethnicity 
Asian 1.05% 0.72% -0.33%
Black 39.19% 30.88% -8.31%
Hispanic 6.21% 5.55% -0.66%
Native American 1.37% 1.23% -0.14%
Multi-Race 2.12% 6.45% 4.33% 
Pacific Islander 0.10% 0.14% 0.04% 
White 49.96% 55.04% 5.08% 
Disability Category 
Autism 8.70% 14.24% 5.54% 
Deaf-Blindness 0.01% 0.22% 0.21% 
Developmental Delay 6.75% 9.36% 2.61% 
Emotional Disability 0.92% 1.80% 0.88% 
Hearing Impairment 1.06% 1.04% -0.02%
Intellectual Disability 7.25% 5.88% -1.37%
Multiple Disabilities 1.27% 3.51% 2.24% 
Orthopedic Impairment 0.74% 0.71% -0.03%
Other Health Impairment 14.08% 7.18% -6.90%
Specific Learning Disability 38.55% 31.50% -7.05%
Speech/Language Impairment 19.95% 23.57% 3.62% 
Traumatic Brain Injury 0.30% 0.47% 0.17% 
Visual Impairment 0.44% 0.53% 0.09% 
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