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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, DC 20202

Introduction

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

Executive Summary
See Attachment
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
282
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

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.

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.

Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

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

The state reported to the public on the FFY17 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR at http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/data-research/public-reporting.
Further a link is provided on the same page to OSEP.GRADS.360 site to Arkansas's SPP/APR.
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

Intro - OSEP Response

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

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information.   The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Intro- State Attachments 
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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
	84.29%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.10%

	Data
	80.44%
	83.14%
	81.89%
	84.29%
	83.80%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	85.91%
	86.72%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas' target for Indicator 1: Graduation is the same as targets set under Title I of the ESEA. Under Arkansas's approved ESSA plan, the special education graduation rate should increase by .81 percentage points annually to reach the long-term goal of = 94% in 2028.

The SPP/APR stakeholders including the state advisory council, were informed of the statewide targets, how the four-year graduation cohort is calculated, and that special education is a subset of the greater graduation rate calculation. The stakeholder discussion also focused on how students who stay past four-years affect the graduation rates.
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
	3,446

	 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
	4,073

	 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
	84.61%


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

	3,446
	4,073
	83.80%
	85.91%
	84.61%
	Did Not Meet 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.
STANDARD IX GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS
14.02 Specifically, for the graduating class of 2013-2014, and all graduating classes thereafter, the required twenty-two (22) units, at a minimum, shall be taken from the "Smart Core" curriculum or from the "Core" curriculum. Only one (1) of the required units may be in a physical education course. All students will participate in the Smart Core curriculum unless the parent or guardian waives the student's right to participate. In such case of a waiver, the student will be required to participate in Core. The required twenty-two (22) units, at a minimum, are to be taken from the Smart Core or Core as follows:

SMART CORE - Sixteen (16) units
• English - four (4) units - 9th, 10th, 11th, 12th
• Mathematics - four (4) units [All students must take a mathematics course in grade 11 or grade 12 and complete Algebra II.] Comparable concurrent credit college courses may be substituted where applicable.
• Algebra I or Algebra A & B (Grades 7-8 or 8-9)
• Geometry or Investigating Geometry or Geometry A & B (Grades 8-9 or 9-10)
• Algebra II
• Fourth math unit range of options: (choice of: Transitions to College Math, Pre-Calculus, Calculus, Trigonometry, Statistics, Computer Math, Algebra III, or an Advanced Placement math)
• Natural Science - three (3) units with lab experience chosen from Physical Science, Biology or Applied Biology/Chemistry, Chemistry, Physics or Principles of Technology I & II or PIC Physics
• Social Studies - three (3) units [one (1) unit of world history, one (1) unit of U. S. history, one half (½) unit of Civics]
• Oral Communications - one half (½) unit
• Physical Education - one half (½) unit
• Health and Safety - one half (½) unit
• Economics - one half (½) unit
• A one-half (½) unit of Economics is required for graduation and may be counted toward the required three (3) social studies credits or toward the six (6) required career focus elective credits.
If the course is taught by an appropriately licensed social studies teacher, credit may be applied to meet graduation requirements in social studies or toward the career focus electives. If the course is taught by an appropriately licensed business education teacher, graduation credit can only be applied toward career focus requirements.

The appropriate course code must be used to differentiate the application of credit for graduation to either the area of social studies or the area of career focus elective credit.
• Fine Arts - one half (½) unit

CAREER FOCUS - Six (6) units
All units in the career focus requirement shall be established through guidance and counseling at the local school district based on the students' contemplated work aspirations. Career focus courses shall conform to local district policy and reflect state frameworks through course sequencing and career course concentrations where appropriate.
Local school districts may require additional units for graduation beyond the sixteen (16) Smart Core and the six (6) career focus units. These may be in academic and/or technical areas. All the Smart Core and career focus units must total at least twenty-two (22) units to graduate.

CORE - Sixteen (16) units
• English - four (4) units
• Oral Communications - one half (½) unit
• Social Studies - three (3) units [one (1) unit of world history, one (1) unit of U. S. history, one half (½) unit of civics]
• Mathematics - four (4) units [one (1) unit of algebra or its equivalent* and one(1) unit of geometry or its equivalent.* All math units must build on the base of algebra and geometry knowledge and skills.] Comparable
• concurrent credit college courses may be substituted where applicable.
• Science - three (3) units [at least one (1) unit of biology or its equivalent and one (1) unit of a physical science]
• Physical Education - one half (½) unit
• Health and Safety - one half (½) unit
• Economics - one half (½) unit
• A one-half (½) unit of Economics is required for graduation and may be counted toward the required three (3) social studies credits or toward the six (6) required career focus elective credits.
If the course is taught by an appropriately licensed social studies teacher, credit may be applied to meet graduation requirements in social studies or toward the career focus electives. If the course is taught by an appropriately licensed business education teacher, graduation credit can only be applied toward career focus requirements.

The appropriate course code must be used to differentiate the application of credit for graduation to either the area of social studies or the area of career focus elective credit.
• Fine Arts - one half (½) unit
* A two-year algebra equivalent or a two-year geometry equivalent may each be counted as two units of the four (4) unit requirement.

CAREER FOCUS - Six (6) units
All units in the career focus requirement shall be established through guidance and counseling at the local school district based on the students' contemplated work aspirations. Career focus courses shall conform to local district policy and reflect state frameworks through course sequencing and career course concentrations where appropriate.

Local school districts may require additional units for graduation beyond the sixteen (16) Core and the six (6) career focus units. These may be in academic and/or technical areas. All the Core and career focus units must
total at least twenty-two (22) units to graduate.

14.03 A unit of credit shall be defined as the credit given for a course which meets for a minimum of 120 clock hours. A minimum average six-hour day or minimum thirty (30) hour week is required.
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
	2008
	4.28%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	2.77%
	2.62%
	2.54%
	2.29%
	2.14%

	Data
	1.97%
	2.03%
	1.94%
	1.60%
	1.88%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	1.98%
	1.82%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Arkansas' target for Indicator 2: Dropout rate is based on the NCES calculation reported as part of the Common Core of Data (CCD). The calculation is the subset of the single year event rate for students in grades 7-12.  The SPP/APR stakeholders including the state advisory council were informed of the two measurement options and how changing the measurement would impact the dropout rate. The stakeholders agreed to keep the measurement as the subset of the greater statewide dropout rate.  The discussion around target setting included the previous methodology of using a four-year moving average and whether the declining trend of recent years will continue. Based on the trend data from the past eight years targets were selected for 2013 and 2018, with the targets for years 2014-2017 representing an equitable growth rate needed to meet the 2018 target. Using the same measure a target was set for 2019. 

 
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	3,301

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

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	6

	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)
	403

	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)
	12


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
Arkansas has chosen to maintain the previous calculation as optioned to states by OSEP. In accordance with Arkansas Code Annotated §6 15 503, the calculated school enrollment census (October 1 through September 30) total is used to determine the dropout rate for all students. Dropouts include students who leave prior to graduation including students who pursue taking the General Educational Development test leading to a General Equivalency Diploma (GED). 

The single-year event data for this indicator is collected through the Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) student information system and submitted through the EDEN submission system (ESS) by the DESE Office of Information Technology (OIT). The OIT provides the numbers for this indicator to the Special Education Unit. The data reflects students enrolled in grades 7-12. The calculation below is applied to all students and then subgroups are calculated based on student flags; such as race/ethnicity, special education, migrant, and so forth. 

Beginning with the 2004-2005 school year, the following process is used by each school to determine the number of dropouts. 

On October 1 of each school year, each district conducts a census of all students enrolled at each school to arrive at a school enrollment census total for each grade. The number of students transferring into each school after the October 1 census through September 30 of the following school year shall be added to the October 1 census total for each grade. 

The number of students transferring out of each school after the October 1 census through September 30 of the following school year is subtracted from the October 1 census total for each grade. The number of students incarcerated, deceased, or graduating early is subtracted from the October 1 census total for each grade. Each district maintains separate records regarding students who leave the public school system to be home schooled under Arkansas Code Annotated §6 15 503. Beginning with the 2004 2005 school year, the calculated school enrollment census total is used to determine the dropout rate for each school. For grades two through twelve (2 - 12), the school enrollment census total for each grade of the current school year is compared to the school enrollment census total for each of the previous grades of the previous school year. For grade seven (7), the current school year school enrollment census total for grade seven is compared to the school enrollment census total for grade six class of the previous year. 

Examples of the calculation used to determine the dropout rate for grades 7 through 12 are as follows: 
•
If the number of dropouts for grade seven was 0 and the October 1 enrollment was 51, the 7th grade dropout rate is 0/51 = .00 or 0.00%. 
•
If the number of dropouts for grade eight was 3 and the October 1 enrollment was 63, the 8th grade dropout rate is 3/63 = .0476 or 4.76%. 
•
If the number of dropouts for grade nine was 1 and the October 1 enrollment was 56, the 9th grade dropout rate is 1/56 = .0179 or 1.79%. 
•
If the number of dropouts for grade 10 was 2 and the October 1 enrollment was 60, the 10th grade dropout rate is 2/60 = .0333 or 3.33%. 
• If the number of dropouts for grade 11 was 4 and the October 1 enrollment was 54, the 11th grade dropout rate is 4/54 = .0741 or 7.41%.
•
 If the number of dropouts for grade 12 was 3 and the October 1 enrollment was 57, the 12th grade dropout rate is 3/57 = .0526 or 5.26%. 
Overall the rate would be 10/284 = .0352 or 3.52% 
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

	398
	24,600
	1.88%
	1.98%
	1.62%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Students are considered a dropout if the district has no documentation (request for  records) indicating that the student enrolled in another Arkansas school district, moved to another state or out of country, or enrolled in a private school. A student may also be considered a drop out if they are absent for more than ten school days without notice. If documentation is received, such as a request for records, the withdrawal code can be updated in the student management system   Students who leave prior to graduation to pursue the General Educational Development test leading to a General Equivalency Diploma (GED), are also considered dropouts.
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
	
	


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


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

	A
	Overall
	96.56%
	Actual
	97.72%
	97.15%
	98.70%
	98.81%
	98.76%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	A
	Overall
	96.56%
	Actual
	96.91%
	97.52%
	98.91%
	98.90%
	98.83%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 3B: Assessment is based on ESEA state targets.  At the State advisory council meetings participation trend analysis was discussed. The stakeholders were informed that the target for participation is set in accordance with the ESEA and does not change from year to year.
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
	5,446
	5,603
	5,351
	5,295
	4,931
	4,605
	4,417
	4,122
	441
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	1,003
	688
	444
	356
	254
	253
	310
	301
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	3,895
	4,377
	4,371
	4,371
	4,149
	3,894
	3,579
	3,256
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	524
	513
	510
	538
	491
	418
	439
	479
	439
	
	


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
	5,445
	5,605
	5,352
	5,297
	4,935
	4,607
	4,422
	4,125
	440
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	1,004
	690
	444
	356
	253
	252
	308
	301
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	3,901
	4,386
	4,377
	4,384
	4,158
	3,900
	3,581
	3,266
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	523
	512
	510
	538
	491
	417
	441
	476
	436
	
	


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
	40,211
	39,852
	98.76%
	95.00%
	99.11%
	Met 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
	40,228
	39,905
	98.83%
	95.00%
	99.20%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

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

For a comparison of special education students to all students please visit the Arkansas Department of Education’s Data Center (https://adedata.arkansas.gov/) and state-, district-, and school-wide reports including assessment can be accessed in My School Info at https://myschoolinfo.arkansas.gov/Plus/Schools.
 
Additionally, assessment results for all students with disabilities at the state level as well as participation by school building and grade level will be available on the Special Education website under Data and Research in the public reporting section. The link is http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/data-research/public-reporting.
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
	
	


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2018
	Target >=
	31.27%
	30.29%
	32.27%
	34.23%
	36.19%

	A
	Overall
	10.50%
	Actual
	32.26%
	10.45%
	13.41%
	14.38%
	11.15%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2018
	Target >=
	40.13%
	38.17%
	37.19%
	39.15%
	41.11%

	A
	Overall
	12.95%
	Actual
	40.56%
	10.42%
	16.00%
	17.01%
	15.88%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	10.50%
	11.38%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	12.95%
	14.30%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The following was discussed with stakeholders including the State Advisory Council which recommended updating targets to reflect the assessment changes which have taken place over the past five years.

In 2015, when Arkansas moved from the State defined Benchmark and alternate portfolio exams to PARRC and NCSC, the decision was not to adjust the targets for Indicator 3C:  Performance on the Statewide Assessments. The targets for Indicator 3C are based on the Benchmark and alternate portfolio exams. The benchmark year for the indicator goes back to the beginning of the SPP/APR and the targets increased at the same rate that all students were to increase to reach proficiency. Across the state the proficiency rate declined following the changes to the assessments. Statewide in the last year of the benchmark 72.75% of all students tested were proficient in Math and 76.63% were proficient in literacy. In 2018-19, only 44.59% of students were proficient in literacy and 47.18% in math. 

Arkansas moved to PARRC and NCSC/MSAA in 2015, the regular assessment changed again in 2016 to ACT ASPIRE and the alternate assessment changed to DLM in 2019.  

Arkansas currently has five years of assessment data post benchmark and alternate portfolio exams, which provides more reliable data for projecting future targets. Examining the data from the past five years, the standard deviations were determined for literacy (1.75) and math (2.69). In discussion with stakeholders, the recommendation has been to add one-half of the standard deviation to the proficiency targets for literacy (.88) and math (1.35) annually. The FFY 2018 (SFY 2018-19) data would become the baseline year. 
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
	5,422
	5,578
	5,325
	5,265
	4,894
	4,565
	4,328
	4,036
	439
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	392
	291
	171
	121
	67
	49
	30
	33
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	151
	169
	178
	214
	197
	215
	154
	110
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	244
	290
	243
	267
	220
	132
	116
	129
	121
	
	


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
	5,428
	5,588
	5,331
	5,278
	4,902
	4,569
	4,330
	4,043
	436
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	671
	378
	213
	158
	79
	65
	36
	20
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	556
	608
	347
	526
	254
	198
	136
	94
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	89
	129
	115
	107
	104
	87
	104
	95
	70
	
	


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
	39,852
	4,304
	11.15%
	10.50%
	10.80%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	39,905
	5,239
	15.88%
	12.95%
	13.13%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

For a comparison of special education students to all students please visit the Arkansas Department of Education’s Data Center (https://adedata.arkansas.gov/) and state-, district-, and school-wide reports, including assessment, can be accessed in My School Info at https://myschoolinfo.arkansas.gov/Plus/Schools.
 
Additionally, assessment results for all students with disabilities at the state level as well as participation by school building and grade level will be available on the Special Education website under Data and Research in the public reporting section. The link to the public reporting page is http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/data-research/public-reporting. 
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.

The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.
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 
	2016
	30.14%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.77%
	5.43%
	5.11%
	30.14%
	30.00%

	Data
	4.65%
	4.67%
	7.00%
	30.14%
	NVR


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	29.50%
	29.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 4: Discipline in the past were based on trend analysis and compliance requirements. However, the recent measurement changes led to the targets being revised. The indicator was discussed with stakeholders which includes the state’s advisory council. For Indicator 4A, the discussion included how the measurement change affected the State's rate, that FFY 2016 would become a baseline year and setting the FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 with a minimal decline. The FFY 2019 target will be held at the FFY 2018 level. The Indicator will be revised and revisited as more data becomes available on the new SPP/APR Package.
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.

220

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

	18
	59
	NVR
	29.50%
	30.51%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

An LEA with a comparative percentage point difference greater than 1.36 is identified as having a significant discrepancy. Arkansas collects student discipline data at the building level for all students through the Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN). Discipline data are submitted to APSCN during Cycle 7 (June) each year. Upon closing the cycle, the ADE-SEU receives two data pulls, an aggregate unduplicated count of general education students by race and ethnicity meeting the greater than 10 days out of school suspensions or expulsions and a student level file for children with disabilities which is aggregated into the 618 reporting. The two sets of data allow for the comparative analysis. Arkansas's minimum "n" size is two (2) and districts with fewer than two students with greater than 10 days of suspension/expulsion are excluded.

The State's special education benchmark for suspension/expulsion (s/e) rate is a three-year average difference between district rates for general education students as compared to children with disabilities greater than 10 days out-of-school suspension/expulsion. Districts are identified as having a significant difference if special education rates for the most recent year of data are more than 1.36 percentage points higher than the rate for general education students. The formula is presented below. 


Formula: Suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities – Suspension/expulsion rate for general education students = Difference between Special Education & General Education students.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
An LEA self-assessment tool was used for the review of policies, procedures, and practices. The self-assessment tool required a team approach and review of student level data for completion. The self-assessment can be accessed at http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/monitoring-program-effectiveness/monitoring-procedures. Within the self-assessment questions range from parent notification of removal and timeline for manifestation meetings to functional behavioral assessments and behavioral intervention plans. 

The staff of the Special Education Monitoring and Program Effectiveness section (MPE) reviewed the completed self-assessments and it was determined the five districts had inappropriate policies, procedures, and practices. The five districts were issued non-compliance citations and were required to submit a corrective action plan (CAP).

District submitted their CAPs, which were reviewed and approved by the M/PE section, and at this time the non-compliance has been cleared for the five districts.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
All five districts are in their one-year correction window, monthly documentation has been received and reviewed by the Monitoring and Program Effectiveness (MPE) section of the DESE Special Education Unit. Based on updated data via desk audits or on-site visits and submitted documentation which includes public reporting of any revised policies, procedures, and practices, the five districts have corrected their non-compliance and the CAPs have been cleared.
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
The state verified that the two districts issued non-compliance citations cleared their non-compliance as soon as possible and no later than the one-year window resulting n 100% compliance. The verification process is discussed below.

The MPE section verified the correction of non-compliance by the reviewing updated data, via desk audit or on-site, the required monthly documentation outlined in the corrective action plan, including outlining professional development activities (agendas and sign in sheets), progress on the implementation of PBIS, and the public reporting on any changes to their policies, procedures, and practice. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of non-compliance was verified via desk audits or on-site audits of individual child IEP and meeting records. 
Additional IEPs were pulled for review to determine if systemic non-compliance was evident.

All individual non-compliance was corrected as soon as possible and no later than the one-year window.
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

The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2017. The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

In the 2017-18 school year, there were 260 school districts and open enrollment charter schools, two state agencies (the Arkansas School for the Deaf and Arkansas School for the Blind), 15 educational cooperatives, and two state agencies not within the Arkansas Department of Education’s Division of Elementary and Secondary (DESE) purview, for a total of 279. Which matches the number of local education agencies reported in the introduction of the FFY 2017 APR.

There were  220 LEAs excluded from the calculation because they did not meet the minimum N size of 2; thus,  leaving 59 LEAs which met the minimum N size.
4A - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

The State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, on the correction of noncompliance that the State identified in FFY 2018 as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b).  When reporting on the correction of this noncompliance, the State must report that it has verified that each district with noncompliance identified by the State:  (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 district, 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.
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
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	NVR


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.

19

	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

	4
	1
	260
	NVR
	0%
	0.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The measurement for 4B uses a percent difference calculation within the LEA. The calculation is the difference of a specific race for SWD with suspension/expulsion exceeding 10 days minus the percent of all general education students with suspension/expulsion exceeding 10 days within the LEA. The following criteria are applied after the percent difference is calculated:

Special Education Child Count must have more than 40 students
Special Education Child Count must have more than 10 students in a particular race/ethnicity

In 2017-18, 19 programs were excluded because they have no comparative general education population. 

In 2017-18, other than the LEAs mentioned above, zero districts were excluded for identification because the child count was less than 40 students. Eight districts were excluded for a particular race/ethnicity because the child count had less than 10 students in a particular race/ethnicity. However, no district was excluded from all races.

Any district identified as having a percentage point difference greater than 4.00 (special education suspension/expulsion rate for a specific race is more than four percentage points higher than general education suspension/expulsion rate), and that is not excluded by the criteria above, is required to submit a self-assessment for the review discipline policies, procedures, and practices.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

Using the self-assessment tool, this past year Arkansas had one district identified as having inappropriate policies, procedures, and practices related to race within disciplinary actions. The self-assessment tool required a team approach and review of student level data for completion.

Each of the 4 LEAs which the State identified in 2017-18 as having a Significant Discrepancy by Race/Ethnicity, completed a self–assessment of policies, procedures, and practices related to disciplinary actions. The State reviewed LEAs’ self-assessments relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. The State verified each LEA’s self-assessment through desk audits and/or on-site visits to determine whether an LEA was in compliance with Part B requirements. The review of policies, procedures, and practices resulted in one finding of non-compliance.

Each identified district conducted a self-assessment of policies, procedures, and practices which was submitted to the DESE-SEU Monitoring and Program Effectiveness (MPE) section. The self-assessments were then reviewed for procedural safeguards related to discipline, functional behavior assessments, positive behavioral supports, and intervention planning as well as staff training. When necessary, districts were contacted for clarification and directed to resubmit.

The Disproportionality Self-Assessment of District Policies, Procedures, and Practices is available on the special education website under Monitoring & Program Effectiveness on the Monitoring Procedure page or http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/monitoring-program-effectiveness/monitoring-procedures

If an LEA fails to comply with any requests, the State Director of Special Education is notified for further action. Once the reviews are completed a letter is sent to the district superintendent and special education administrator of the district’s compliance.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
To ensure compliance, the district is submitting monthly documentation which is being received and reviewed by the Monitoring and Program Effectiveness (MPE) section of the DESE-SEU.

The public reporting of revised policies, procedures, and/or practices, has been verified through the submission of school board minutes. Required monthly documentation from the district outlining their professional development activities (agendas and sign in sheets), progress on the implementation of PBIS, and publicly reporting on any changes to their policies, procedures, and practices was submitted to the MPE section.
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

	1
	1
	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
The state verified that the one district issued a non-compliance citation cleared their non-compliance as soon as possible and no later than the one-year window resulting in 100% compliance. The verification process is discussed below.

To ensure compliance, the district submitted updated data and monthly documentation which was received and reviewed by the Monitoring and Program Effectiveness (MPE) section of the DESE-SEU. Required monthly documentation from the district outlined their professional development activities (agendas and sign in sheets), progress on the implementation of PBIS, and publicly reporting on any changes to their policies, procedures, and practices was submitted to the MPE section.

The public reporting of revised policies, procedures, and practices, has been verified via submitted documentation. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of non-compliance was verified via desk audits or on-site audits of individual child IEP and meeting records. 
Additional IEPs were pulled for review to determine if systemic non-compliance was evident.

All individual non-compliance was corrected as soon as possible and no later than the one-year window.
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

The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2017. The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

In the 2017-18 school year, there were 260 school districts and open enrollment charter schools, two state agencies (the Arkansas School for the Deaf and Arkansas School for the Blind), 15 educational cooperatives, and two state agencies not within the Arkansas Department of Education’s Division of Elementary and Secondary (DESE) purview, for a total of 279. 

There are 19 programs excluded from the calculation. The 15 educational cooperatives operate early childhood special education programs, the Arkansas School for the Deaf, the Arkansas School for the Blind, and the other two state agencies which are a human development center and adult corrections, have no comparative general education/enrollment data available. The 260 districts plus the 19 excluded equals the 279 reported in the FFY 2017 introduction.
4B - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator) for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the districts identified with noncompliance in FFY 2018 have corrected the noncompliance, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (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 district, 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 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
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 >=
	53.97%
	55.93%
	57.89%
	59.85%
	61.81%

	A
	48.33%
	Data
	52.90%
	52.51%
	52.68%
	53.08%
	53.34%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	12.99%
	13.62%
	13.03%
	12.64%
	12.16%

	B
	12.11%
	Data
	13.39%
	13.56%
	13.55%
	13.40%
	13.15%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	2.55%
	2.53%
	2.49%
	2.46%
	2.43%

	C
	2.60%
	Data
	2.37%
	2.32%
	2.35%
	2.30%
	2.14%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	63.77%
	63.77%

	Target B <=
	12.00%
	12.00%

	Target C <=
	2.40%
	2.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21) are based on trend analysis which revealed a declining rate in the number of students in the regular class 80% or more of the day. The number of students inside the regular class less than 40% of the day as well as in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements have remained fairly stable over the years. This information was shared with stakeholders and the state advisory council as part of the discussion for setting new targets. For Indicator 5A the target is set to increase by one standard deviation through 2018. With input from stakeholders, the decision was made to hold the FFY 2019 target steady at the FFY 2018 rate and will be adjusted with the new SPP/APR packet.
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
	61,366

	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
	33,334

	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
	7,807

	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
	399

	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
	528

	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
	329


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
	33,334
	61,366
	53.34%
	63.77%
	54.32%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	7,807
	61,366
	13.15%
	12.00%
	12.72%
	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]
	1,256
	61,366
	2.14%
	2.40%
	2.05%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	31.01%
	31.99%
	32.97%
	33.95%
	34.93%

	A
	31.00%
	Data
	28.91%
	26.01%
	25.76%
	26.78%
	28.17%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	29.80%
	30.78%
	30.30%
	29.83%
	28.61%

	B
	27.63%
	Data
	28.57%
	29.88%
	31.57%
	29.89%
	27.27%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	35.94%
	36.92%

	Target B <=
	26.65%
	25.67%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 6: Preschool Environment is based on three years of data which revealed a declining rate in the number of children enrolled in a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program. Conversely, there is an increasing rate of children being served in separate special education classes, separate schools, or residential facilities. This information was shared and discussed with stakeholders and the new target for 6A was set with a growth rate of ½ of a standard deviation (0.98).  The 6B target was set to decline by ¼ (0.49) of a standard deviation annually. 
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
	13,497

	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
	3,920

	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
	101

	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
	3,094

	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
	9


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
	3,920

	13,497
	28.17%
	35.94%
	29.04%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	3,204
	13,497
	27.27%
	26.65%
	23.74%
	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 >=
	89.16%
	89.64%
	90.12%
	90.60%
	91.08%

	A1
	89.56%
	Data
	86.76%
	85.58%
	84.99%
	85.13%
	84.39%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	66.32%
	66.80%
	67.28%
	67.76%
	68.24%

	A2
	68.61%
	Data
	63.18%
	59.06%
	59.76%
	56.66%
	57.89%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	89.98%
	90.46%
	90.64%
	91.42%
	91.90%

	B1
	89.64%
	Data
	88.20%
	87.47%
	86.39%
	85.26%
	85.98%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	57.17%
	56.21%
	57.19%
	58.17%
	59.64%

	B2
	59.74%
	Data
	54.65%
	49.15%
	49.22%
	45.67%
	45.68%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	90.71%
	89.73%
	90.21%
	91.17%
	91.65%

	C1
	91.68%
	Data
	89.05%
	87.82%
	85.73%
	85.93%
	86.59%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	75.95%
	74.97%
	73.99%
	75.46%
	76.93%

	C2
	77.81%
	Data
	72.87%
	69.20%
	69.62%
	65.54%
	64.97%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	91.56%
	91.56%

	Target A2 >=
	68.72%
	68.72%

	Target B1 >=
	92.38%
	92.38%

	Target B2 >=
	61.11%
	61.11%

	Target C1 >=
	92.13%
	92.13%

	Target C2 >=
	78.00%
	78.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes is based a trend analysis which revealed the rates for all six sub-indicators remained consistent, within one or two percentage points of the baseline year. The results of the analysis were discussed with stakeholders and new targets were set using ¼ to ¾ of a standard deviation. Targets for A1, A2, and B1 were set using ± ¼ of a standard deviation while B2, C1, and C2 uses ± ½ to ¾ of a standard deviation. 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

5,974
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	66
	1.10%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	464
	7.77%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,984
	33.21%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,861
	31.15%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,599
	26.77%


	
	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)
	3,845
	4,375
	84.39%
	91.56%
	87.89%
	Did Not Meet 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)
	3,460
	5,974
	57.89%
	68.72%
	57.92%
	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
	53
	0.89%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	524
	8.77%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,700
	45.20%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,214
	37.06%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	483
	8.09%


	
	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)
	4,914
	5,491
	85.98%
	92.38%
	89.49%
	Did Not Meet 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)
	2,697
	5,974
	45.68%
	61.11%
	45.15%
	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
	49
	0.82%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	343
	5.74%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,686
	28.22%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,107
	35.27%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,789
	29.95%


	
	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. 
	3,793
	4,185
	86.59%
	92.13%
	90.63%
	Did Not Meet 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. 
	3,896
	5,974
	64.97%
	78.00%
	65.22%
	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)

YES

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

The data collection is based on a census of all children with IEPs who had both entry and exit COS scores and exited early childhood special education because they no longer required services, were kindergarten eligible, or the parents withdrew consent for services, and the children received at least six months of services. Early childhood programs are permitted to use various assessment instruments, but they must use the child outcomes summary (COS) form and utilize a team approach, which includes the parents, for determining a child’s entry and/or exit scores for each outcome area. In the 2016-17 school year, the COS was integrated into the IEP process and was fully implemented in the 2017-18 school year.

The data is collected via two data systems. The Educational Cooperatives and School Districts submit their child outcomes data through the statewide student management system. The early childhood module has included the outcomes data since FFY 2006. The second data system is a web-based application that was created for the 3-5 program operated under an inter-agency agreement with the Department of Human Services Division of Developmental Disabilities Services (DDS) in FFY 2006. The DDS application is part of MySped Resource, a secure data collection and review portal on the special education website. The DDS application allows the 3-5 programs to enter data directly to DESE-SEU and track children with IEPs (enrollment/child count information, EC outcomes, and EC exits) as well as referrals which include Part C to B transition.
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? 
	YES

	If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately?
	YES


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 8: Family Involvement is based a trend analysis which revealed the rates for preschool have fluctuated between 1-3 percentage points over the past few years which is similar to the school age rates. This analysis was presented to stakeholders and keeping in line with setting other indicator targets, the early childhood targets were set to increase by ½ of a standard deviation while school age targets were set to increase by ¼ of a standard deviation. With stakeholder input we will be holding the target steady for FFY 2019.

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Preschool
	2005
	Target >=
	89.94%
	90.92%
	91.90%
	92.88%
	93.86%

	Preschool
	82.92%
	Data
	90.02%
	92.03%
	91.18%
	92.32%
	92.26%

	School age
	2005
	Target >=
	94.05%
	94.53%
	95.01%
	95.49%
	95.97%

	School age
	95.35%
	Data
	93.57%
	95.63%
	93.45%
	93.18%
	95.45%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	94.84%
	94.84%

	Target B >=
	96.45%
	96.45%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Preschool Children Reported Separately
	
	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

	Preschool
	3,602
	3,839
	92.26%
	94.84%
	93.83%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	School age
	20,176
	21,057
	95.45%
	96.45%
	95.82%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

74,863

Percentage of respondent parents

33.26%

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
	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.
Arkansas will continue to train LEAs on the preparation, collection, and submission of the family surveys. Each February the IDEA Data & Research Office, in its newsletter, reminds LEAs that they are required to (1) offer every child’s parent/guardian the opportunity to participate in the survey; and (2) submit the survey data to the DESE-SEU no later than July 15th. The newsletter provides strategies for improving response rates along with instructions on how to complete the surveys online via a secure website or by mailing all completed scan forms to the IDEA Data & Research Office for scanning.

The DESE-SEU monthly technical assistance calls with LEAs will include the family surveys as a topic in the Spring of 2020. Further, the DESE-SEU has fully implemented, in the required paperwork, a place for districts to document parent/guardian opportunity to participate in the family survey.
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 number of responding parents/guardians increased in 2018-19 for school age programs while the early childhood response number decreased. The number of early childhood respondents fell by 398 and the number of school age respondents increased by 194. Representativeness of the respondents shows some racial/ethnic groups and disabilities remain under-represented when compared to December 1, 2018 child count. Part of the under-representation is associated with race/ethnic group and/or disability category not being marked on the surveys by the respondents.

Overall, families of children with disabilities (CWD) ages 3-21, who responded to the survey, are under representative of the December 1 child count for 2018-19 by race/ethnicity. Using a +/- 3% as the criteria to identify over- or under-representativeness, families of CWD in early childhood programs are under-represented in black. Families of CWD in school age programs are significantly under-represented in Black and Hispanic. It should be noted that 16.39% of survey respondents failed to indicate the child's racial/ethnic group.

Early Childhood
The 2018-19 representativeness by race and disability reflects a marked improvement; however, using the +/- 3% criteria, two racial/ethnic groups are under-represented. Black and White are under-represented in developmental delay, while white is over-represented in speech impaired. It should be noted that 4.42% of the survey respondents did not indicate the race and/or disability. The relative difference of child count demographics to early childhood respondents continues to show improvement from the previous years. Even with improved representativeness there is a need for continual training on the preparation, collection, and submission of the family surveys.

School Age
The 2018-19 representativeness by race and disability using the +/- 3% criteria, reveals no racial/ethnic groups are under- or over-represented by disability. However, there is an over representation where race was not reported with a disability of SLD (3.07) which is down from 3.12%. Collectively, 11.97% of the survey respondents did not indicate the race and/or disability. Even with improved representativeness and response rates, there is a need for continual training on the preparation, collection, and submission of the family surveys.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The DESE has a dedicated parent page http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/im-looking-for/parents which provides parents information and resources to ensure their child is healthy, challenged, supported, engaged, and safe in school. One resource is the My Child/My Student campaign which supports better communication between schools and families to encourage on-going communication between parents and teachers. The campaign gives parents helpful information and tips they can use to discuss their child’s educational progress. Additionally, teachers were provided questions, tips and resources they can use to converse with a student’s parent(s) or guardian(s).

The DESE-SEU parent page on its website http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/parents provides parents with resources and tips as well as links to helpful websites for parents and teachers. The DESE-SEU will push out information relative to family survey’s through DESE's social media and post information on the website.
8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

19

	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

	6
	0
	263
	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 calculation is a single year event (one-year of data) utilizing a risk ratio or alternate risk ratio methodology with a minimum cell size of 5, n size of 15, and a risk ratio threshold of greater than 3.00. Alternate risk ratio is calculated if the comparison group does not meet the minimum cell or n size.
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.

Using the self-assessment tool, this past year Arkansas had zero districts identified as having inappropriate policies, procedures, and practices related to race in the area of identification. The self-assessment tool required a team approach and review of student level data for completion.

Each of the 6 LEAs which the State identified in 2018-19 as having a disproportionate representation in the area of identification, completed a self–assessment of policies, procedures, and practices related to child find/evaluation/reevaluation/eligibility determination. The State reviewed LEAs’ self-assessments related child find/evaluation/reevaluation/eligibility determination. The State verified each LEA’s self-assessment through desk audits and/or on-site visits to determine whether an LEA was in compliance with Part B requirements. When necessary, districts were contacted for clarification and directed to resubmit.

The review of policies, procedures, and practices resulted in zero findings of non-compliance.

The Disproportionality Self-Assessment of District Policies, Procedures, and Practices is available on the special education website under Monitoring & Program Effectiveness on the Monitoring Procedure page or http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/monitoring-program-effectiveness/monitoring-procedures

If an LEA fails to comply with any requests, the State Director of Special Education is notified for further action. Once the reviews are completed a letter is sent to the district superintendent and special education administrator of the district’s compliance.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In the 2018-19 school year, there were 263 school districts and open enrollment charter schools, two state agencies (the Arkansas School for the Deaf and Arkansas School for the Blind), 15 educational cooperatives, and two state agencies not within the Arkansas Department of Education’s Division of Elementary and Secondary (DESE) purview, for a total of 282. 

The 15 educational cooperatives operate early childhood special education programs, the Arkansas School for the Deaf, the Arkansas School for the Blind, and the other two state agencies which are a human development center and adult corrections, have no comparative general education/enrollment data available; therefore they are excluded from the calculation.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	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.

19

	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

	86
	0
	263
	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 calculation is a single year event (one-year of data) utilizing a risk ratio or alternate risk ratio methodology with a minimum cell size of 5, n size of 15, and a risk ratio threshold of greater than 3.00. Alternate risk ratio is calculated if the comparison group does not meet the minimum cell or n size.
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.

Using the self-assessment tool, this past year Arkansas had zero districts identified as having inappropriate policies, procedures, and practices related to race in the area of identification. The self-assessment tool required a team approach and review of student level data for completion.

Each of the 86 LEAs which the State identified in 2018-19 as having a disproportionate representation in the area of identification, completed a self–assessment of policies, procedures, and practices related to child find/evaluation/reevaluation/eligibility determination. The State reviewed LEAs’ self-assessments related child find/evaluation/reevaluation/eligibility determination. The State verified each LEA’s self-assessment through desk audits and/or on-site visits to determine whether an LEA was in compliance with Part B requirements. When necessary, districts were contacted for clarification and directed to resubmit.

The review of policies, procedures, and practices resulted in zero findings of non-compliance.

The Disproportionality Self-Assessment of District Policies, Procedures, and Practices is available on the special education website under Monitoring & Program Effectiveness on the Monitoring Procedure page or http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/special-education/monitoring-program-effectiveness/monitoring-procedures

If an LEA fails to comply with any requests, the State Director of Special Education is notified for further action. Once the reviews are completed a letter is sent to the district superintendent and special education administrator of the district’s compliance.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In the 2018-19 school year, there were 263 school districts and open enrollment charter schools, two state agencies (the Arkansas School for the Deaf and Arkansas School for the Blind), 15 educational cooperatives, and two state agencies not within the Arkansas Department of Education’s Division of Elementary and Secondary (DESE) purview, for a total of 282. 

The 15 educational cooperatives operate early childhood special education programs, the Arkansas School for the Deaf, the Arkansas School for the Blind, and the other two state agencies which are a human development center and adult corrections, have no comparative general education/enrollment data available; therefore they are excluded from the calculation.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	91.91%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.62%
	99.57%
	99.59%
	99.75%
	99.54%


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

	18,766
	18,719
	99.54%
	100%
	99.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

47

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.
In 2018-19, there were 18,766 children with parental consent to evaluate who were evaluated. The number of children evaluated within the State’s 60-day timeline was 18,719 or 99.75%, 0.21 percentage points more than the 2017-18 rate of 99.54%. 

Of the 18,719 children, 3,596 or 19.21% were determined not eligible, while 15,123 or 80.79% were determined eligible.

A verification of the 14 LEAs which the 47 children represented revealed 29 (61.70%) were determined eligible and 18 (38.30%) were found not eligible. 

The number of days beyond the 60-day timeline varied from 1 to 72 days for students who were later found not eligible and 1 to 133 days for students found eligible.

A root cause analysis of this indicator continues to identify two key issues: (1) LEA team errors such as timeline calculations, and (2) availability of contracted evaluators. Arkansas regulations do not provide any exceptions for weekends, holidays, or school breaks including summer. State timelines are based on calendar days, not business days. 

Further analysis of this issue revealed timelines were often exceeded as a result of these non-school periods. In addition, Arkansas has many small districts which utilize contracted services. In discussions with LEAs, the DESE-SEU has recommended (1) a contractual statement which would address the contractor’s responsibility related to timelines and repercussions when timelines are missed and (2) the exploration of using fewer contracted evaluators by partnering with other LEAs to hire staff jointly.

Additionally, on December 20, 2019, using current year data from the statewide student management system, verification of the correction of noncompliance for the 14 LEAs yielded zero districts with recurring noncompliance.
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. 

Data Collection: There are two different data collection systems for special education. First, there is the Arkansas Department of Education’s student management system managed by the Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) which is utilized by the school districts, charter schools, and educational cooperatives. The second data system is Special Education’s MySped Resource web-based application which is utilized by other state agencies offering educational services such as the Department of Human Services Division of Developmental Disabilities Services (DDS) and Arkansas Department of Corrections (ADC).

The end of year data collection is to be submitted to the state information system (SIS) by midnight June 15th. Districts with schools operating year round buildings have until June 30th to submit the year end data. The MySped Resource data collection applications do not close until July 15th since the programs using the MySped Resource applications are 12 month programs.

Preparation for data transfer from the SIS warehouse to special education includes the data and reporting office in DESE's Research and Technology Division forwarding the data files to the DESE Special Education Unit’s technology manager by July 15th. Between July 15th and August 15th the special education database administrator prepares and loads the entire end of school year student level data (SIS and MySped Resource) into the special education data warehouse. The preparation includes ensuring all districts are represented in the data set and that no required fields (e.g. disability code) in the various data tables are blank, which would cause the upload to fail. The data sets include school age exits, discipline, early childhood exits, early childhood outcomes, early intervening services, and referral tracking. The IDEA Data & Research Office staff preliminary analysis of data errors is completed by August 31st and LEAs review and correct data errors between September 1st and September 30th.

Data Cleaning, Clarification, and Follow-up (September 1 through November 30): Each LEA can review data error reports via MySped Resource. The error reports are dynamic and contain student information. As errors are corrected the student is removed from the report. The IDEA Data & Research Office staff continue to run error checks throughout the cycle review period (September 1-30) to ensure LEAs are reviewing their data and making corrections prior to the September 30th deadline. 

Once the cycle review period is complete, referral records are checked for missing data (i.e. dates or reason for exceeding timelines) related to timely evaluation (Indicator 11) and early childhood transition (Indicator 12) one final time. Any LEA found to still have missing data elements is contacted via phone to finalize the data. Failure to provide evidence of data error corrections (i.e. the missing data) by November 1st may result in a LEA being cited for Timely and Accurate Reporting.

The referral tracking data reviewed by the IDEA Data & Research Office staff begins October 1 and is checked for the following errors:

*Referral Date Exceeds FY
*Age of student is not within acceptable parameters (younger than 2 or older than 21)
*Inconsistent timeline: expected chronological order (referral->initial parental consent->evaluation->eligibility determined->parental consent to place) is not observed
*Process continued without initial parental consent
*60 day consent to evaluation completion timeline exceeded with no reason recorded
*Evaluation was completed but no eligibility determination date was recorded
*30 day evaluation to eligibility determination timeline exceeded with no reason recorded
*Indication of placement in special education without a date of parental consent to place recorded
*Indication of placement in special education without an evaluation completion date recorded
*Indication of placement in special education without an eligibility determination date recorded
*Record completed with a reason of “not eligible” with no eligibility determination date recorded
*Special education placement inconsistent (record indicates the student was not placed yet the completion reason is “SP” or record indicates student was placed yet the completion reason is “NE”)
*Referral process incomplete

Identification of Non-compliance: Prior to calculation of Indicators 11 and 12 for the APR in October/November, referral records exceeding the 60 day evaluation timeline for which a code of “other” was recorded are closely examined to determine if they meet exclusionary criteria. If further clarification is necessary, LEA supervisors are contacted via phone or email. For compliance of State regulations this process is also applied to the 30 day eligibility determination timeline. 

Further, failure of an LEA to submit referral data, without prior notification that they had zero referrals for the year, results in an automatic 0% LEA rate for the related indicator(s). Missing data which prohibits the calculation of a record is considered a missed timeline since verification of timeliness cannot be made. This results in the elevation of the record being “flagged” for noncompliance.

Verification of Services and Correction: The referral tracking data captures eligibility determination date, placement to special education (y/n) and parent consent to place date, thus allowing verification of the whole process. If these data elements are missing, the IDEA Data & Research Office staff reviews the APSCN special education modules and/or the MySped Resource DDS Application to verify that students who had their evaluation timelines exceed 60 day were evaluated, had eligibility determined, and had an IEP developed when found to be eligible.

Verification of correction of noncompliance is further conducted by reviewing the referral tracking data for the current school year. Referrals already entered into the student management system are reviewed to determine if the LEA is currently in compliance. If correction of noncompliance cannot be verified, the records are elevated from a “flag” to a “red flag” and the information is sent to the State Director of Special Education for further action.
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

	28
	28
	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
The DESE-SEU verified that each of the 28 LEAs with findings in FFY 2017 is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.

The verification process included desk audits and/or on-site monitoring, and the review of the special education modules of the student management system. Through the student management system, desk audits, and/or on-site monitoring, late initial evaluations were verified to have been completed and an IEP implemented if the child was eligible, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

Further review of the student management system examined current year referrals to verify that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements. The State will continue to implement and refine verification protocols to ensure LEA compliance with the requirements in 34 CFR §300.301(c)(1), including correction of non-compliance
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The State has verified, by reviewing the special education modules of the student management system, that each of the 28 LEAs with findings in FFY 2017 is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.

The State has verified through the student management system initial evaluations, although late, were completed and an IEP implemented if the child was eligible, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. Further review of the student management system examined current year referrals to verify if a systemic issue existed. The IDEA Data & Research staff reviewed records in December 2019 via the student management system and found no further noncompliance.
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
	75.91%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.86%
	98.70%
	98.16%
	100.00%
	100.00%


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. 
	104

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	5

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	80

	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. 
	8

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

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


	
	Numerator

(c)
	Denominator

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

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 80
	84
	100.00%
	100%
	95.24%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The four children who did not have eligibility determined by their 3rd birthday were from programs operating under an inter-agency agreement with the Department of Human Services' Division of Developmental Disabilities Services (DDS). The 2018-19 school was the final year of these programs operating as Part B providers. 

During the 2017-18 school year, Arkansas had the beginning changes in the structure of the early childhood special education programs. A long-term inter-agency agreement with the Department of Human Services' (DHS) Division of Developmental Disabilities Services (DDS) was ending in June 2019. The programs under DDS were Developmental Day Treatment Clinic Services. Over the years, many of them served both children with disabilities under Part C and Part B which allowed for a smoother transition between Part C and Part B. Additionally, since DHS is the lead for Part C, the majority of C to B transition referrals ran through these programs and not the school districts or educational cooperatives. 

2019-20 will be the first year all Part C to Part B referrals will come through the school districts and educational cooperatives.
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

4

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.
There were four children whose eligibility was not determined prior to their third birthday. All children were found eligible and the delay ranged from 6 to 33 days beyond the third birthday. The reasons for the delays were the due to the evaluation team.
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. 

Data Collection: There are two different data collection systems for special education. First, there is the Arkansas Department of Education’s student management system managed by the Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) which is utilized by the school districts, charter schools, and educational cooperatives. The second data system is Special Education’s MySped Resource web-based application which is utilized by other state agencies offering educational services such as the Department of Human Services Division of Developmental Disabilities Services (DDS) and Arkansas Department of Corrections (ADC).

The end of year data collection is to be submitted to the state information system (SIS) by midnight June 15th. Districts with schools operating year round buildings have until June 30th to submit the year end data. The MySped Resource data collection applications do not close until July 15th since the programs using the MySped Resource applications are 12 month programs.

Preparation for data transfer from the SIS warehouse to special education includes the data and reporting office in DESE's Research and Technology Division forwarding the data files to the DESE Special Education Unit’s technology manager by July 15th. Between July 15th and August 15th the special education database administrator prepares and loads the entire end of school year student level data (SIS and MySped Resource) into the special education data warehouse. The preparation includes ensuring all districts are represented in the data set and that no required fields (e.g. disability code) in the various data tables are blank, which would cause the upload to fail. The data sets include school age exits, discipline, early childhood exits, early childhood outcomes, early intervening services, and referral tracking. The IDEA Data & Research Office staff preliminary analysis of data errors is completed by August 31st and LEAs review and correct data errors between September 1st and September 30th.

Data Cleaning, Clarification, and Follow-up (September 1 through November 30): Each LEA can review data error reports via MySped Resource. The error reports are dynamic and contain student information. As errors are corrected the student is removed from the report. The IDEA Data & Research Office staff continue to run error checks throughout the cycle review period (September 1-30) to ensure LEAs are reviewing their data and making corrections prior to the September 30th deadline. 

Once the cycle review period is complete, referral records are checked for missing data (i.e. dates or reason for exceeding timelines) related to timely evaluation (Indicator 11) and early childhood transition (Indicator 12) one final time. Any LEA found to still have missing data elements is contacted via phone to finalize the data. Failure to provide evidence of data error corrections (i.e. the missing data) by November 1st may result in a LEA being cited for Timely and Accurate Reporting.

The referral tracking data reviewed by the IDEA Data & Research Office staff begins October 1 and is checked for the following errors:

*Referral Date Exceeds FY
*Age of student is not within acceptable parameters (younger than 2 or older than 21)
*Inconsistent timeline: expected chronological order (referral->initial parental consent->evaluation->eligibility determined->parental consent to place) is not observed
*Process continued without initial parental consent
*60 day consent to evaluation completion timeline exceeded with no reason recorded
*Evaluation was completed but no eligibility determination date was recorded
*30 day evaluation to eligibility determination timeline exceeded with no reason recorded
*Indication of placement in special education without a date of parental consent to place recorded
*Indication of placement in special education without an evaluation completion date recorded
*Indication of placement in special education without an eligibility determination date recorded
*Record completed with a reason of “not eligible” with no eligibility determination date recorded
*Special education placement inconsistent (record indicates the student was not placed yet the completion reason is “SP” or record indicates student was placed yet the completion reason is “NE”)
*Referral process incomplete

Specific to Indicator 12 records flagged as being a “Part C to Part B transition” or C to B concurrent record are further checked for:
* Eligibility determination occurred after the child’s third birthday (exceeding timelines) and no reason was recorded

Identification of Non-compliance: Prior to calculation of Indicators 11 and 12 for the APR in October/November, referral records exceeding the 60 day evaluation timeline for which a code of “other” was recorded are closely examined to determine if they meet exclusionary criteria. If further clarification is necessary, LEA supervisors are contacted via phone or email. For compliance of State regulations this process is also applied to the 30 day eligibility determination timeline. 

Further, failure of an LEA to submit referral data, without prior notification that they had zero referrals for the year, results in an automatic 0% LEA rate for the related indicator(s). Missing data which prohibits the calculation of a record is considered a missed timeline since verification of timeliness cannot be made. This results in the elevation of the record being “flagged” for noncompliance.

Verification of Services and Correction: The referral tracking data captures eligibility determination date, placement to special education (y/n) and parent consent to place date, thus allowing verification of the whole process. If these data elements are missing, the IDEA Data & Research Office staff reviews the APSCN special education modules and/or the MySped Resource DDS Application to verify that students who had their evaluation timelines exceed 60 day were evaluated, had eligibility determined, and had an IEP developed when found to be eligible.

Verification of correction of noncompliance is further conducted by reviewing the referral tracking data for the current school year. Referrals already entered into the student management system are reviewed to determine if the LEA is currently in compliance. If correction of noncompliance cannot be verified, the records are elevated from a “flag” to a “red flag” and the information is sent to the State Director of Special Education for further action.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	96.34%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.58%
	98.87%
	96.41%
	98.85%
	NVR


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

	331
	411
	NVR
	100%
	80.54%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
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. 

As part of Arkansas' monitoring and general supervision system, the Monitoring and Program Effectiveness section has oversight of special education programs in the state’s public schools and co-ops. The MPE Section, in conjunction with the Non-Traditional Section, also oversees the implementation of special education programs in the State’s open-enrollment charter schools, State-operated and State-supported facilities and institutions, Juvenile Detention Facilities and DHS-Division of Youth Services (DYS) juvenile treatment centers, and private agencies and residential sites located throughout the state.

Beginning no later than the first IEP to be in effect when an Arkansas youth with an IEP is 16, appropriate measurable post-secondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments related to training, education, employment, and, where appropriate, independent living skills and the transition services (including courses of study) needed to assist the child in reaching these goals are developed.

The monitoring process includes, on-site and LEA self-monitoring, a review of IEPs to ascertain a program's status with regard to secondary transition plans. Arkansas utilizes the Indicator 13 checklist, developed by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC), in its monitoring procedures to ensure the transition components are present in every students IEP aged 16-21. The data is collected via an electronic monitoring form completed by the SEA staff and/or LEA staff. In conjunction with IDEA Data & Research, the Indicator 13 checklist aligned data elements are then reviewed and counts are compiled for the indicator. 

Further, in applying the 2 prong requirement of OSEP Memo 09-02, if an IEP is found to be non-compliant and correction does not occur prior to issuing a letter of findings, the district is cited for non-compliance and must submit a corrective action plan (CAP) to the DESE-SEU. 

Arkansas is participating in an intensive TA project through NTACT that involves DESE-SEU staff, Arkansas Transition Services, Arkansas Rehabilitation Services, Career and Technical Education, and local district partners. Goals and activities are designed to improve secondary transition services, dropout, graduation and post school outcomes.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


If no, please explain
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Slippage is identified for this indicator. An examination of the on-site monitoring and the self-monitoring data submitted by LEAs revealed that LEAs failed to indicate that the secondary transition plans included appropriate post secondary goals in the areas of training, education, employment and where appropriate, independent living. Most non-compliance was in one or more of these areas. In the area of independent living, often when the goal was not applicable, the LEA indicated N instead of N/A.
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

	8
	8
	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
The State verified that the 8 findings of noncompliance from FFY 2017 were corrected as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year from identification. A review of policy, procedures, and practices for each LEA with identified noncompliance was conducted to ensure that the specific regulatory requirements were being correctly implemented.
The DESE-SEU Monitoring and Program Effectiveness Section (MPE) verified the correction of noncompliance via desk audits of LEA submitted documentation and/or on-site visits to the LEAs in question. Documentation obtained from on-site monitoring visits and/or desk audits confirmed that all individual student files had been corrected in less than one year, unless the student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. The MPE staff verified the LEA was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements through the review of additional student records during on-site visits. Therefore, based on desk audits of documentation submitted by the LEA, and/or on-site visits to the LEAs it was determined that the 8 IEPs determined to be out of compliance had been corrected within the one year timeline and the review of updated data verified 100% compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The DESE-SEU Monitoring and Program Effectiveness Section (MPE) verified the correction of noncompliance via desk audits of LEA submitted documentation and/or on-site visits to the LEAs in question. Documentation obtained from on-site monitoring visits and/or desk audits confirmed that all individual student files had been corrected in less than one year, unless the student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. The MPE staff verified the LEA was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements through the review of additional student records during on-site visits. Therefore, based on desk audits of documentation submitted by the LEA, and/or on-site visits to the LEAs it was determined that the 8 IEPs determined to be out of compliance had been corrected within the one year timeline and the review of updated data verified 100% compliance.
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

The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2017. The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
In accordance with the most recent guidance from OSEP, the FFY 2018 data is reported as all non-compliance not the number of findings issued.  
13 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	13.35%
	13.84%
	14.33%
	14.82%
	15.31%

	A
	12.86%
	Data
	18.17%
	24.64%
	11.80%
	17.92%
	10.53%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	49.04%
	49.53%
	50.02%
	50.51%
	51.00%

	B
	48.55%
	Data
	52.19%
	51.66%
	24.11%
	44.32%
	50.19%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	59.36%
	60.14%
	60.92%
	61.70%
	62.48%

	C
	59.34%
	Data
	54.64%
	63.03%
	51.26%
	52.02%
	54.89%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	15.80%
	15.80%

	Target B >=
	51.49%
	51.49%

	Target C >=
	63.26%
	63.26%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 14: Post-school Outcomes are based on a trend analysis which revealed minimal changes from year to year. The SPP/APR stakeholders including the state advisory council, were informed of the trend analysis and discussed collection methods, representativeness, and target setting. Noting the trend rates, the decision was made to establish a growth rate of ¼ of one standard deviation (0.49) for Indicators 14A and 14B. Indicator 14C, targets were selected for 2013 and 2018, creating an equitable annual growth rate of 0.78 percentage points across the SPP/APR years. In discussion with stakeholders, a decision was reached to hold the FFY 2019 target steady and the targets will be re-evaluated with the new SPP/APR packet.
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
	594

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	70

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	84

	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)
	142

	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).
	9


	
	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)
	70
	594
	10.53%
	15.80%
	11.78%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	154
	594
	50.19%
	51.49%
	25.93%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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)
	305
	594
	54.89%
	63.26%
	51.35%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	There appears to be a drop in the in the number of students in competitive employment while higher education increased. Between the two data collections, a higher percentage of students were in some other type of post-secondary education. Zero data was not found on 90 students; however, the remaining 198 students either, through the phone survey or data mining, reported they were not engaged or did not meet the criteria to be classified into one of the categories, respectively.

	C
	In 2018/19, there were more students reported as being in other types of post-secondary programs, than higher education. Between the two data collections, a higher percentage of students were in some other type of post-secondary education. Zero data was not found on 90 students; however, the remaining 198 students either, through the phone survey or data mining, reported they were not engaged or did not meet the criteria to be classified into one of the categories, respectively.


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.

Identification of districts for the Post-school outcomes collection is through a stratified random sample. Stratified random sampling without replacement is used to assign each LEA to a sampling year. The district average daily membership (ADM) strata are based upon 2012/13 data. The strata are assigned according to natural splits in the existing ADM data. Within these strata, LEAs were randomly assigned to a collection year. Little Rock School District and Springdale School District, the largest two school districts in Arkansas with an ADM over 20,000, are the only districts within ADM strata 1; therefore, they are sampled in year one (1) and will be sampled a second time in year six (6).

Summaries of the number of districts within each stratum, as well as per year are attached. Treatment of Missing Data: The survey response rate is examined and reported. In addition, missing data is evaluated. Subsequently, a sensitivity analysis is conducted to investigate the effects, if any, of non-response and missing data on results of the survey. Demographic and historical data is evaluated with regard to differences between students who respond and those who do not. Estimates and analysis is adjusted accordingly.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
A ± of 3.00 percentage points is used to determine demographic over- or under-representation. The data is representative except in one disability area, SLD which is over the 3.00 difference. 

In the area of race/ethnicity all groups fell within the ± 3.00%. The highest over-representation was white with a difference of 2.88 percentage points. The largest under-representation was in the ethnicity of Hispanic at -0.96 percentage point difference.

In the area of disability category all groups, except one fell within the ± 3.00%. The highest over-representation being in the category of SLD with a difference of 3.28 percentage points. The largest under-representation was in the category of ID with a --2.12 percentage point difference.

In the area of exit reasons all groups fell within the ± 3.00%. The highest over-representation was in the category of graduated with a regular diploma at 2.08 percentage point difference. The largest under-representation was in the category of drop out with a --1.79 percentage point difference.
	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.
Arkansas conducts a dual data collection, phone survey and administrative data mine. The administrative data mining includes data from the Arkansas Division of Higher Education, the Division of Workforce Services, Arkansas Rehabilitation Services, and Adult Education. Arkansas will continue to work with other state agencies to improve the data mining process. By expanding the number of agencies participating in the collection the representativeness should improve. The DESE has established data sharing agreements for the data collection with the agencies mentioned above. The DESE will continue exploring other agencies which could provided data for this indicator.
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. 
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
	23

	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
	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 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions is based on a trend analysis which revealed wide variations across the years. This information was shared with stakeholders and the state advisory council as part of the discussion for setting new targets. The decision was made to continue using one standard deviation as a growth model for this indicator. However, we will be holding the FFY 2019 target at the same level of FFY 2018. 
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	50.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	56.96%
	58.92%
	60.88%
	62.84%
	64.80%

	Data
	86.96%
	3.45%
	2.70%
	12.50%
	55.56%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	66.76%
	66.76%


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

	18
	23
	55.56%
	66.76%
	78.26%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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
	23

	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
	1

	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
	10


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.
YES

Provide an explanation below

The Arkansas Mediation Project housed at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Bowen School of Law maintains the data. In reviewing the data, the Project director was contacted to assist with the explanation of slippage. During that time, she found the numbers did not match her records. Therefore, we are submitting the revised numbers and will update the Dispute Resolution data when EMAPS reopens for corrections.

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Arkansas’ targets for Indicator 16: Mediation is based on a trend analysis which revealed wide variations across the years. This information was shared with stakeholders and the state advisory council as part of the discussion for setting new targets. The decision was made to continue using one standard deviation as a growth model for this indicator and to hold the target steady for FFY 2019.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	52.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	73.60%
	75.56%
	77.52%
	79.48%
	81.44%

	Data
	97.06%
	100.00%
	92.31%
	100.00%
	93.55%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	83.40%
	83.40%


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

	1
	21
	22
	93.55%
	83.40%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

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

Select the certifier’s role:
Designated by the Chief State School Officer to certify
Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report.

Name: 

Jody Fields
Title: 
Data Manager
Email: 
jafields@ualr.edu
Phone:
501-682-4221
Submitted on:
04/29/20  3:09:45 PM 
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Introduction to Arkansas’s Phase III 
Summary 
On October 1, 2018, there were 478,318 students in Arkansas public schools 


grades K-12 (including charter schools). According to the December 1, 2018 special 


education child count for grades K-12, 64,248 students were eligible for special 


education services (13.43% of the K-12 student population). Students in K-12 


education are served by 265 local education agencies (LEAs) including charter 


schools and state agencies. Additionally, there are 15 regionally based Education 


Service Cooperatives (ESCs) (see Exhibit I-17.1) that support LEAs in (1) meeting 


or exceeding State Standards and equalizing educational opportunities; (2) more 


effectively using educational resources through cooperation among school districts; 


and (3) promoting coordination between school districts and the Division of 


Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE). 


Exhibit I-17.1: Arkansas School Districts and Educational Service 


Cooperatives 



https://adedata.arkansas.gov/lea
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Division of Elementary and Secondary Education 


A Commissioner of Education leads the Division of Elementary and Secondary 


Education (DESE) with support from a Deputy Commissioner. There are six main 


divisions within the DESE: Office of Information Technology, Fiscal and 


Administrative Services, Educator Effectiveness, Research and Technology, Public 


School Accountability, and Learning Services. The DESE-Special Education Unit 


(DESE-SEU) is under the Division of Learning Services. The updated DESE 


Organizational Chart presented in Exhibit I-17.2 reflects the State Systemic 


Improvement Plan in the Division of Learning Services and Special Education Unit. 


Exhibit I-17.2: DESE Organizational Chart 



http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/public/userfiles/Communications/2020_February_26_DESE_Organizational_Chart.pdf
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The DESE State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) focuses on increasing the 


literacy achievement of students with disabilities (SWD) in grades 3-5. Phase I of 


the SSIP focused on an extensive data and infrastructure analysis in collaboration 


with multiple internal and external stakeholders in order to identify the focus on 


literacy. During Phase II, the analysis was used to guide the development of 


implementation and evaluation plans 


In this update to Phase III, the DESE has continued to implement two strategies to 


improve the infrastructure of the DESE and LEAs in order to systemically implement 


and a multi-tiered system of support (RTI Arkansas) and increase the State-


identified Measurable Result (SiMR) - Percent of students with disabilities in grades 


3-5 whose value-added score in reading is moderate or high for the same subject 
and grade level in the state. 


Indicator 17: Component - Baseline and 
Targets 
Exhibits I-17.3 and I-17.4 show the baseline and targets for the percent of students 


with disabilities in grades 3-5 whose value-added score in reading is moderate or 


high for the same subject and grade level in the state. 


Exhibit I-17.3: Historical Targets Prior to Baseline Revisions 


FFY Data 


2013 45.65% 


2014 44.00% 


2015 45.60% 


Exhibit I-17.4: Targets: Percent of Grade Three to Five Students with 


Moderate or High Value-Added Scores in Reading—2018–2019 


FFY Data 


2016* 59.53% 


2017 61.03% 


2018 62.53% 


2019 62.53% 


*FFY 2016 marks the shift with target projections based on a growth model. **FFY 2019 
target to remain steady. Future targets will be set based on the new APR package. 
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Justification for Baseline and Target Changes 


Arkansas revised its baseline and targets to reflect the measurement change in the 


growth model. In January 2018, Arkansas’s ESSA plan (See Appendix II) was 


approved. The plan includes the use of an individual student growth model. The 


growth model does not set projection scores but prediction scores for each student. 


Arkansas’s ESSA plan states the “student longitudinal growth model is a simple 


value-added model that conditions students’ expected growth based on students’ 


score histories” (Arkansas ESSA Plan p. 44). 


In the first step, a longitudinal individual growth model is used to produce a 


predicted score for each student. The individual growth model uses as many years 


of prior scores for each student to maximize the precision of the prediction (best 


estimate) and accounts for students having different starting points (random 


intercepts). In the value-added model, each student’s prior score history acts as the 


control/conditioning factor for the expectation of growth for the individual student. 


In the second step, the student’s predicted score is subtracted from his or her 


actual score to generate the student’s value-added score (actual – predicted = 


value-added score). The magnitude of value-added scores indicates the degree to 


which students did not meet, met, or exceed expected growth in performance. 


Student value-added scores are averaged for each school. School value-added 


scores indicate, on average, the extent to which students in the school grew 


compared to how much they were expected to grow, based on how the students 


had achieved in the past. The school value-added scores answer the question, “On 


average, did students in this school meet, exceed, or not meet expected 


growth?” (Arkansas ESSA Plan p. 45) 


While the school average tells us about the building, it does not tell us about how 


the individual student is doing compared to their peers. Therefore, to look at an 


individual student’s growth in relation to their peers, the Office of Innovation for 


Education (OIE) at the University of Arkansas (state contractor for accountability) 


ranked the value-added scores of all students and categorized them into low, 


moderate, or high based on the percentile rank of students’ growth scores, or 


residuals. This is commonly called Percentile Rank of the Residual (PRR). An 


explanation of each category is as follows: 


• Low indicates that a student’s VAS, based on the PRR, was in the bottom 25% of


all student VAS for same subject and grade level in the state



https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.arkansased.gov_public_userfiles_ESEA_Arkansas-5FESSA-5FPlan-5FFinal-5Frv-5FJanuary-5F30-5F2018.pdf&d=DwMFaQ&c=7ypwAowFJ8v-mw8AB-SdSueVQgSDL4HiiSaLK01W8HA&r=aTkD5_IELSj0ulcbEOPGHw&m=3FhZvKKzPkmzXdOUK5OS6Pyz0vuqzmMaPN36eJbBKXM&s=eqV6FnyehnUkeZdtmjo-EUgEKIMYR1lUlw_1LcFzBO4&e=
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• Moderate indicates that a student’s VAS, based on the PRR, was between 25% 


and 75% of all student VAS for the same subject and grade level in the state 


• High indicates that a student’s VAS, based on the PRR, was in the top 25% of all 


student VAS for the same subject and grade level in the state 


Using the same assessment data set that generated the EDFacts file, OIE provided 


the IDEA Data & Research office with the growth categorization for students flagged 


as WDIS in the EDFacts file. 


Description of Measure 


The State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) is the percent of students with 


disabilities (SWD) in grades 3-5, from the targeted schools, whose value-added 


score (VAS) in reading is moderate or high for the same subject and grade level in 


the state. The calculation of this measurement for FFY 2018 is described below. 


Exhibit I-17.5: Measurement Calculation for FFY2018 


Component of Calculation Value 


A. Number of SWD with a VAS in reading at participating schools and 
grade levels. 


730 


B. Number of SWD whose VAS in reading is categorized as low  296 


C. Number of SWD whose VAS in reading is categorized as moderate 332 


D. Number of SWD whose VAS in reading is categorized as high  102 


Percent of SWD in grades 3-5, from the targeted schools, whose 
value-added score (VAS) in reading is categorized as moderate or high 


for the same subject and grade level in the state. Calculated as: 
((C+D)/A)*100 


59.45% 


Exhibit I-17.6 shows the percentage of SWD in grades 3-5, from the targeted 


schools, whose value-added score (VAS) in reading is categorized as moderate or 


high for the same subject and grade level in the state in FFY 2017 and 2018. While 


the actual percent of students categorized as moderate or high is slightly below the 


target in FFY 2018, achievement represents a significant improvement over FFY 


2017. 


Exhibit I-17.6: Progress on the State-identified Measurable Result 


FFY Actual Target 


2017 50.63% 61.03% 
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FFY Actual Target 


2018 59.45% 62.53% 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 


In establishing targets for the SiMR, Arkansas considered various methods. Once 


the SiMR measurement and calculation were developed with both internal and 


external stakeholder input, the focus shifted to setting the targets through FFY 


2018. The IDEA Data & Research staff researched various strategies on target-


setting and meaningful difference between years. After sharing the target-setting 


options with stakeholders, the group decided to use the Guide for Describing 


Meaningful Differences, developed by John Carr at WestEd. The purpose of the tool 


is to describe differences in the percentages of achievement results. Using the table 


presented in Exhibit I-17.7, stakeholders came to consensus around increasing the 


targets by five percentage points between FFY 2016 and FFY2018 or the high end of 


the small percentage point difference for comparing 500+ students. 


Exhibit I-17.7: Guide for Describing Meaningful Differences (Percentage 


Point Difference) 


Descriptive 
difference 


50 students 
being 


compared 


100 students 
being 


compared 


200 students 
being 


compared 


500+ 
students 


being 
compared 


None 0-12% 0-8% 0-5% 0-3% 


Small 13-15% 9-11% 6-7% 4-5% 


Moderate 16-19% 12-14% 8-10% 6-8% 


Fairly Large 20-25% 15-17% 11-13% 9-10% 


Large 26-29% 18-24% 14-19% 11-15% 


Very Large 30+% 25+% 20+% 16+% 


Although, the tool was not intended for use in setting targets, it provided guidance 


in selecting a percentage point increase for the next five years that would indicate a 


meaningful difference. 


Arkansas selected the target growth rate of five percentage points from the FFY 


2016 baseline to FFY 2018, resulting in an annual growth rate of 2.5 percentage 


points. While the annual growth rate may seem small, as schools throughout the 


central and delta region are added to the implementation, it is projected that the 
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number of students being measured will increase substantially.  
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Section One: Summary of Phase III 
Continuing Phase III of the SSIP, the Arkansas Division of Elementary and 


Secondary Education (DESE) has expanded the implementation of the plan for two 


coherent strategies to improve DESE’s infrastructure and increase the SiMR. 


Arkansas’s SiMR is focused on improving the literacy achievement of students with 


disabilities in grades 3-5. To better reflect the expansion of the SSIP Plan, 


Arkansas’s Theory of Action has been revised to better illustrate the connectivity 


between DESE strategic initiatives (see Exhibit I-17.8). This revised theory of action 


supports of vision to provide an innovative, comprehensive education system 


focused on outcomes that ensures every student in Arkansas is prepared to succeed 


in post-secondary education and careers. 


Exhibit I-17.8: Arkansas Theory of Action (Revised) 


Strands of Action If DESE Then 


Collaboration: Create a system of 
support that is aligned with other 


DESE Units and is differentiated 
based on LEAs’ needs as 
evidenced by data. 


...aligns and coordinates 


existing resources, 


systems, and DESE 


initiatives: High 


Reliability Schools, 


Professional Learning 


Communities, High-


Leverage Practices, 


Advancing Inclusive 


Principal Leadership, 


Reading Initiative for 


Student 


Excellence (RISE), and 


Response to 


Intervention 


...DESE will more 


effectively leverage 


resources to improve 


services for SWD 


...DESE will increase the 


reach and impact of its 


work with LEAs 
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Strands of Action If DESE Then 


Professional Development/ 
Technical Assistance 


Development and Dissemination: 
In collaboration with other DESE 
Units, restructure Arkansas’ 


Response to Intervention model 
using evidence-based personnel 
development to implement a 


multi-tiered system of supports 
for behavior and academics, with 
a focus on literacy. 


...creates a system of 


professional 


development and 


technical assistance that 


is aligned with other 


DESE Units and is 


differentiated based on 


LEAs needs 


...designs and 


implements evidence-


based PD and TA for 


educators of SWD 


...restructures Arkansas’ 


Response to 


Intervention model 


using evidence-based PD 


and TA to implement a 


multi-tiered system of 


supports for behavior 


and literacy 


...DESE will increase its 


ability to support LEAs 


capacity to implement 


evidence-based systems 


and practices 


...DESE will have aligned 


and effective resources 


available to support 


LEAs in differentiated 


and individualized 


evidence-based 


practices for all SWD 


As the work of collaboration and professional development and technical assistance 


development and dissemination is conducted, it will eventually lead to LEAs with the 


knowledge and skills necessary to provide high-quality, evidence-based services 


and supports for SWD by accessing resources, professional development, and 


technical assistance from DESE. In addition, all children with disabilities will receive 


individualized services in the least restrictive environment and demonstrate 


improved educational results and functional outcomes. 


Coherent Improvement Strategies 


The two coherent improvement strategies being implemented are: 


Strategy One: Create a system of support that is aligned with other DESE Units 


and is differentiated based on LEAs’ needs as evidenced by data. 


Strategy Two: In collaboration with other DESE Units, restructure Arkansas’ 


Response to Intervention (RTI) model using evidence-based personnel development 


to implement a multi-tiered system of supports for behavior and academics, with a 


focus on literacy.  
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Exhibit I-17.9: Arkansas SSIP/SPDG Alignment Info-graph 


 


Exhibit I-17.9 displays the relationship among SSIP Coherent Improvement 


Strategies. Strategy One continues to focus on creating a coordinated system of 


support that outlines the necessary organizational structures for the way in which 


LEA services and supports are identified, managed, and differentiated at the state-


level. This strategy focuses on building the infrastructure needed for the DESE to be 


more effective in leveraging resources that will improve services for all students 


(including students with disabilities) and increasing the reach and impact of its work 


with LEAs. Strategy Two is aligned with the State Personnel Development Grant 


(SPDG) and continues to address the development of a multi-tiered system of 


supports (MTSS) for academics and behavior. 


Leveraging ESSA to Support the SSIP 


In addition to the alignment of the above DESE initiatives, Arkansas’s ESSA plan 


was leveraged during this reporting period to address SSIP goals. According to 


Arkansas’s ESSA plan, schools will be identified for Targeted Support and 


Improvement based on Arkansas’s definition for consistently underperforming 


subgroups. Schools are identified for Additional Targeted Support if one or more 


subgroups of students in any school on its own would lead to its identification as a 


school in need of Comprehensive Support and Improvement. In 2018 more than 


140 schools in Arkansas were identified under the ESSA School Index as needing 
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Additional Targeted Support. In collaboration with DESE Division of Public School 


Accountability and the Division of Learning Services, nine regional professional 


development opportunities were provided for all schools identified as needing 


Additional Targeted Support. The SSIP Coordinator was one of several core trainers 


at each of these opportunities that focused on teaming/collaboration, data literacy, 


evidence-based interventions (including RTI), and development of a plan to meet 


the statewide exit criteria. 


During this reporting period, the DESE also increased the use of an agency-wide 


online portal called Basecamp to streamline intra and inter-agency communication 


around increasing the communication and support to LEAs, including SSIP schools. 


Strategy Two continues to focus on RTI. This evidence-based practice is being 


implemented in SSIP targeted districts and intensively supported by the State 


through the RTI Arkansas initiative. The Arkansas State Personnel Development 


Grant (SPDG) was written to directly align and support the State Systemic 


Improvement Plan. The SPDG functions as the implementation team for RTI 


Arkansas in targeted SSIP LEAs. 


The SPDG goals are listed below: 


• Develop statewide RTI resources and tools in the areas of behavior and literacy. 


• Increase the capacity of regional and LEA teams to deliver high quality RTI 


professional development. 


• Improve educators’ ability to implement RTI with a focus on evidence-based 


literacy and behavior support practices. 


• Improve literacy and behavior outcomes for all students, especially students 


with disabilities. 


Within the RTI Arkansas framework, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports 


(PBIS) is a multi-tiered system of support with three main goals: 1) develop 


consistency in defining, teaching, modeling, and encouraging expected appropriate 


behavior among students; 2) create consistency in the way adults respond to 


problem behavior; and 3) assist teams with a data collection process to guide PBIS 


implementation. PBIS is a proactive, preventative approach that supports all 


students, with increasing levels of prevention. Everyone receives general education 


in expected behavior, along with acknowledgements for following the expected 


behavior. RTI Arkansas continues to support the usability of online PBIS resources 


built in partnership with Arkansas State University’s PBIS Resource Center housed 


within the Center for Community Engagement. The current PBIS resources include 


Tier I training materials and corresponding facilitator guides, which can be accessed 
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on DESE’s website. The training materials correlate to the PBIS School-Wide Tiered 


Fidelity Inventory (SWPBIS- TFI) (See Appendix I). Resources for Tiers II and III 


are under final revision. 


The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has continued to support 


the Reading Initiative for Student Excellence (R.I.S.E.) initiative with three main 


goals: 1) sharpening the focus and strengthening instruction; 2) creating 


community collaboration; and 3) building a culture of reading. To address these 


goals, the R.I.S.E Academies model was created to provide specialized training in 


Science of Reading (SoR), improve overall reading instruction in the classroom, and 


give support for implementation at the local level. Using the Language Essentials 


for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) as the foundational basis, Arkansas 


has trained two hundred K-2 and two hundred 3-6 literacy specialists to serve as 


statewide trainers for R.I.S.E. 


Ongoing efforts to align RTI Arkansas literacy supports with the DESE’s Reading 


Initiative for Student Excellence (R.I.S.E) have been increased to support RTI 


Arkansas in targeted SSIP LEAs. The SPDG RTI Literacy Coordinator is LETRS 


certified, serves as a statewide R.I.S.E. trainer, and supports the implementation of 


SoR at three SSIP targeted schools. Within these schools, the SPDG RTI Literacy 


Coordinator directly supports three literacy instructional facilitators (LIFS) and 


provides targeted feedback as they observe teachers in the classrooms, participate 


in weekly leadership meetings, and facilitate focus meetings with teachers on the 


implementation of Science of Reading. The ongoing support has increased the 


capacity of administrators, instructional facilitators, and teachers which results in 


the districts’ and schools’ ability to sustain positive student outcomes over time. 


The SPDG RTI Literacy Coordinator and DESE R.I.S.E. specialists participate in an 


onsite, monthly meeting focused on the coordination and alignment of RTI and SoR. 


This collaboration has resulted in a collective responsibility focused on increasing 


the knowledge base of state, district, and school personnel. This has allowed the 


agency to better align systems and DESE initiatives that more fully support SSIP 


implementation. 


The DESE has continued to scale up efforts of R.I.S.E. Academy by providing 


coaching support, reinforcement for implementation, as well as adding additional 


training cohorts of teachers and administrators. As part of the training, teachers are 


exposed to screening and assessment tools to assist with early identification of 


struggling students as well as instructional strategies to use in the classroom that 


emphasize SoR. The scale up of R.I.S.E. Academy also includes assessor training 
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required for anyone evaluating teachers in SoR.  Administrators work through 


rubrics, videos, and scenarios to make determinations about scoring and coaching 


teachers as they work toward proficiency in SoR elements and practices. See the 


chart below for information related to R.I.S.E training. (Exhibit I-17.10) 


Exhibit I-17.10: Arkansas Educators Attending R.I.S.E. Training 


Year Focus Area Participants 


2017 Grades K-2 1,000 teachers and administrators 


2018 Grades K-2 and 3-6 3,500 teachers and administrators 


2019 Grades K-2 and 3-6 2,500 teachers and administrators 


2020 Grades K-2 and 3-6 9,000 currently attending 


2020 Assessor Training 800 Administrators with 17 additional trainings 
scheduled 


Summary of Phase III State Level RTI Work 


A State Implementation Team consists of SPDG Staff and DESE leadership across 


the divisions of Learning Services, Educator Effectiveness, Public School 


Accountability, and Research & Technology. The evaluation tool utilized by the State 


Implementation Team is the State Implementation of Scaling-up Evidence-based 


Practices Center (SISEP) State Capacity Assessment (SCA) (See Appendix I). Last 


conducted on March 2, 2020 the SCA was used to assess the State’s capacity to 


support RTI statewide. Based on the assessment results, the State Implementation 


Team created an action plan to continue the work around systems alignment and a 


commitment to regional implementation capacity. The State Capacity Assessment 


results indicated growth in all areas with significant improvement in system 


alignment and DESE’s capacity to support RTI. 


An important component of the RTI State Advisory Team is the engagement of 


stakeholders in determining how to more effectively address statewide RTI 


Implementation. The team addresses the areas of identifying strengths and 


barriers, guiding implementation, and supporting effective communication.  In this 


phase of reporting, the RTI Advisory Team worked together on the following focus 


areas: increasing knowledge and implementation of RTI across the state, expanding 


communication and informing families and communities about RTI, and improving 


RTI support to districts and schools. The Advisory Team provided feedback on 


current implementation challenges, professional development, and guidance 


documents which led to the creation of the following resources for outside 
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stakeholders: 


• Tiered Infographic: summarizing the components of a multi-tiered system of 


support 


• RTI Flowchart: highlighting the decision-making process through a multi-tiered 


system of support 


• RTI Informational Video: currently being developed by an Arkansas High School 


media team informing parents and communities about RTI. 


Additionally, the SSIP Coordinator and RTI Arkansas Team provides quarterly 


reports to the Advisory Council for the Education of Children with Disabilities and 


seeks guidance regarding policies and procedures with respect to special education 


and related services for children with disabilities. Based on feedback from these 


advisory groups, the content of RTI modules and training materials is being altered 


to better align with the DESE’s selected frameworks of Professional Learning 


Communities, High Reliability Schools, and High Leverage Practices for the Inclusive 


Classroom. 


Summary of Phase III Regional Level RTI Work 


The State Implementation Team has supported RTI work at the regional level by 


partnering with all fifteen education services cooperatives (ESC), Arkansas Public 


Schools Resource Center (APSRC), and state Educational Renewal Zones (ERZ). The 


RTI Overview module previously used with SPDG partner schools has been revised 


to align with current state initiatives. The universal training module was used at 


fourteen face-to-face regional trainings and two virtual trainings. The training 


reinforced the importance of collaborative teams and core instruction and provided 


ESC specialists and district leadership teams a foundation to support the 


implementation of RTI. 


Education Renewal Zones (ERZ) are a broad-based P-20 initiative assigned the task 


of concentrating and coordinating available resources to improve school 


performance and student achievement. The primary focus is through a collaborative 


effort of the partners to build the capacity of schools in providing a competent 


organizational structure, a quality learning environment, and effective research-


based instruction for all students. Working in partnership with a College of 


Education, each ERZ office designs a unique yearly strategic plan synchronized 


around the individual needs of their schools. The SPDG’s work with the ERZs is very 


similar to the partnership with the ESCs, SPDG works directly with the ERZ 


directors to offer support around RTI for High Schools. The universal training 
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provides a high-level overview on RTI for secondary education with a focus on early 


warning indicators. These trainings were offered to teachers, administrators, and 


teacher preparatory programs. 


In FFY18, the SPDG team had eight online RTI modules accessible via the DESE 


website. During the FFY19, the SPDG team began working with partners to revise 


the RTI modules to better align with the DESE frameworks of Professional Learning 


Communities, High Reliability Schools, and High Leverage Practices for the Inclusive 


Classroom. A total of thirteen modules have now been created, each containing 


informational slides, handouts, and visuals for multiple stakeholders, including 


regional partners. All modules are divided into short segments and include 


facilitation guides. These materials will be accessible on the DESE website by the 


2020 - 2021 academic year. All resources will be available to regional Education 


Services Cooperatives (ESCs) to support RTI implementation and additional 


trainings will be provided for the ESC content specialists on accessibility and 


usability. 


In addition, the SPDG team partnered with a regional educational cooperative 


serving SPDG and SSIP schools. Through the use of the Regional Capacity 


Assessment (RCA) (See Appendix I), SPDG supported the ESC in the creation of a 


Regional Implementation Team and in the development of a Regional Capacity 


Implementation Plan focused on the alignment of RTI and DESE initiatives. The 


ESCs development of a regional implementation plan helped outline the processes 


and supports needed for operationalizing and assessing the ESCs RIT’s capacity to 


perform intermediary functions between state and local agencies. 


Summary of Phase III District and School Level RTI Work 


In the last reporting cycle, the SPDG team released a Commissioner’s Memo 


highlighting the SPDG Application Process. Eight districts applied for SPDG support. 


After an interview process, justifications, time commitments, and additional data 


analysis, six of the eight LEAs decided to further explore RTI. With training and 


coaching support from the SPDG, four of the six LEAs made purposeful connections 


to other district initiatives and aligned the installation of RTI knowledge within 


school improvement efforts. These LEAs are in the early stages of implementation 


of RTI. 


The SPDG currently serves eleven LEAs. Within these eleven LEAs, 44 schools were 


selected for RTI Implementation. Thirty-one of the 44 schools supported by SPDG 


are SSIP targeted schools. The primary focus in these districts is alignment of 







Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan Phase III FFY 2018-19 18 


systems for creating a structure to support the work of RTI. 


The SPDG has contracted with the American Institutes for Research (AIR), Arkansas 


State University’s Center for Community Engagement (CCE), and The Center for 


Exceptional Families to support the LEAs. 


AIR provides the Arkansas SPDG team with training, coaching, and statewide 


support for the implementation and sustainability of RTI in Arkansas. Arkansas 


State University’s CCE works collaboratively with DESE staff, SPDG staff, and AIR to 


support the integrated implementation of training, coaching, technical assistance, 


and related professional development resources for positive behavior interventions. 


The Parent Training Institution (PTI) known as The Center for Exceptional Families 


(TCFEF) provides RTI training and clarification to parents, families, and community 


members. A liaison known as a parent mentor serves in this role and relies on the 


SPDG staff and external partners, AIR and Arkansas State University to aid in the 


development of the training materials utilized. 


Evaluation Overview 


The RTI Arkansas team utilizes a comprehensive evaluation system. State team 


members responsible for the implementation of RTI, complete the State 


Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices (SISEP) State Capacity 


Assessment (SCA) at least annually. All SISEP capacity tools help teams reflect 


upon the developed and sustained use of roles, structures, and functions designed 


to support full and effective uses of innovations in practice. SISEP and Public Sector 


Consultants (PSC) assist the State team with action planning based on the results 


of the SCA. 


Regional Implementation Teams complete the SISEP Regional Capacity Assessment 


(RCA) at least annually. This tool is similar to the SCA. By assessing effective 


practices, effective implementation, and enabling contexts, the RTI Arkansas team 


assists the regional team with the creation of an action plan to increase RTI 


supports to improve student outcomes for partnering district members. The RTI 


Arkansas team provides the regional team with ongoing coaching support and 


training as needed.  
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District Implementation Teams complete the SISEP District Capacity Assessment 


(DCA) (See Appendix I) annually to measure their capacity to support RTI. The RTI 


Arkansas team works with district level teams to develop an action plan based on 


the DCA results. Every action plan is tailored to the needs of the individual district. 


To assess fidelity of PBIS implementation, schools use the Schoolwide PBIS - Tiered 


Fidelity Inventory (PBIS-TFI). The purpose of the SWPBIS-TFI is to provide a valid, 


reliable, and efficient measure of the extent to which school personnel apply the 


core features of PBIS. The TFI is divided into three sections (Tier I: Universal 


SWPBIS Features; Tier II: Targeted SWPBIS Features; Tier III: Intensive SWPBIS 


Features) that can be used separately or in combination to assess the extent to 


which core features are in place. The SWPBIS- TFI is used as a guide for 


implementation of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III PBIS practices. 


State reportable office discipline referrals (ODR) are collected as a lagging student 


outcome measure. During Cycle 7, discipline information is uploaded by districts 


and schools into the DESE Statewide Information System (SIS). The SIS is a 


collection of public data from Arkansas K-12 Public Schools. Using this site, report 


statistics on topics such as bus counts, course enrollment totals, finances, student 


demographics, teacher and staff counts, and other information can be accessed. 


The data reports are available at the State (SEA), County, District (LEA), and 


School levels. The Statewide Information Reports are sourced from the DESE’s 


State Data Warehouse, which is populated by school districts nine times annually, 


using Cycle Certified data. 


To assess fidelity of a school-wide reading model, schools use a tool developed by 


the Michigan Department of Education’s Integrated Behavior and Literacy Support 


Initiative (MIBLSI) known as the Reading-Tiered Fidelity Inventory (R-TFI). The R-


TFI lists the core features of RTI for each of the three tiers, which can be assessed 


separately. There are two R-TFIs – one for the elementary level (See Appendix I) 


and one for Secondary Content Area Reading (secondary level) (See Appendix I). 


Conducting the assessment helps teams examine their reading framework in the 


following areas: 


• Evidence-based practices for improving student reading 


• Systems that create a continuum of supports to meet the variety of reading 


needs among students 


• Data and evaluation for reading 
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In this update to Phase III, the focus has remained on infrastructure development 


and implementation and improvement science frameworks that support 


sustainability and scale-up. Strategy One continues to focus on building the 


infrastructure within the DESE to better serve LEAs. The goals of the State 


Performance Management Team are directly embedded in the DESE Strategic Plan 


and will complement the State’s ESSA Plan.  Strategy Two has utilized 


implementation and improvement science frameworks by intentionally building 


capacity for RTI at state, region, district, and school levels. The use of capacity and 


fidelity assessments and student outcomes data are utilized to make changes in 


implementation supports. 


Section Two: Progress in Implementing 
the SSIP 
The DESE has made progress in the implementation of coherent improvement 


strategies. The two strategies of focus are: 


Strategy One: Create a system of support that is aligned with other DESE Units 


and is differentiated based on LEAs’ needs as evidenced by data. 


Strategy Two: In collaboration with other DESE Units, restructure Arkansas’ 


Response-to- Intervention model using evidence-based personnel development to 


implement a multi- tiered system of supports for behavior and academics, with a 


focus on literacy. 


Strategy One continues to focus on creating a coordinated system of support that 


provides the necessary organizational and teaming structures for the way in which 


LEA services and supports will be identified, managed, and differentiated at the 


state-level. This strategy was directly built into the DESE’s Theory of Action. By 


focusing on building infrastructure, the DESE is more effective in leveraging 


resources that will improve services for all students (including students with 


disabilities) and increase the reach and impact of the work with LEAs. 


Strategy Two, the restructuring of the Arkansas RTI framework with a focus on 


literacy and behavior, is the evidence-based practice being provided to LEAs. The 


RTI Framework provides the model to organize and assess LEAs’ literacy services as 


well as behavior services and supports. The purposeful selection of strategies that 


intentionally focus heavily on building systems is what differentiates the SSIP 


strategies from previously implemented improvement efforts. Exhibits I-17.11 and 


I-17.12 reflect progress with Arkansas’s results on the SSIP Infrastructure 
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Development Planning and Progress Management: Using Implementation Drivers & 


Stages of Implementation from FFY 2017 to 2018. 


Exhibit I-17.11: Arkansas FFY 17 SSIP Infrastructure Development 


Planning and Progress Management: Using Implementation Drivers and 


Stages of Implementation 


Area of Performance Score Implementation Stage 


Competency: Selection 4.0 Initial Implementation 


Competency: Training  4.0 Initial Implementation 


Competency: Coaching 3.0 Installation Stage 


Competency: Average Score 3.66 NA 


Performance Assessment (Fidelity) 4.0 Initial Implementation 


Organizational Drivers: Decision 
Support Data System 


4.0 Initial Implementation 


Organizational Drivers: Facilitative 


Administration 


3.0 Installation Stage 


Organizational Drivers: System 
Intervention 


3.5 Between Installation Stage and 
Initial Implementation 


Organizational Drivers: Average 
Score 


3.5 NA 


Leadership Drivers: Technical and 
Adaptive 


3.5 Between Installation Stage and 
Initial Implementation 


Exhibit I-17.12: Arkansas FFY 18 SSIP Infrastructure Development 


Planning and Progress Management: Using Implementation Drivers and 


Stages of Implementation 


Area of Performance Score Implementation Stage 


Competency: Selection 4.5 Between Initial Implementation 
and Full Implementation 


Competency: Training  5.0 Full Implementation 


Competency: Coaching 4.0 Initial Implementation 


Competency: Average Score 4.5 NA 


Performance Assessment (Fidelity) 4.0 Initial Implementation 


Organizational Drivers: Decision 
Support Data System 


3.5 Between Installation Stage and 
Initial Implementation 
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Area of Performance Score Implementation Stage 


Organizational Drivers: Facilitative 
Administration 


4.5 Between Installation Stage and 
Initial Implementation 


Organizational Drivers: System 
Intervention 


4.0 Initial Implementation 


Organizational Drivers: Average 
Score 


4.0 NA 


Leadership Drivers: Technical and 
Adaptive 


4.5 Between Initial Implementation 
and Full Implementation 


Progress in Strategy One and Stakeholder Input - 
Creating a Coordinated System of Support 


The SPM Team’s vision is to support the implementation of an aligned system 


within the DESE that is responsive to LEAs in personalizing student learning. The 


team goals are explicitly outlined in the DESE Strategic Plan, which provides a 


foundation for Arkansas’s ESSA plan. Beginning in 2018, Arkansas was one of three 


states to pilot the WestEd NCSI SSIP Infrastructure Development Planning Tool. 


The SSIP Infrastructure Development Rubric was used by DESE to crosswalk the 


implementation drivers and implementation stages necessary for effective 


sustainable implementation of the Arkansas SSIP. 


In addition, the change to the SPM Team has continued to increase the awareness 


of the SSIP and promoted information exchange between units. During this phase 


of SSIP reporting, the DESE has aligned the work of Professional Learning 


Communities, High Reliability Schools, R.I.S.E. Arkansas, RTI Arkansas, AIPL, and 


High-Leverage Practices. This alignment is being used to develop an Arkansas 


Systems Coaching Model. 


As outlined in Arkansas’s ESSA Plan, The DESE Special Education Unit’s professional 


development and technical assistance outreach, referred to as the Arkansas 


Collaborative Consultants, is grounded in the SSIP and designed to build the 


capacity of local special education personnel and, to the extent appropriate, that of 


general education professionals. Increased efforts to align the work of the Arkansas 


Collaborative Consultants with broader DESE initiatives, including RTI Arkansas 


occurred during this update of the SSIP. Special education professional 


development and technical assistance efforts are inclusive of the following: 


• The Arkansas State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG)



https://ncsi-library.wested.org/resources/258
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• Arkansas Transition Services


• Arkansas Behavior Support Specialists


• Arkansas Co-Teaching Project


• Children and Youth with Sensory Impairments (CAYSI)


• Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) Data and Research Office


• Educational Services for the Visually Impaired (ESVI)


• Traumatic Brain Injury Services


• Speech-Language Pathology Services


• Speech-Language Pathology Aides/Assistants


• Medicaid in the Schools (MITS)


• Easterseals Outreach Program and Technology Services (ESOPTS)


• Educational Audiology Resources for Schools (EARS)


• Dispute Resolution Section (DRS)


• University of Arkansas at Little Rock School Mediation Project


• Arkansas PROMISE Grant


• Monitoring and Program Effectiveness


• State Program Development


Continued successes of this collaboration between DESE, the State Performance 


Management Team, and the Arkansas Collaborative Consultants have led to greater 


coherence of statewide support to LEAs. Additionally, the State has continued its 


involvement with the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) Systems 


Alignment Cross State Learning Collaborative that is focused on building effective 


infrastructure within the state agency. This collaborative has supported the team’s 


goals and next steps by providing intentional networking with other states with a 


similar focus, highlighting processes and tools that support infrastructure 


development, and providing frameworks to build an infrastructure evaluation plan. 


Arkansas plans to join NCSI’s Evidence-Based Practices and Support for Low-


Performing Schools Collaboratives. 


The continued vision of the State Performance Management Team is to support the 


implementation of an aligned system within the DESE that is responsive to LEAs in 


personalizing student learning. The specific goals outlined by the team are directly 


embedded in the DESE’s Strategic Plan and the State’s ESSA plan. An update to the 


activities the team has completed or envisions to be completed is outlined in Exhibit 


I-17.13.
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Exhibit I-17.13: Improvement Strategy One Phase III Update on Completed and Projected Activities 


Activities to 
Meet 
Outcomes 


Steps to Implement 
Activities 


Timeline (projected 
initiation and 
completion dates) Resources Needed 


Who is 
Responsible 


Identifying 
LEA Needs 


• Provide statewide
update of SSIP


Progress


• Follow up LEA needs


assessment will be
completed in spring/
summer 2020


• Continue action
planning in response to


stakeholder feedback
regarding the needs


assessment data


• Survey novice special
education teachers on


knowledge and use of
High-Leverage


Practices


• Continue alignment of
identified needs with


DESE initiatives and
supports


• Monthly Updates
to SPM


• April 2020 SSIP
Presentation to the


Special Education
Advisory Council.


• Special Education


Quarterly Advisory
Meetings


• RTI Advisory
Meetings


(June 2021)


• Survey to novice
teachers will be


completed by
Spring 2020


• Support from two
NCSI


collaboratives
around needs


assessment action
planning and
systems alignment


- NCSI Evidence-
Based Practices


Collaborative


- NCSI Improving


Low-Performing
School Systems
Collaborative


• Support from
regional teacher


center coordinators
at educational
service


cooperatives to
promote the


survey for a strong
return rate


• The State
Performance


Management
Team will


continue to
examine needs
and stakeholder


feedback as part
of a


Plan/Do/Check
Cycle of


Improvement
with assistance
from NCSI


• SSIP
Coordinator


Identifying 
LEA Needs 


• Expand use of the
online portal to 4
Arkansas Collaborative


• Expanded use with
4 Arkansas
Collaborative


Consultant
technical


• Technical support
from Basecamp
regarding potential


uses for LEAs to


• The State
Performance
Management


Team will
continue to scale
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Activities to 
Meet 


Outcomes 
Steps to Implement 
Activities 


Timeline (projected 
initiation and 


completion dates) Resources Needed 
Who is 
Responsible 


Consultant technical 


assistance providers 


• Explore the expanded
use of Basecamp


beyond interagency
communication to


support LEAs


assistance 


providers will be 
trialed and 
summarized in the 


2021 SSIP Report 


request DESE 


supports. 


up the 


implementation 
of Basecamp as 
an online 


support 


Leveraging 
DESE 


Supports 


• Continue to explore
cross alignment of


initiatives through
DESE’s Strategic


Performance
Management system


• Increase agency


awareness of the work
of Arkansas


Collaborative
Consultants


• Leverage DESE


supports for schools
identified under ESSA


as needing
comprehensive and/or
targeted support for


the subpopulation of
students with


disabilities


• Continued Cross
alignment of DESE


initiatives in SPM
will occur by May


of 2020


• Highlight the work
of Arkansas


Collaborative
Consultants at the


DESE Summit in
June of 2020


• Provide a second


round of
professional


development for
LEAs identified as
needing additional


targeted support
by May 2020


• Support from SC3
around


realignment
activities of the


SPM


• Cross-agency
collaboration to
support identified


schools for
additional and/or


comprehensive
support


• The State
Performance


Management
Team


• Arkansas


Collaborative
Consultant
Directors


• Special
Education Unit


• Standards and
Systems Support
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Activities to 
Meet 


Outcomes 
Steps to Implement 
Activities 


Timeline (projected 
initiation and 


completion dates) Resources Needed 
Who is 
Responsible 


Leveraging 
DESE 


Supports 


• An Initiative Analysis
was completed by


Arkansas Collaborative
Consultants (ACC)
group in June of 2019


• SSIP Coordinator,
SPDG Director,


and ACC Directors
will develop a
statewide systems


coaching model
framework by


December 2020


• NIRN Initiative
Analysis


Document/
Procedures


• Support from NCSI
Collaboratives


• SSIP
Coordinator,


SPDG Director
and Arkansas
Collaborative


Consultant
Directors


Leveraging 
DESE 


Supports  


• Launch an inclusive
practices pilot project


focused on general and
special educators
collaborating together


around student
learning for students


with disabilities


• Pilot launch in
spring of 2020


• Support from
Solution Tree


consultants
regarding the PLC
Process


DESE-SEU Director, 
SSIP Coordinator 


and DESE Director 
of Special Projects 


Leveraging 
DESE 
Supports 


• Continue the work of
Advancing Inclusive
Principal Leadership


(AIPL)


• Complete the
stocktake of the
work by Summer


2020


• Support from
CCSSO


AIPL State Team 


Coordinating 
and 


Disseminating 
Supports 


• In alignment with
Arkansas’s ESSA Plan,


develop professional
training materials on


inclusive practices
professional
development for


schools identified


• Provide a minimum
of 7 Regional


Trainings on
Inclusive Practices


Completed by
December of 2020
for schools


identified as
needing Additional


• Resource
document that


outlines
school/district data


on student
achievement,
growth, an


initiative analysis,
review of high


• State
Performance


Management
Team, Special


Education Unit,
Standards and
Systems


Support
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Activities to 
Meet 


Outcomes 
Steps to Implement 
Activities 


Timeline (projected 
initiation and 


completion dates) Resources Needed 
Who is 
Responsible 


Targeted Support 


for the subgroup of 
students with 
disabilities 


• Complete and


disseminate a
minimum of 8


facilitator/training
guides for regional
cooperative


specialists on High
Leverage Practices


for Inclusive
Classrooms by
December of 2020


leverage practices 


(including RTI), 
links to supports 
for high leverage 


practice 
exploration, 


installation and 
implementation, 
district/state level 


data on inclusion 
for students with 


disabilities 


Progress 
Measurement 
of the SSIP 


• Continued participation
in the NCSI Affinity
Group for the SSIP


Infrastructure
Development Planning


and Progress
Management: Using
Implementation


Drivers & Stages of
Implementation


• Measure the
implementation of
Arkansas’s SSIP


• Monthly online
meetings with
NCSI and other


states involved in
the pilot project.


• Complete the SSIP
Infrastructure
Development


Rubric by May of
2020


• Support from NCSI
regarding use of
the rubric


• Feedback from
NCSI staff


regarding action
planning around
the rubric


• State
Performance
Management


Team, SPDG,
Special


Education Unit
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Stakeholder Feedback 


The DESE Special Education Unit has provided regular updates to external 


stakeholders including the Special Education State Advisory Council and Special 


Education LEA Supervisors to keep these groups informed as well as to solicit their 


feedback. The SSIP Coordinator provides quarterly updates on SSIP activities to the 


Special Education State Advisory Council. During these updates, the Council 


provides feedback on SSIP and SPDG activities. As part of the annual DESE Special 


Education Academy and monthly LEA technical assistance calls, the SSIP 


Coordinator and the Associate Director of Special Education provide updates to LEA 


Special Education Supervisors about the infrastructure work taking place as well as 


solicit their feedback on the process. Based on the feedback from stakeholders, 


intentional collaboration between the DESEs Special Education Professional 


Development Outreach (Arkansas Collaborative Consultants) to better support LEAs 


is noteworthy. Arkansas joined the SSIP Infrastructure Development Planning and 


Progress Measurement Tool: Using Implementation Drivers & Stages of 


Implementation Affinity Group supported by the National Center for Systemic 


Improvement. 


Progress in Strategy Two and Stakeholder Input - RTI 
Support 


Strategy two focuses on RTI as the evidence-based practice adopted by Arkansas. 


Arkansas is intensively supporting SSIP targeted LEAs in implementing RTI as well 


as building statewide resources. RTI integrates leadership systems, assessment and 


intervention within a school-wide, multilevel prevention system to maximize 


student achievement and reduce behavior problems. The Arkansas SPDG was 


written to directly align and support Strategy Two of the SSIP. The SPDG functions 


as the implementation team for the RTI Arkansas and targeted SSIP LEAs. The 


SPDG facilitates the design and implementation of the support system to implement 


RTI at the state, region, district, and school levels. With the results of the 


infrastructure and data analysis completed in Phase I of the SSIP, it became 


evident that the SPDG should focus on all levels of the system (state, region, 


district, and school levels) to support scalability and sustainability of the RTI. 
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The SPDG has four main partners that support the work in targeted districts: 


• The Division of Learning Services


• The American Institutes of Research (AIR)


• Arkansas State University’s (ASU) Center for Community Engagement (CCE)


• Arkansas’ Center for Exceptional Families (TCFEF)


The SPDG has been working directly with SSIP LEAs to provide the systemic 


supports needed to achieve the intended outcomes of the SiMR and the statewide 


RTI Arkansas initiative. All professional development and RTI implementation 


fidelity tools that are utilized by the SPDG have been disseminated statewide 


through the RTI Arkansas website and through face-to-face trainings at the fifteen 


regional education cooperatives. This initiative is supported by the Division of 


Elementary and Secondary Education leadership and will continue to be highlighted 


in the DESE’s Strategic Plan, Arkansas’ ESSA Plan, statewide conferences, and 


regional meetings. To support alignment and leverage support across the DESE, the 


SPDG has partnered with multiple units within the Division of Learning Services. 


AIR supports SPDG through technical assistance (TA) and training based on 


evidence-based practices of professional development and implementation science. 


TA is based on training, coaching, and statewide support for implementation. 


Professional development incorporates the use of needs assessments to determine 


region, district, and school readiness levels and then develops training on RTI with 


special emphasis on the areas of needs. AIR provides coaching support to SPDG 


staff and district RTI coaches through each stage of implementation. To ensure 


alignment and coherence between DESE, SPDG, ASU/CCE, TCFEF, and AIR content, 


professional development training materials continue to be revised at the state level 


to support RTI at the regional and district levels. 


Arkansas State University’s Center for Community Engagement (CCE) is a main 


partner in the Arkansas State Personnel Development Grant with the role of 


providing training and support to targeted schools in the implementation of PBIS. 


The mission of the CCE is to work with organizations to develop, implement, and 


sustain programs that benefit the community. Currently, the CCE is the state’s only 


technical assistance center for PBIS. The CCE uses the SWPBIS – Tiered Fidelity 


Inventory (SWPBIS-TFI) to create PBIS modules to support the implementation 


process. The SWPBIS-TFI outlines the essential components that need to be in 


place at Tiers 1, 2, 3 for behavior. Currently, there are at least 40 districts and 140 


individual schools in Arkansas that are implementing PBIS, with a portion being 


SSIP targeted schools. 
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The Center for Exceptional Families (TCFEF) is a Parent Training Center (PTI). SPDG 


partners with TCFEF to work with AIR and CCE to develop modules and resources 


for parents around RTI for academics and behavior. A parent mentor participates in 


training sessions provided by AIR, CCE, and other SPDG staff to expand the 


knowledge of TCFEF’s team. In addition, the parent mentor participates and 


collaborates with the DESE team focused on Family and Community Engagement 


Essentials.  In this reporting cycle, TCFEF parent mentor offered an RTI for Families 


training to all district parent coordinators. The parent mentor utilized multiple 


methods for parent and family engagement around RTI such as face-to-face and 


online trainings as well as live informational videos via social media. TCFEF staff 


attend weekly online meetings with SPDG partners and provide support to schools 


around parent and community engagement for RTI. 


State Level RTI Infrastructure Work 


A State Implementation Team has been formed and consists of the DESE Assistant 


Commissioner for the Division of Learning Services; the director of Assessment; the 


director of Special Education; R.I.S.E. Specialists, support staff from the Curriculum 


unit, the SPDG Core Management Team; DESE staff from multiple units; the IDEA 


data manager; and the external evaluator. The evaluation tool the State 


Implementation Team is utilizing is the SISEP State Capacity Assessment (SCA).  


The role of the State Implementation Team is to: 


• Advise the Core Management Team regarding implementation and barriers.


• Provide input to improve alignment with relevant state initiatives.


• Use fidelity and student outcome data for project improvements and decision-


making, as well as reporting.


The SPDG Core Management Team (CMT) includes staff hired to support the SPDG 


(SPDG Director, RTI Literacy Coordinator, RTI Behavior Coordinator), American 


Institutes for Research, Arkansas State University’s Center for Community 


Engagement, the Center the Exceptional Families, and external evaluators from 


Public Sector Consultants. Each week, the SPDG CMT hosts a virtual meeting to 


drive the work of the SPDG and supported SSIP schools.  During this meeting, the 


CMT reviews feedback from the State Implementation Team regarding alignment, 


implementation, and barriers.  Additionally, the team analyzes ESC survey 


effectiveness data to plan for updates and overall training changes. 
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Regional Level RTI Infrastructure Work 


The SPDG is currently partnering with ESCs, APSRC, and Educational Renewal 


Zones (ERZs) to provide training and support for RTI implementation. With most 


ESCs this is an informal partnership which focuses on coordinating services, 


developing capacity of the ESC, and supporting the ESC with SPDG/SSIP districts. 


The SPDG’s work with the ERZs is very similar to the partnership with the ESCs, 


where SPDG works directly with the ERZ directors to offer support around RTI for 


High Schools, which focuses on Early Warning Indicators. The State Implementation 


Team has supported RTI work at all ESCs and ERZs by providing a high-level 


overview on RTI for both elementary and secondary education. The universal 


overview trainings established a coherent understanding of the framework and 


enabled ESC specialists and ERZ directors to support districts and schools with the 


implementation of RTI. A survey was sent to all ESCs to begin exploration activities 


for the SPDG/ESC to continue collaborating and building capacity and sustainability 


around RTI. The initial responses indicate 88% of regional cooperatives are 


interested in receiving support from the SPDG in the following areas: 


• Content modules related to supporting district-level implementation of RTI in 


both academic and behavior. 


• Tools and resources available to measure the capacity for implementation and 


sustainment of Effective Innovations across the districts served. 


• Creating a Regional Implementation Team to develop internal capacity to 


facilitate and sustain systems-level change across the districts served. 


In 2018, a formal partnership began with one of Arkansas’s fifteen ESCs. The 


regional level supports sustainability, fidelity of implementation, and scalability for 


RTI. This ESC uses the RCA as a needs assessment to determine readiness, 


teaming structures, and communication protocols for supporting RTI. RCA baseline 


data gained in 2018 helped the ESC develop a regional implementation team as 


well as create a plan to engage in Exploration and Installation Stage activities to 


create an infrastructure of support. The RCA was again administered in Fall 2019. 


Data indicated the ESC had made huge strides in leadership, but needed to focus 


on competency and organizational structures. The ESCs development of a regional 


implementation plan helped outline the processes and supports needed for 


operationalizing and assessing the RIT’s capacity to perform intermediary functions 


between state and local agencies, which will strengthen the organizational 


structure. The current plan includes goals and action planning related to the RIT, 


supporting district leadership, and supporting training and coaching initiatives. The 


ESC is taking a purposeful and effective approach to supporting the local district in 
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implementing and sustaining effective innovations and practices. Data also 


indicated the need for additional shared knowledge around implementation science 


to support the alignment of HRS and RTI initiatives.  The ESC is currently being 


supported by National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) and the SPDG to 


strengthen implementation fluency. 


The State Implementation Team continues to support Response to Intervention 


(RTI) work at the regional level through building RTI academic (literacy) and 


behavioral training modules. These modules were developed in collaboration with 


the American Institutes for Research (AIR) trainers, Positive Behavioral 


Interventions and Supports (PBIS) trainers, consultants from the Center for 


Community Engagement (CCE) at Arkansas State University, and content 


specialists from the Division of Elementary and Secondary Education. 


An additional review process was conducted to further spread capacity and advance 


the alignment of the RTI modules (literacy and behavior) and DESE initiatives.  The 


practice of engaging stakeholders allowed leaders across the agency to influence 


systems to more fully support the SSIP implementation within ongoing DESE 


initiatives. The following stakeholders participated in the added review process: 


• RTI PBIS (behavior) Modules: Guidance and Counseling Services; School Health 


Services; Alternative Education; The Collaborative for Academic, Social, and 


Emotional Learning (CASEL); Mental Health Group; Personal Competency Team; 


and ESC Behavior Support Specialists. 


• RTI Academic (literacy) Modules: Curriculum and Assessment Unit; R.I.S.E. 


Specialists; Dyslexia State Specialist; LEA RTI Directors; and Special Education 


Unit. 


Based on feedback from these advisory groups, the content of RTI modules 


(literacy and behavior) and training materials are being reviewed to better align 


with the DESE’s selected frameworks of Professional Learning Communities, High 


Reliability Schools, and High Leverage Practices for the Inclusive Classroom. 


The Arkansas RTI training modules and facilitator guides incorporate the essential 


behavioral and academic components found at each level of the RTI framework. 


The modules were developed to support districts, schools, and educators statewide 


to increase capacity and the ability to implement RTI with a focus on evidence-


based practices and behavior support practices. The modules include presentations,   
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facilitator guides, and additional resources. In addition to the major RTI 


components, there are modules on special topics that help ESCs, districts, and 


schools improve the fidelity of implementation and develop an infrastructure to 


ensure sustainability. A list of all the modules that have been developed are shown 


in Exhibits I-17.14 through I-17.17. 


Exhibit I-17.14: RTI Arkansas PBIS Tier I Modules 


RTI Arkansas 


PBIS Tier I Modules Module Description 


1. Philosophy and 
Overview 


In this module, participants will learn the rationale for 
creating a positive, proactive, and preventative 


behavior system including steps to create an essential 
shift in discipline philosophy to successfully implement 


PBIS. 


2. District Leadership in 


PBIS 


The District Leadership in PBIS module highlights the 


importance and advantages of having leadership 
support for PBIS at the district level. It outlines the 


responsibilities of the team including roles and 
responsibilities. 


3. Creating a PBIS 
School Leadership 
Team 


Within this training, schools and administrators will 
learn information to help them create a strong PBIS 
leadership team. 


4. An Introduction to 


PBIS 


This module provides a basic understanding and 


overview of PBIS. 


5. Developing PBIS 


Behavioral 
Expectations 


In this module, implementers will be guided through 


selecting and defining behavioral expectations that are 
appropriate for their schools. 


6. Teaching Behavioral 
Expectations 


Within this module, participants will be supported in 
developing a system for teaching behavioral 


expectations. 


7. Acknowledging 


Expected Behavior 


This training module guides implementers in developing 


a system for acknowledging students for following the 
behavioral expectations. 


8. Responding to 
Inappropriate Behavior 


This training module provides attendees with essential 
components when responding to inappropriate 


behaviors. 


9. Collecting and Using 
Data for PBIS Tier I 
Decision Making 


In this module, participants will be provided information 
on data-based decision making and assisted in 
developing a process for collecting, analyzing and 


utilizing behavioral data. 


10. The PBIS Team 
Meeting 


This training module provides essential components 
necessary when conducting PBIS team meetings. 
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RTI Arkansas 


PBIS Tier I Modules Module Description 


11. Coaching in PBIS In this training module, attendees will be provided with 


essential steps in developing an effective PBIS coaching 
process. 


12. Staff Ownership This training module provides strategies that will assist 
schools/districts in garnering staff ownership when 


implementing PBIS. 


13. PBIS in the 


Classroom 


The PBIS in the Classroom module provides 


implementers with methods to ensure PBIS Tier 1 is 
extended into the classroom. 


14. PBIS Assessment 
and Evaluation 


This training module highlights the importance of 
conducting regular assessments to ensure fidelity when 


implementing Tier I. The module also provides 
implementers with information on PBIS assessment 


tools. 


15. Tiered Fidelity 


Inventory (TFI) 


In this module, PBIS team members will be guided 


through the process of utilizing the PBIS Tiered Fidelity 
Inventory (TFI). Topics include preparing for, 


administering, and action planning. 


16. Kicking Off PBIS The Kicking Off PBIS module provides information for 


PBIS teams to ensure readiness to initially implement 
PBIS Tier 1. Participants will receive guidance and 


examples for creating action plans before their own 
kick-off. 


17. Family and 
Community 


Engagement 


This training module highlights the importance and 
benefits of family and community engagement with 


PBIS. It shows strategies and examples for the team to 
help engage families and the community in PBIS. 
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Exhibit I-17.15: RTI Arkansas PBIS Tier II Modules 


RTI Arkansas 
PBIS Tier II 
Modules Module Description 


1. Tier II Readiness
and Overview


This training module provides an overview and a process 
for preparing to implement Tier II.  


2. The Tier II


Leadership Team


In this module, participants will be guided through 


developing a strong Tier II leadership team.  The 
training includes the roles and responsibilities of district- 
and school-level leadership. 


3. Function-Based


Thinking and Tier II
Interventions


This module focuses on function of behavior and 


supports districts and schools in using function-based 
thinking for selecting and providing appropriate Tier II 
interventions.  


4. Identifying


Students for Tier II
Interventions


Within this training, schools and teams will be guided 


through creating a system for identifying and referring 
students for Tier II interventions.  


5. Check-In Check-Out
(CICO) Intervention


This training module highlights the purpose, roles and 
responsibilities, and the implementation process for the 
Check-in, Check-out intervention. 


6. Social Skills Group
Intervention


In this module, attendees will learn the purpose of the 
Social Skills Group intervention.  Teams will be guided 


through the steps needed to effectively implement the 
intervention and the needed training for students, staff, 


and families. 


7. Additional Tier II


Interventions: Self-
Monitoring and


Mentoring


This module provides information on implementing the 


Self-monitoring and Mentoring interventions. 


8. Collecting and Using


Data for Tier II
Decision Making


This training module provides an overview of the various 


ways data is used at Tier II. 


9. Assessment and
Evaluation of Tier II


In this training, implementers will be provided with 
information on PBIS assessment tools. 


10. Professional
Development for Tier


II


The Professional Development for Tier II module 
discusses the trainings and the supports that school staff 


need for effective Tier II implementation. 
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Exhibit I-17.16: RTI Arkansas PBIS Tier III Modules 


RTI Arkansas 
PBIS Tier III 
Modules Module Description 


1. Tier III Overview This module will provide participants a basic 
understanding of Tier III and how individualized 


interventions fit within the 3-tiered PBIS framework. This 
overview describes the purpose of Tier III, teaming at 


Tier III, foundations of behavior management, and 
briefly, the behavior intervention plan. This module will 
help schools prepare to implement Tier III. 


2. Tier III Readiness, 


Core, and Action 
Teams 


The Tier III Readiness, Core, and Action Teams module 


continues to discuss readiness for Tier III and will help 
schools build strong Tier III teams. Participants will learn 
about the different roles and responsibilities of teams. 


3. Identifying 
Students for 


Individualized 
Supports 


This training module will help participants build a system 
for identifying students for Tier III interventions. 


Participants will learn about using data sources for 
identifying students and how to develop a process for 


referring, or nominating students for Tier III 
interventions. Additionally, participants will learn more 
about screening resources. 


4. Functional 


Behavior Assessment 
(FBA) 


In this module, participants will be guided through the 


process of conducting a functional behavior assessment. 
Documents and a case study example will be provided 
throughout the module. 


5. Behavior 


Intervention Plan 
(BIP) 


This training will support participants through the process 


of developing a behavior intervention plan. Documents 
and a case study example will be provided throughout 
the module. 
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Exhibit I-17.17: RTI Arkansas Academic Modules 


RTI Arkansas 


Academic Modules Module Description 


1. RTI Arkansas 


Overview 


In this training module, participants will be provided with 
an overview of the essential elements of RTI and the 


four-step problem solving method used for data-based 


decision making. 


2. RTI Leadership and 


Infrastructure 


This module guides attendees through the process of 
developing a district- and school-level leadership team 
and provides support in developing an action plan to 


address priority areas. 


3. Universal Screening 


Overview 


The Universal Screening Overview module provides an 
explanation of the essential criteria for implementing an 


effective screening process in an RTI framework. 


4. Selecting Universal 


Screeners 


In this module, attendees will be guided through the 
process of identifying and selecting an RTI screening tool 


and data system. 


5. Establishing a 
Universal Screening 


Process 


This training module provides information on developing 
an implementation plan for universal screening and 
using the screening data for decision making at different 


tiers of instruction. 


6. Tier I: Core 


Instruction 


The Tier I: Core Instruction module identifies and 
explains the critical features needed to provide high-


quality Tier I instruction. 


7. Differentiated 


Instruction in Tier I 


In this training, implementers will learn the importance 
of differentiating instruction and how to use data to 


meet the needs of all students. 


8. Data-Based 


Decision Making 


This module engages teams in the problem-solving 
process and guides them through the development of an 


RTI action plan used to improve student outcomes on 


specific measures. 


9. Tier II: 
Supplemental 


Intervention 


The Tier II: Supplemental Intervention module guides 
participants through planning and implementing Tier II 


interventions with fidelity. 


10. Tier III: Intensive 


Intervention 


This training highlights the critical features of an MTSS 
Tier III system and will support attendees in using the 
five steps for designing and implementing intensive 


interventions. 


11. Overview of 
Secondary RTI 


Implementation 


The Overview of Secondary RTI Implementation module 
highlights the benefits of RTI implementation, explains 
the essential components, and provides implementation 


support within a secondary setting. 
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RTI Arkansas 


Academic Modules Module Description 


12. Early Warning 
Systems in Secondary 


Settings 


This training module explains early warning indicators 
and guides teams through using data to identify focus 


areas within a tiered system of support. 


13. Evidence-Based 
Practices Across the 


Tiers in Secondary 


Settings 


In this module, participants will be guided through the 
implementation of evidence-based practices and high-


level practices across the tiers of prevention within a 


multi-tiered system of support. 


District and School RTI Work 


LEAs have worked closely to strengthen the District Implementation Team (DIT) by 


using the District Capacity Assessment for action planning. Many LEAs have created 


district-wide RTI guidance documents and communication protocols. The focus on 


systems alignment and building capacity in team members has created a positive 


perceptual shift in this complex work. 


The DITs work closely with building leadership teams to communicate, train, and 


coach practitioners. In the thirty-one SSIP targeted schools, professional learning 


communities serve as the conduit for communication. Building level teams 


collaborate with instructional teams to develop data-based decision making 


protocols for providing instruction and intervention within a school-wide system. 


RTI implementation provides educators with knowledge about the RTI framework, 


its elements and the resources available to support implementation. Autonomy is 


given to building level teams to create a plan to communicate with parents and 


staff about the framework and organizational structures in place for supporting 


students. SPDG provides training to district and building levels teams for assessing   
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and monitoring the fidelity of implementation of RTI. The SPDG has outlined the 


support and implementation of RTI utilizing the following stages of implementation 


for RTI Arkansas. (Exhibit I.17-18) 


Exhibit I-17.18: Implementation Stages and Activities for RTI Arkansas 
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Overview of District Activities: 


• District Implementation Teams are formed and meet monthly to support the RTI 


work in the targeted schools. The DCA results guide the action planning and 


next steps of this team. 


• A joint funded position was created between SPDG and the first implementation 


district to fund an RTI District Coordinator. This position is the communication 


liaison between SPDG and the district. Other districts identify the district 


coach/contact during the first two phases of implementation. 


• The district level coaches are essential for district sustainability of RTI. District 


level coaches work with the district leadership team to develop a district RTI 


implementation plan, including alignment to other district initiatives. 


• District Implementation Teams manage and support RTI implementation 


(providing professional development and coaching support to school-level 


teams). 


Overview of School Activities: 


School level coaches have been identified and trained to support the RTI work in 


the areas of literacy and behavior. The school level coaches are essential for school 


implementation of RTI. 


• Professional development and coaching are provided based on the results from 


the R-TFI and the PBIS-TFI. 


• The district and schools receive professional development and coaching in RTI 


leadership and infrastructure, data-based decision-making, literacy core 


instruction, differentiated instruction, PBIS implementation, and classroom 


management. 


• The coaching support within the schools is also being provided by the district RTI 


coaches and SPDG staff through observation data and attendance at leadership 


team meetings. 


Section Three: Overall SSIP Data on 
Implementation and Outcomes 
To ensure alignment of the evaluation plan to the theory of action, the DESE 


developed a logic model for each strategy. The logic model was essential because it 


operationalized the theory of action and established short, intermediate, and long-


term goals and outcomes for each strategy.  
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As part of the continuous improvement process, the DESE is also interested in 


learning from the groups that work and collaborate with the state to operationalize 


the theory of action. To create this important feedback loop, and better understand 


how the SSIP work contributes over time, the DESE uses a learning framework by 


respected learning theorists, Etienne and Beverly Wenger-Trayner. 


A coordinated system of support continues to evolve around the focus of general 


and special educators working together in an aligned system to serve all students, 


especially students with disabilities. The DESE will be piloting an Inclusive Practices 


Professional Learning Community Project in 2020 to emphasize the need for special 


educators and general educators to collaborate around student learning, especially 


for students with disabilities. 


The DESE will continue to use and promote Etienne and Beverly Wenger-Trayner’s 


Value Creation Framework as a tool for validating the logic model from the 


perspectives of participants. It is a tool for collecting structured information (in the 


form of value-creation stories) necessary to test the logic model. Wenger-Trayner 


developed a system for detecting value from the perspective of both the agency 


and from the perspective of the intended beneficiaries. The framework permits the 


DESE to convey how understanding and appreciating the broad landscape of 


education has allowed them to capitalize on the opportunities to build a more 


aligned system in which special education and general education benefit equally. 
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Exhibit I-17.19: Value Creation Framework by Etienne Beverly Wenger-


Trayner 


 


The DESE will continue using this framework to enable participants to understand 


how “value” is on a continuum or cycle (see above – i.e. immediate, potential, 


applied, and realized value). The framework depends on participants recognizing 


the value created in one cycle and translating this value into the next one. 


Ultimately for cross unit work to be sustained, there needs to be realized value by 


members of the team. The power of this framework embodies the experience of 


sharing learning across the cycles. NCSI will continue to work with the State 


Management Team to concretely verbalize learned information through the 


implementation of SSIP activities within specific context. In September of 2019, all 


of the technical assistance providers in the Arkansas Collaborative Consultants were 


trained in the Value Creation Framework. This framework will be a part of the 


systems coaching model that will be developed in the next reporting cycle. 


Ultimately, the long-term outcomes of this strategy determine if the coordinated 


system of support provided timely, targeted, and differentiated supports to meet 


the needs of LEAs. A critical goal of coordinated support is to enable targeted LEAs 


to increase the literacy achievement on the statewide assessment for students with 


disabilities in grades 3-5. 
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Progress on Strategy One 


In the previous phase of SSIP implementation, it was decided that the DESE 


Strategic Performance Management (SPM) team would serve as the agency’s 


organizational mechanism for system alignment. All DESE divisions are represented 


in monthly SPM meetings, and the work of the SSIP for both strategies is reflected 


in the DESE agency-wide SPM plan (see Exhibit I-17.20). 


Exhibit I-17.20: SSIP Goals, Strategies, and Actions Reflected in SPM 


SPM Area Goals, Strategies, and Actions 


DESE Goal (SPM 
1) 


Each student will meet or exceed educational milestones 
along pathways to graduate prepared for college, career, 


and community engagement. 


DESE Strategy 


(SPM 1.2) 


We believe when high-quality learning standards are 


established with support for a student-focused learning 
system, and educators implement rigorous instruction with 


high-quality standards within a student-focused learning 
system, then students will meet or exceed educational 
milestones along the pathway to graduate prepared for 


college, career, and community engagement. 


DESE Milestone 
(SPM 1.2.45) 


Coordinate professional development opportunities to 
support implementation of a multi-tiered system of support 
(RTI Arkansas) for behavior and literacy 


DESE Actions 
(SPM 1.2.45) 


• Engage stakeholders on the RTI Advisory Council for 
feedback and suggestions for agency-wide MTSS 


supports to LEAs (SPM Action 1.2.45.1) 


• Facilitate cross-unit review of Tiered Positive Behavior 
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Modules with 
stakeholders from DESE and affiliates (SPM Action 


1.2.45.2) 


• Complete RTI Arkansas modules and facilitator guides as 
a universal support to LEAs housed on the DESE Website 


(SPM Action 1.2.45.3) 


• Collaborate with the Office of Coordinated Supports and 
Services (OCSS) to assist with cross-unit development 


and onboarding of state leads/coaches for behavior and 
special education (SPM Action 1.2.45.4) 


• Create an infographic outlining the DESE multi-tiered 
system of supports for behavior (SPM Action 1.2.45.5) 


• Facilitate a state-wide institute to support LEAs’ 
knowledge and implementation of a multi-tiered system 
of supports (SPM Action 1.2.45.6) 
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To address the goal, strategy and milestones in SPM, alignment of Marzano’s High 


Reliability School (HRS) Framework, Professional Learning Communities at Work® 


and the Reading Initiative for Student Excellence (R.I.S.E. Arkansas) occurred 


during this reporting period. In addition, the Arkansas DESE received technical 


assistance from the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) to develop and 


implement a plan to advance the preparation and practice of effective inclusive 


principal leadership through the Advancing Inclusive Principal Leadership (AIPL) 


State Initiative. Updates to the revised SSIP theory of action now reflect the 


alignment of the above-listed DESE initiatives with the work around inclusive 


practices and leadership to support students with disabilities. During the 


development of the state-specific AIPL goals, the state team decided to that it was 


important to link the development of work of inclusive practices and principal 


leadership to the Arkansas SSIP plan, with a focus on the cross-alignment of work. 


The cross-division effort of the Arkansas State AIPL team is represented by the 


interagency roles of the following members: 


Exhibit I-17.21: Cross Division and Interagency Roles of AIPL Team Linked 


to the SSIP 


State AIPL Team Member/Role 


DESE Assistant Commissioner, Learning Services 


DESE Director of Educator Support and Development 


DESE Assistant Commissioner, Educator Effectiveness and Licensure 


Assistant State Superintendent, Office of Coordinated Support and Services 


Chair, Associate Professor for Leadership Studies, University of Central Arkansas 


DESE Director of Student Support Services 


Principal of Springhill Elementary, Greenbrier School District 


DESE Director of Special Education 


DESE Coordinator of the State Systemic Improvement Plan 


  



http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/special-projects/high-reliability-schools-hrs-in-arkansas

http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/special-projects/high-reliability-schools-hrs-in-arkansas

http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/special-projects/professional-learning-communities-in-arkansas

http://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/divisions/learning-services/r.i.s.e.-arkansas

https://ccsso.org/blog/ccsso-announces-principal-initiative-focused-boosting-achievement-students-disabilities

https://ccsso.org/blog/ccsso-announces-principal-initiative-focused-boosting-achievement-students-disabilities





Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan Phase III FFY 2018-19 45 


Progress on Strategy Two—Data and Implementation 
Outcomes 


The Arkansas SPDG was written to directly align and support the SSIP. The 


evaluation of improvement Strategy Two-implementation of RTI, is directly aligned 


with the SPDG evaluation plan. The same external evaluation team written into the 


SPDG, Public Sector Consultants, will evaluate the implementation of RTI. The 


SPDG’s comprehensive evaluation system will measure RTI capacity, fidelity of 


implementation, and student outcomes. 


State Level RTI Implementation and Data 


The State Implementation Team completed the SISEP State Capacity Assessment 


(see copy in Appendix I) in March 2020, with a focus on RTI. The SCA is designed 


to support scaling up of evidence-based practices by providing a regular measure of 


state capacity, a structured process for completing a state action plan, information 


on progress towards goals, and a common infrastructure for implementation. The 


assessment was facilitated by the SSIP Director and the SPGD Director and 


examined the following components of state capacity: 


• State Management Team Investment 


• Implementation Role and Functions 


• Coordination and Implementation 


• Leadership 


• Systems Alignment 


• Implementation Guidance Documents 


• State Design Team 


• Commitment to Regional Implementation Capacity 


• Resource for Regional Implementation Capacity 


• Support for Regional Implementation Team Functioning 
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The State Implementation Team met to review the State Capacity Assessment 


results and revise an action plan based on areas of strength and need. Based on 


results from the SCA, the Team decided to continue to focus on the area of 


Regional Implementation Capacity. The following milestone was added to DESE’s 


2019-2020 Strategic Performance Management (SPM) tool as a result: 


Expand implementation of RTI to the regional level through 


educational cooperatives in order to build capacity for statewide RTI 


implementation. 


Action steps for the SPM milestone were outlined by the State Implementation 


Team and stakeholders to ensure alignment between the work of the SPDG and 


SSIP support as shown in Exhibit I-17.22. 


Exhibit I-17.22: Milestone Update Projected Activities 


Milestone  Action Steps 


1.2.32.1. Finalize "RTI Overview" content developed in partnership with 
American Institutes for Research 


1.2.32.2 DESE Team review and approve "RTI Overview" module for use at 
ESCs and APSRC 


Schedule trainings from October 2019 to February 2020 


1.2.32.3 Finalize "RTI for High Schools" training content (Parts 1, 2, and 3). 


1.2.32.4 Provide "RTI for High Schools" trainings at ERZs 


Short-Term and Long-Term Goal 


The State Implementation Team will complete this assessment at least annually. 


Short-term goal: A 10% annual increase in total number of indicators in place. 


Long-term goal: 80% of the indicators in place. 


During this reporting cycle, the SCA was administered in March 2020 and the 


state’s total score was 84% of the total number of indicators in place.  The state 


met the short-term goal of an increase of 10%. The SPDG has a long-term goal of 


80% of all the indicators in place.  Currently, the SPDG is meeting the long-term 


goal in the areas of State Management Team Investments and Systems Alignment. 


System Alignment is still an area of focus as ESCs are supported in the coherence 


of initiatives, but additional emphasis will be placed on DESE’s Commitment to 


Regional Implementation Capacity. The following chart and graph depict the results 


of the SCA over time. (Exhibit I.17-23 and I.17-24) 
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Exhibit I-17.23: State Capacity Assessment Results 


Date SCA Administered 
Total Number of 
Indicators in Place Short-Term Goal Met 


March 2016 50% Baseline Data 


July 2017 42% No 


February 2019 70% Yes 


March 2020 84% Yes 


Exhibit I-17.24: State Capacity Assessment Subscale and Total Scores for 


Capacity to Support RTI 


 


Date 


SMT 


Investment 


System 


Alignment 


Commitment to 


Regional 


Implementation 


Capacity 


Total 


Score 


Goal for 


End of 


Year 


Goal 


Met 


February 


2019 


92% 70% 38% 70% 60% Yes 


March 


2020 


100% 90% 56% 84% 80% Yes 
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Regional Level RTI Implementation Data 


Regional Capacity Assessment 


The Regional Capacity Assessment is administered at least yearly in all formal 


partnerships with Educational Service Cooperatives (ESC). The RCA is designed to 


assist ESCs in their efforts to effectively support districts. It determines the 


systems, activities, and resources that are necessary for an ESC to be able to 


facilitate district level implementation and scaling up of effective innovations. In 


FFY18, SPDG began working with one of the fifteen ESCs in Arkansas on assessing 


the capacity of the Regional Implementation Team (RIT). The first administration of 


the SISEP Regional Capacity Assessment was in October 2018 and is used as 


baseline data. The Regional Implementation Team completed the second RCA in 


September 2019. The assessment was facilitated by the SPGD Director and RTI 


Literacy Coordinator and examined the following components of RIT capacity: 


• Leadership 


• Leadership 


• Action Planning 


• Competency 


• Fidelity - Performance Assessment 


• Staff Selection 


• Training 


• Coaching 


• Organization 


• Decision Support Data Systems 


• Facilitative Administration 


• Systems Intervention 


• Stage-based Functioning 


• Stage-based Functioning  
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Short-Term and Long-Term Goal 


The Regional Implementation Team will complete this assessment at least annually. 


Short-term goal: A 10% annual increase in total number of indicators in place. 


Long-term goal: 80% of the indicators in place. 


Exhibit I-17.25 shows the Regional Capacity Assessment results for 2018 and 2019.  


Exhibit I-17.25: Regional Capacity Assessment Results Subscale and Total 


Score 


 


Date Leadership Competency Organization 


Stage-based 


Functioning 


Total 


Score 


October 


2018 


6% 6% 0% 0% 4% 


September 


2019 


50% 19% 8% 0% 20% 


During this reporting cycle, the RCA was administered in September 2019 and the 


RIT’s total score showed 20% of indicators in place.  The RIT met the short-term 


goal of an overall increase of 10%. Data indicated the ESC made huge strides in 


leadership, but needs to focus on competency, organizational structures, and stage-


based functioning. The ESCs development of a Regional Implementation Team and 


the creation of a Regional Implementation Plan contributed to the significant growth 


in leadership. The ESC continues to work on processes and supports needed for 


operationalizing and assessing the RIT’s capacity to perform intermediary functions 


between state and local agencies, which will strengthen the organizational 
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structure. Based on 2019 RCA data, the RIT created goals and action planning 


related to RIT team development, supporting district leadership, and supporting 


training and coaching initiatives. The ESC has created sub-committees to focus on 


each low performing competency driver and develop processes and resources to 


increase the RIT’s shared knowledge and capacity to support districts. 


RTI Trainings 


The SPDG uses a training survey created by Public Sector Consultants (PSC) for all 


professional development trainings offered. The SPDG partnered with ESCs and 


ERZs to provide a high-level RTI overview training and offer support for RTI 


implementation to all ESC content specialists, ERZ directors, as well as district 


leadership teams across the state. 


The following summary and graphs depict the collective results from the RTI 


Overview and RTI for High School trainings. 


Educational Service Cooperative Data 


The SPDG team had a total of 298 participants respond to the survey. Many training 


attendees indicated their most significant learnings centered around the resources 


that are available for RTI, including online support. Participants also noted that they 


learned about the Arkansas RTI model, essential components, and difference 


between each tier. They feel they have a better understanding of how to develop an 


action plan, make data-based decisions, implement RTI, and implement the four-


step problem solving process. 


Assessment of Training Elements 


Assessment of Training Elements includes data related to the delivery, provided 


resources and materials, and the overall objectives of the RTI Overview training. 


• Between 91 to 96 percent of attendees who responded to the survey agreed or 


strongly agreed with the training element statements about the delivery and 


organization of the training. 


• Nearly all respondents (96 percent) indicated the training accomplished the 


stated objectives and noted that the training materials were appropriate and 


supported learning. 


• Some attendees (9 percent) suggested the amount of information and content 


did not fit into the time allocated for the training, while 6 percent said the 


training was not aligned with the goals or priorities of their district or their 


school. 
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Exhibit I-17.26: Ratings of Training Elements 


 


N ranged from 292–297 unless otherwise noted 


Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


The training accomplished the stated 


objectives. 


62% 34% 1% 2% 


The training was well organized. 65% 31% 1% 3% 


The presentation of the information/ 


content was effective. 


60% 35% 2% 3% 


The amount of information/content fit 


the time allocated for the training.  


57% 34% 5% 4% 


The training materials were appropriate 


and supported learning. 


64% 32% 1% 3% 


The training was aligned with the goals 


or priorities of my district. 


65% 29% 0% 5% 


The training was aligned with the goals 


or priorities of my school. 


59% 35% 4% 2% 


The goals and objectives for the training 


were clear. 


69% 26% 2% 3% 
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Assessment of Training Application 


The Assessment of Training Application data includes responses regarding the 


newly acquired skills and the relevance of information presented in the RTI 


Overview training. 


• The majority of training attendees who responded to the survey (93 percent to 


95 percent) agreed or strongly agreed with the training application statements. 


• In total, 95 percent of respondents indicated they can use the skills gained in 


the training for other initiatives their district or school is implementing. 


• Of the training attendees who responded to the survey, 8 percent of attendees 


indicated they did not feel their knowledge, skills, or confidence were enhanced 


as a result of the training, while 7 percent said they do not feel better prepared 


to take the next steps in implementation of RTI. 


Exhibit I-17.27: Rating of Training Impact on Skill Level 


 


N ranged from 292–297 unless otherwise noted 
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Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


I can use skills gained in the training 


for other initiatives that our district is 


implementing. 


51% 44% 3% 3% 


I can use skills gained in the training 


for other initiatives that our school is 


implementing. 


33% 61% 2% 4% 


Because of the training, I feel better 


prepared to take the next steps in 


implementation of RTI. 


37% 56% 4% 3% 


My knowledge, skills, and/or 


confidence have been enhanced as a 


result of the training. 


42% 51% 4% 4% 


The training provided important 


information critical to the success of 


RTI. 


56% 39% 1% 4% 


Impact on Content Knowledge 


The Impact on Content Knowledge data presents participant RTI knowledge before 


and after the RTI Overview training. 


• Before the training, 24 percent of attendees said they had above-average 


knowledge of RTI, compared to 68 percent after the training. 


• Nearly all attendees (97 percent) indicated having average or above average 


knowledge of RTI after the training. 


• Before the training, 35 percent of respondents felt they had no knowledge or 


some knowledge of RTI. After the training, only 3 percent felt they had some 


knowledge and no respondents said they had no knowledge.  
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Exhibit I-17.28: Impact on Content Knowledge 


 


N = 296 


Level of Knowledge 


Above-average 


knowledge 


Average 


knowledge 


Some 


knowledge 


No 


knowledge 


Before training 24% 41% 30% 5% 


After training 68% 29% 3% 0% 


Educational Renewal Zone Data 


The SPDG team had a total of 105 participants respond to the survey. Training 


attendees indicated their most significant learnings included the understanding how 


to better implement RTI at the high school level; the differences between 


elementary and high school RTI; clarifying the importance of comprehension 


strategies, vocabulary, and other tools for secondary RTI; and available resources. 


Several training attendees said they would be interested in Module 2 and Module 3 


trainings, as well as more detailed information on implementation, interventions, 


and strategies. 


Assessment of Training Elements 


Assessment of Training Elements includes data related to the delivery, provided 


resources and materials, and the overall objectives of the RTI for High Schools 


training. 
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• In total, 90 percent or more of training attendees who completed the survey 


either strongly agreed or agreed with each of the training element statements 


about the delivery and organization of the training. 


• All attendees who completed the survey indicated that the training was aligned 


with the goals and priorities of their school and that the agenda and objectives 


for the training were clear. 


• A small proportion of respondents (10 percent) noted that the amount of 


information/content presented did not fit the time allocated for training. 


Exhibit I-17.29: Rating of Training Elements 


 


N ranged from 102–103 unless otherwise noted 


Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


The training accomplished the 


stated objectives. 


55% 42% 3% 0% 


The training was well organized. 57% 40% 3% 0% 


The presentation of the 


information/content was effective. 


49% 46% 5% 0% 


The amount of 


information/content fit the time 


allocated for the training.  


51% 39% 10% 0% 
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Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


The training materials were 


appropriate and supported 


learning. 


59% 39% 2% 0% 


The training was aligned with the 


goals or priorities of my district. 


56% 42% 3% 0% 


The training was aligned with the 


goals or priorities of my school. 


62% 38% 0% 0% 


The goals and objectives for the 


training were clear. 


63% 37% 0% 0% 


Assessment of Training Application 


The Assessment of Training Application data includes responses regarding the 


newly acquired skills and the relevance of information presented in the RTI for High 


Schools training. 


• Most attendees who completed the survey agreed or strongly agreed with the 


training application statements (92 percent to 97 percent). 


• Nearly all respondents (97 percent) indicated they gained skills in the training 


for other initiatives their school is implementing.  


• Some attendees who completed the survey (8 percent) suggested they cannot 


use the skills gained in the training for other initiatives that their district is 


implementing and 8 percent indicated that they do not feel better prepared to 


take the next steps in implementing RTI. 


Exhibit I-17.30: Rating of Training Impact on Skill Level 


 


N ranged from 102–104 unless otherwise noted 
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Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


I can use skills gained in the training 


for other initiatives that our district is 


implementing. 


41% 51% 8% 0% 


I can use skills gained in the training 


for other initiatives that our school is 


implementing. 


38% 59% 3% 0% 


Because of the training, I feel better 


prepared to take the next steps in 


implementation of RTI. 


35% 57% 8% 0% 


My knowledge, skills, and/or 


confidence have been enhanced as a 


result of the training.  


43% 51% 6% 0% 


The training provided important 


information critical to the success of 


RTI. 


46% 49% 4% 1% 


Impact on Content Knowledge 


The Impact on Content Knowledge data presents participant RTI knowledge before 


and after the RTI for High Schools Training. 


• Almost half of the training attendees who responded to the survey said they 


have above-average knowledge of the covered content areas after the training 


(49 percent), compared to only 16 percent before the training. 


• Prior to the training, 54 percent of all respondents indicated they had some 


knowledge or no knowledge of RTI for high school. After the training, only 8 


percent of respondents said they had some or no knowledge.  
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Exhibit I-17.31: Impact on Content Knowledge 


N = 103 


Level of Knowledge 


Above-


average 


knowledge 


Average 


knowledge 


Some 


knowledge 


No 


knowledge 


Before training 16% 31% 43% 11% 


After training 49% 44% 7% 1% 


District Level RTI Data 


The District Capacity Assessment is administered at least annually in all SSIP 


targeted schools. The purpose of the DCA is to provide a structured process to 


assess capacity needs in order to support RTI and the development of a district 


action plan. It provides the District Implementation Team with information needed 


to monitor progress towards district and building RTI goals; support a common 


infrastructure for the implementation of RTI to achieve desired outcomes for 


students; and provide district and state leadership with a regular measure of the 


capacity for implementation and sustainment of RTI. The District Implementation 


Team completes the DCA with the assistance of a trained administrator and a 


facilitator. The DCA is usually administered by the SPDG staff and facilitated by a 


district implementation team member. 
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Short-Term and Long-Term Goal 


The District Implementation Team will complete this assessment at least annually. 


Short-term goal: 10% increase from the previous year of the total number of 


indicators scored in place. 


Long-term goal: 80% of the indicators in place. 


78% of SSIP targeted districts met the threshold for the 2018-2019 reporting year. 


56% of the target schools met the short-term goal of indicators in place and 22% 


met the long-term goal of 80% of indicators in place. 


School Level RTI Implementation and Data 


In order to measure implementation fidelity for literacy and behavior, schools 


implement the PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory and the Reading-Tired Fidelity 


Inventory. 


The Tiered Fidelity Inventory tool is used to help schools assess the implementation 


of a school-wide reading model. Developed by the Michigan Department of 


Educations Integrated Behavior and Literacy Support Initiative (MIBLSI), the tool 


was reviewed by national expects and first used in the 2017 – 2018 school year. 


There is an elementary and secondary version of the tool to differential 


requirements at each level. The Inventory is divided into three sections (Tier I: 


Teaming, Implementation, Resources, Evaluation; Tier II and, Tier III Indicators) 


that can be used separately or in combination to assess the extent to which core 


features are in place. The purpose of the SWPBIS-Tiered Fidelity Inventory is to 


provide a valid, reliable, and efficient measure of the extent to which school 


personnel are applying the core features of PBIS. The Inventory is divided into 


three sections (Tier I: Universal PBIS Features; Tier II: Targeted PBIS Features; 


and, Tier III: Intensive PBIS Features) that can be used separately or in 


combination to assess the extent to which core features are in place. 


Short-Term and Long-Term Goal 


Literacy 


Short-term goal: 10% increase from the previous year of the total number of 


indicators in place 


Long-term goal: 80% of the R-TFI indicators in place.  
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One school team reported a 10% increase in the R-TFI score from the last reporting 


cycle. 


72% of school teams met the long term goal of having 80% of the indicators in 


place. 


Behavior 


Short-term goal: 10% increase from the previous year of the total number of 


indicators in place  


Long-term goal: 70% of the SWPBIS-TFI indicators in place 


90% of the schools that reported Tier I PBIS fidelity data, have a score of at least 


70% or have increased their score by 10% from the previous year’s assessment. 


Installation and planning for Tier II PBIS took place during the 2018-2019 school 


year. Teams are in the Initial Implementation phase of Tier II PBIS. 


Student Level RTI Data 


An evidence-based, nationally normed literacy screener is required to be adopted 


and administered in every SSIP district. Each district selects the “best fit” universal 


screener which is used to identify students who may be at risk for reading 


difficulties. The results of the screener allow for more focused high-quality 


instruction, early intervening, and monitoring of progress. All SSIP districts 


currently have selected and are using a universal literacy screener. Office discipline 


referrals are being collected as a student outcome measure. The Arkansas Student 


GPS Dashboard allows educators to utilize educational data in practical and 


powerful ways, enabling data-based decision-making. The state system provides 


access to academic and behavioral dashboards that serve as an early warning 


system for helping teachers and administrators ensure that every student reaches 


his/her potential. The dashboard aggregates data from existing sources indicates a 


comprehensive view of each student (including items such as student demographic 


information, grades and credits, attendance, discipline, state assessment data, local 


assessment data, college and career readiness, and interventions) as well as roll-up 


views of the data for classrooms, schools and districts. The dashboard serves as a 


valuable instructional tool at the classroom, building, and district levels at no cost 


to the districts. The discipline reporting feature allows districts to view graphs of 


office discipline referrals by time of day, location, discipline incident, action, grade, 


and student demographics (race, student with disability, 504, Title I, gifted).  
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Long-Term Goal for Student Outcomes 


Literacy 


Schools within districts that are maintaining fidelity or demonstrating annual 


improvements in fidelity (based on the R-TFI) will show an increase of at least 6% 


percentage points on grade level literacy. 


The SPDG expects as a district increases in capacity to support RTI (as measured 


by the DCA), then schools will have a greater level of implementation fidelity for 


literacy (as measured by the R-TFI), which should impact student outcome data. 


Sixty-four percent of school teams who administered the R-TFI met either the short 


or long term goal for fidelity. Forty-three percent of schools who met the fidelity 


threshold also met the goal of increasing student outcomes by at least six 


percentage points on grade level literacy. 


Of the thirty-six percent not reporting an increase in the R-TFI data, fifty percent 


met the goal of increasing student outcomes by at least six percentage points on 


grade level literacy. 


Behavior 


Eighty percent (80%) of schools within districts that are maintaining fidelity or 


demonstrating annual improvements in fidelity (based on SWPBIS-TFI) will 


demonstrate annual reductions in office discipline referrals (ODRs).  


The SPDG expects as a district increases capacity to support RTI (as measured by 


the DCA), then schools will have a greater level of implementation fidelity of PBIS 


(as measured by the SWPBIS-TFI), which will decrease office discipline referrals.   


In 2017 - 2018, the SSIP targeted schools reported 4,138 ODRs which revealed a 


38% reduction in the number of reported ODRs for 2016 - 2017.  Additionally, for 


2017 - 2018, 47% of the SSIP targeted schools reported a decrease in the total 


number ODRs.  In 2018 - 2019, the SSIP targeted schools reported 2,251 ODRs 


representing a decrease of 46% from the previous year, as well as, 87% of the 


SSIP targeted schools reported a decrease in the total number of reported 


ODRs.  The reduction in office discipline referrals is evident in the collected data 


represented in the below chart.  
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Exhibit I-17.32 ODR Data for SSIP Targeted Schools 


Year 


Number 


Reportable 


ODRs 


Percent of ODR 


Reduction from the 


Previous Year 


Percent of Schools 


Reporting a Decrease in 


Total Reported ODRs 


2017 - 2018 4,138 38% 47% 


2018 - 2019 2,251 46% 87% 


Arkansas SiMR Data 


Arkansas’s growth measurement of the SiMR aligns closely with the ESSA growth 


model. This revision of the measurement has resulted in a new baseline and 


targets. In January 2018, Arkansas’s ESSA plan was approved. The plan includes 


the use of an individual student growth model. The growth model does not set 


projection scores but prediction scores for each student. Arkansas’s ESSA plan 


states the “student longitudinal growth model is a simple value-added model that 


conditions students’ expected growth based on students’ score histories” (Arkansas 


ESSA Plan p. 44). 


Parent RTI Data 


A parent mentor from the Center for Exceptional Families (TCFEF) worked with 


SPDG team members, AIR, and DESE’s Family and Community Engagement team 


to create a training module on RTI for Families and Communities. A pre and post 


assessment survey was distributed in connection with each training that focused on 


the knowledge level of participants on the topic of RTI. The training focuses on the 


essential components of Response to Invention (RTI) and embeds resources for 


families, community members, and educators. The following data reflect results of 


this activity. 


In each survey, participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with the 


following statements. As shown in the following graphs, the level of agreement 


increased for each statement after participating in the training.  
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Exhibit 33. Level of Agreement with RTI Model Related Statements Before 


and After Training 


By Being Involved, I Can Help My Student Success at School 


 


My Student’s Success at School Is Supported by a Learning Environment at 


Home
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I Am Comfortable Talking to Teachers or Administrators About My 


Student’s School Performance 


 


Teachers and School Administrators Regularly Assess the Educational 


Needs of Students 
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Schools Share Information About My Students Performance


 


Schools Should Share Information If They Think My Student Is at Risk of 


Not Succeeding 
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If a Student Is at Risk, the School Should Intervene Before the Student 


Falls Behind 


 


Student Behavior Affects Their Academic Performance 
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All Students Can Benefit From Targeted Teaching and Interventions 


 


Teaching Approaches and Interventions Should Be Periodically Reviewed 


to See How They Are Working 


 


Number of respondents to presurvey statements was between 40 and 41; Number of 


respondents on postsurvey statements was 24 
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Before Training 


Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


By being involved, I can help 


my student succeed at school 


59% 27% 2% 12% 


My student's success at school 


is supported by a learning 


environment at home 


61% 32% 0% 7% 


I am comfortable talking to 


teachers or administrators 


about my student's school 


performance 


54% 42% 0% 4% 


Teachers and school 


administrators regularly assess 


the educational needs of 


students 


29% 49% 15% 7% 


Schools share information 


about my student's 


performance 


29% 51% 12% 7% 


Schools should share 


information if they think my 


student is at risk of not 


succeeding 


58% 35% 3% 5% 


If a student is at risk, the 


school should intervene before 


the student falls behind 


68% 28% 0% 5% 


Student behavior affects their 


academic performance 


60% 30% 5% 5% 


All students can benefit from 


targeted teaching and 


interventions 


60% 33% 3% 5% 


Teaching approaches and 


interventions should be 


periodically reviewed to see 


how they are working 


65% 30% 0% 5% 
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After Training 


Statement 


Strongly 


agree Agree Disagree 


Strongly 


disagree 


By being involved, I can help 


my student succeed at school 


83% 17% 0% 0% 


My student's success at school 


is supported by a learning 


environment at home 


83% 14% 3% 0% 


I am comfortable talking to 


teachers or administrators 


about my student's school 


performance 


54% 42% 0% 4% 


Teachers and school 


administrators regularly assess 


the educational needs of 


students 


50% 46% 4% 0% 


Schools share information 


about my student's 


performance 


46% 50% 4% 0% 


Schools should share 


information if they think my 


student is at risk of not 


succeeding 


92% 8% 0% 0% 


If a student is at risk, the 


school should intervene before 


the student falls behind 


92% 8% 0% 0% 


Student behavior affects their 


academic performance 


88% 13% 0% 0% 


All students can benefit from 


targeted teaching and 


interventions 


88% 8% 4% 0% 


Teaching approaches and 


interventions should be 


periodically reviewed to see 


how they are working 


88% 13% 0% 0% 


Training participants were also asked how they would rate their knowledge of the 


RTI model before and after attending the families and communities training. Data 


show an increase in the percentage of respondents who said they had average or 


above-average knowledge after the training. Additionally, before the training, 18 


percent of respondents said they had no knowledge of the RTI model compared to 


none after the training.  
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Exhibit 34. Level of RTI Model Knowledge 


 


Presurvey N = 39; Postsurvey N = 24 


Level of RTI Model 


Knowledge 


Above-average 


knowledge 


Average 


knowledge 


Some 


knowledge 


No 


knowledge 


Before training 23% 36% 23% 18% 


After training 33% 50% 17% 0% 


On the postsurvey, training participants were given a list of elements and asked to 


identify which were NOT essential elements of RTI. The following chart indicates the 


percentage of respondents who said each element was NOT an essential element. 


Most respondents correctly noted that notation on a student’s report card (86 


percent) and mandatory meetings between teachers and parent/caregivers (77 


percent) are not essential elements of RTI. Some respondents (18 percent) said 


that diagnostics are not an essential part of RTI, however, diagnostics is critical to 


determining which students need intervention and what type of intervention is 


needed.  
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Exhibit 35. Knowledge of Essential RTI Elements 


 


N = 22 


RTI Elements 


Element of RTI 


(Yes/No) 


Percentage of 


Respondents Answering 


Correctly 


Notation on student report cards  No 86% 


Mandatory parent/caregiver and 


teacher meetings 


No 77% 


Diagnostics Yes 82% 


Summative assessment Yes 95% 


Formative assessment Yes 95% 


Progress monitoring Yes 100% 


Screening Yes 100% 


Multi-tiered system of supports Yes 100% 


Data-based decision making Yes 100% 
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Additionally, the postsurvey asked participants to identify if a number of statements 


relating to the RTI model were true or false. The following graph shows the 


percentage of respondent who answered each statement correctly. All of the 


respondents correctly answered three of the seven statements and over three-


quarters answered an additional three statements correctly. The one statement 


answered correctly by fewer respondents (58 percent) was a bit tricky, as data on 


student progress is collected and reviewed continuously, not just once each grading 


period. 


Exhibit 36. Percentage of Respondents Answering Each Statement 


Correctly 


 


N = 24 
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Statement 


True or 


False 


Percentage of 


Respondents 


Answering Correctly 


RTI is for all students, including struggling learners, 


students with disabilities, English language 


learners, and those succeeding at school. 


True 100% 


If a student is not showing improvement from an 


intervention, they will continue the intervention 


until they do.  


False 75% 


There are many ways that I can be involved in RTI 


including reviewing my student’s homework and 


graded work, volunteering during the school day, 


and talking with my student’s teacher about I can 


support learning and behavior at home.  


True 100% 


Schools wait until a student fails behind before 


providing intervention. 


False 92% 


Data on the progress of students receiving 


interventions is collected and reviewed once each 


grading period. 


False 58% 


As a parent or caregiver, I should be notified if my 


student is receiving Tier 2 or Tier 3 interventions. 


True 100% 


Interventions may occur in or outside of the general 


classroom setting. 


True 96% 


Stakeholder Engagement 


Throughout the RTI implementation process the SPDG Core Management has set up 


continuous feedback loops with the District and School Implementation Teams 


through professional development evaluations, coaching surveys, and onsite visits. 


The SPDG analyzes this data in combination with fidelity assessment results to 


differentiate the professional development and coaching scope and sequence. The 


state RTI Advisory Team has provided critical feedback on online RTI modules and 


ideas to support scale up of RTI statewide. 


Section Four: Data Quality Issues 
As with any large improvement initiatives, data limitations can affect reporting on 


implementation progress as well as outcomes. Arkansas has identified and 


responded to a number of limitations in the implementation of the SSIP, particularly 


around infrastructure changes. For several years, the Special Education Unit has 


organized efforts with multiple DESE units in the provision of technical assistance.  


In order to respond to these data quality issues, the use of the SSIP Infrastructure 


Development Planning and Progress Measurement Tool: Using Implementation 
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Drivers & Stages of Implementation by NCSI has enabled the state team to better 


measure infrastructure changes associated with the SSIP. Over two consecutive 


reporting periods, data have been collected using this tool and indicates growth and 


positive impact. However, further use of the tool and additional data collection is 


required to determine the sustainability and continued scale-up impact of the SSIP. 


Arkansas will continue to work with NCSI to utilize the Value Creation Framework to 


support data collection. 


The SiMR uses a value-added growth model that does not set projection scores, but 


rather prediction scores for each student. This difference between the actual score 


and the prediction score results in a residual or the value-added score (VAS). By 


using the same model approved in the Arkansas ESSA Plan, there are less data 


quality concerns. However, a student must have two or more years of state 


assessment data to be included in the growth model. The Percentile Rank of the 


Residual (PRR) or VAS of all students allowed for categorization of student growth 


into low, moderate, or high by subject and grade level. From the All Student data 


set, a subset of students with disabilities in the specific schools served by the SSIP 


was extracted to establish the new baseline and targets. Though the SiMR target 


was not met during this cycle of reporting, significant progress was noted in 


comparison of FFY17 to FFY18 SSIP SiMR data. 


Section Five: Progress Toward Achieving 
Intended Improvements 
The DESE has made progress towards achieving the intended improvements 


outlined in previous phases of SSIP implementation. A logic model for each strategy 


continues to guide short-term and long-term goals toward achieving the SiMR. 


Strategy One Outcomes 


Strategy One is focused on creating a coordinated system of support that will 


provide the necessary organizational and teaming structures for how LEA services 


and supports will be identified, managed, and differentiated at the state level. This 


Strategy is focused on building the infrastructure that will help the DESE to be more 


effective in leveraging resources to improve services for all students (including 


students with disabilities) and increasing the reach and impact of work with LEAs.  
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In the previous phase of the SSIP implementation, a Cross Unit DESE Team that 


included members from the Special Education, School Improvement, Title I, 


Curriculum Supports, Assessment, Research and Technology, and Educator 


Effectiveness Units became an organizational mechanism by which alignment of 


agency support was emphasized. The Implementation of Arkansas’ ESSA plan 


began in the Spring of 2018 which led to agency restructuring. As depicted in the 


revised DESE Organizational Chart (see Exhibit I-17.2), School Improvement is no 


longer a unit within the agency; continuous district and school improvement has 


been woven into the work of every unit at DESE. In early 2018, a decision was 


made by the Cross Unit Team to consult with support staff from the National Center 


for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) to evaluate the team’s work and effectiveness. 


Twelve members of the Cross Unit Team, representing seven different units within 


the Arkansas Department of Education now referred to as The Division of 


Elementary and Secondary Education, were part of the reflection process. The goal 


of this evaluation was to examine the agency’s progress in aligning efforts and 


serving school districts in a more purposeful way. It also helped determine if the 


Cross Unit Team best represented the DESE organizational mechanism needed to 


advance systems change for all students, including students with disabilities. 


To broaden the exposure of the Cross Unit Team, it was decided that the DESE 


Strategic Performance Management (SPM) Team would replace the Cross Unit 


Team. The SPM Team’s vision is to support the implementation of an aligned 


system within the DESE that is responsive to LEAs in personalizing student learning. 


The team goals are explicitly outlined in the DESE Strategic Plan, which provides a 


foundation for Arkansas’s ESSA plan. In addition, the shift to the SPM Team 


increased the awareness of the SSIP to broader DESE units, and promoted 


information exchange regarding LEA supports for students with disabilities. 


In the previous of SSIP reporting, the DESE shifted from a focus on Four Domains 


of Rapid School Improvement for turnaround schools to focus on Professional 


Learning Communities and the High Reliability Schools framework. During this 


phase of reporting, through SPM Team meetings, purposeful attempts to align the 


work of the SSIP and the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) to the 


frameworks of Professional Learning Communities, High Reliability Schools, 


Inclusive Principal Leadership, and High-Leverage Practices for Inclusive 


Classrooms.  
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Strategy Two Outcomes 


Strategy Two focuses on RTI, the evidence-based practice Arkansas has 


implemented to provide intensive support for SSIP-targeted districts. The Arkansas 


SPDG was written to directly align and support the State Systemic Improvement 


Plan. The SPDG functions as the implementation team for RTI Arkansas. 


A critical infrastructure activity that was continued for the sustainability of RTI was 


the creation of the State Implementation Team. The State Implementation Team 


has continued to advise the Core Management Team regarding implementation 


challenges and communication strategies with the districts currently being targeted 


for implementation of RTI. The State Implementation Team continues to provide 


guidance for how other initiatives in the DESE can align with RTI. 


Another action that was continued to ensure sustainability and scale-up statewide 


for RTI was the development of the RTI State Advisory Team. The Advisory team is 


made up of a diverse group of educators from across the state. The Advisory team 


has offered stakeholder feedback about areas of implementation strength, areas of 


need, and resources and tools that still need to be developed. 


The number of districts that can be supported intensively by the SPDG is limited. 


The State Implementation Team has facilitated the creation of 13 academic and 32 


PBIS online modules that support statewide implementation of RTI. These modules 


provide general support to districts considering RTI implementation, including PBIS. 


The ESC content specialists can also utilize these modules when providing targeted 


support to districts that belong to their ESC. The RTI State Advisory is providing 


input on future modules. 


The results from the District Capacity Assessment are showing an increase in 


capacity to support RTI. Multiple RTI fidelity assessments (see details in Data 


Implementation and Outcomes Section) are showing promising implementation 


outcomes in targeted SSIP districts. The PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory was 


administered multiple times with participating schools to measure an increase in 


implementation. SPDG also partners with many districts not related to 


SSIP.  Several of those districts have scaled up PBIS implementation to support 


additional grades with target support from the SPDG. District RTI Directors have 


provided training and coaching support to schools. While this data is not reflected in 


SSIP, it increases the number of students with disabilities receiving support state-


wide.  
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Arkansas changed the growth measurement of the SiMR to align more closely with 


the ESSA growth model. This revision of the measurement has resulted in a new 


baseline and targets. In January 2018, Arkansas’s ESSA plan was approved. The 


plan includes the use of an individual student growth model. The growth model 


does not set projection scores, but rather prediction scores for each student. 


Arkansas’s ESSA plan states the “student longitudinal growth model is a simple 


value-added model that conditions students’ expected growth based on students’ 


score histories” (Arkansas ESSA Plan, p. 44). 


Section Six: Plans for Next Year 
The DESE will continue to implement two coherent improvement strategies. 


Relative to strategy one, the State Performance Management Team will continue to 


meet monthly to work on an LEA system of support. Representatives from the State 


Performance Management Team will continue to participate in an NCSI Affinity 


Group formed to learn about measuring infrastructure change. As a participating 


state, Arkansas will continue to use the SSIP Infrastructure Development Planning 


and Progress Management Tool: Using Implementation Drivers and Stages of 


Implementation. 


Relative to strategy two, the State Implementation Team will continue to meet in 


order to assess, plan, and monitor statewide RTI supports. The State 


Implementation Team will review RTI data from districts receiving intensive RTI 


support and continue to meet with the RTI State advisory quarterly to gain 


stakeholder feedback on RTI implementation strengths and barriers. The RTI 


modules will continue to be used to build regional capacity and enhance district-


level implementation.  The SPDG is in its fifth and final year of the grant cycle, 


efforts will be made to sustain the work around RTI through SPM, future SPDG 


endeavors, and other DESE alignments and initiatives. 


Based on recent survey data, 88% of ESCs are interested in receiving support from 


the SPDG in areas related to regional cooperatives’ ability to support LEAs in 


systems level change and implementing Effective Innovations. The SPDG will 


continue to collaborate with the State Performance Management team to analyze 


data and make purposeful decisions to ensure alignment with state initiatives. This 


will allow the SPDG to scale-up RTI capacity and sustainability across the state. The 


SPDG team will collaborate with NIRN as ESCs learn about Implementation Science 


and engage in Exploration and Installation Stage activities to create an   
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infrastructure of support. Also, the team plans to conduct action research around 


Universal Design for Learning and High-Leverage Practices for the Inclusive 


Classroom. 


In addition, the SPDG Core Management Team will work with NIRN to provide ESCs 


and DITs with training focused on systems-level coaching. The SPDG team will 


utilize the Implementation Stages and Activities for RTI Arkansas document (see 


exhibit I-17.7) to increase knowledge and improve implementation as well as 


engage in learning modules located in the Active Implementation Hub. 


Continued and projected Phase III activities will be driven by internal and external 


stakeholder feedback and sound evaluation tools. The RTI Advisory will continue to 


meet quarterly to advise the state in RTI implementation and resource 


development. Stakeholder feedback on the development of the system of support 


will be critical to DESE’s ability to effectively leverage resources and better support 


LEA needs. The feedback provided by the SSIP targeted schools will support the 


differentiation of professional development and coaching support provided by the 


SPDG. The infrastructure evaluation and RTI tools will continue to guide the DESE 


in providing targeted services and supports and measuring LEA outcomes. 


Based on the Needs Assessment Results from May 2020, further action planning 


around the promotion of data literacy, including student data, educator data, and 


financial data among the State Management Team will take place during monthly 


Strategic Performance Management Team meetings. The DESE will continue to 


work towards connecting “What adults did and did not do” with student outcomes 


using available data.  
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SSIP Appendix I: Acronyms 


Acronym Acronym Meaning 


ACC Arkansas Collaborative Consultants 


AIPL Advancing Inclusive Principal Leadership 


AIR American Institute of Research 


APSRC Arkansas Public Schools Resource Center 


ASU Arkansas State University 


CAYSI Children and Youth with Sensory Impairments 


CCE Center for Community Engagement 


CCSSO Council of Chief State School Officers 


DBDM Data-based Decision Making 


DCA District Capacity Assessment 


DESE Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 


DESE-SEU Department of Elementary and Secondary Education-Special 
Education Unit 


DIT District Implementation Team 


EARS Educational Audiology Resources for Schools 


EBP Evidence-based Practice 


ESC Education Service Cooperative 


ERZ Educational Renewal Zones 


ESOPTS Easterseals Outreach Program and Technology Services 


ESSA Every Student Succeeds Act 


ESVI Educational Services for the Visually Impaired 


IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Act 


LEA Local Education Agency 


LETRS Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling 
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SSIP Appendix II: Links to Resources 


Arkansas’s ESSA plan


SSIP Infrastructure Development Planning and Progress Measurement 


Tool State Capacity Assessment 


Regional Capacity Assessment 


District Capacity Assessment 


PBIS-Tiered Fidelity Inventory 


Elementary Reading-Tiered Fidelity Inventory 


Secondary Reading-Tiered Fidelity Inventory 



https://drive.google.com/file/d/13oSukdNQKJejDJ9N7mrJm5Q5iuyaxQWF/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Yc_8Bha1x4vrZd31xSTsR6XdQcLWwqqa/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ep40cY2pRD27ytts2Hrc1e7Qafcz3fdH/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jL-ntgp11DxdwwXse-23bYTGoaCEd_aE/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1augguGAh7GDT3XKryC5q6eFPNKF3T1mi/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qtVjsX7nYbKxpZzAkzftqsZCVU7vyNpM/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1HcDDpglbHZeKPNVHUms99NPzTBq6qoQe/view?usp=sharing
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Arkansas
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 29
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 17
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 12
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 17
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 0
(1.2) Complaints pending. 2
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 10


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 35


(2.1) Mediations held. 22
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 1
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 1


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


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 21


(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 13


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 31
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 23
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 18


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 6
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 6
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 25


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 3


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 3
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 3


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Arkansas. These data were generated on 5/4/2020 9:21 AM EDT.
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Arkansas  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


80.83 Meets Requirements 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 16 66.67 


Compliance 20 19 95 


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 


90 2 


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


90 2 


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


19 0 


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


89 1 


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


21 0 


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


86 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 


90 2 


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


30 0 


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


93 1 


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


14 0 


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


88 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 11 2 


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


87 2 


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. 


0.38 Yes 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 99.75 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


95.24 N/A 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 80.54 Yes 1 


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


www.ed.gov 


The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by  


fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access. 


 


 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Johnny Key 


Commissioner 


Arkansas Department of Education 


Four Capitol Mall, Room 304-A 


Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 


Dear Commissioner Key: 


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 Arkansas meets the requirements and purposes 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 Meets Requirements. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Meets Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%, unless the 


Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three 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. 


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 
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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. 


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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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%.  





		Introduction
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		Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13
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		B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix

		Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

		Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP
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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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		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1
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		Timely2: [              1]
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		CompleteData6: [              1]
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		CompleteData4: [              0]

		CompleteData3: [              1]
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		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]
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		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]
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		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 2

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Arkansas]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]
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		APR618Total: 46.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9761904791666667
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		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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INTRODUCTION - INDICATOR DATA 
General Supervision System 


In the 2018-19 school year, Arkansas’ educational system was comprised of 263 
school districts and open enrollment charter schools, two state agencies (Arkansas 
School for the Blind and Arkansas School for the Deaf), 15 educational cooperatives, 
and 2 state agencies not within the Arkansas Department of Education’s Division of 
Elementary and Secondary (DESE) purview, for 282 programs.  


 Each year the number of local education agencies (LEAs) changes slightly due to 
openings and closings of open enrollment charter schools. In the 2017-18, there were 260 
school districts and open enrollment charter schools, two state agencies (the Arkansas 
School for the Deaf and Arkansas School for the Blind), 15 educational cooperatives, as 
well as 2 additional state agencies not within the Arkansas Department of Education’s 
Division of Elementary and Secondary (DESE) purview, for 279 programs.  


The 15 educational cooperatives operate early childhood special education 
programs on behalf of the school districts. In publicly reporting the annual performance 
of LEAs against the targets for Indicators 6, 7, and 12, these indicators are not applicable 
(NA) for the majority of LEAs since the LEAs do not operate early childhood special 
education programs. Further, data for Indicator 13: Secondary Transition comes from 
monitoring and Indicator 14: Post-school Outcomes is collected from an OSEP approved 
sampling plan; therefore, LEAs who are not on the monitoring cycle or sample for the 
reported year have NAs on their APR profiles. 
 
The DESE’s Special Education Unit (SEU) is composed of the following sections:  
Director’s Office:  


The SEU works in collaboration with local school districts to provide special 
education services for children with disabilities (ages 3 to 21) in an effort to ensure that 
all children with disabilities in Arkansas receive a Free Appropriate Public Education 
(FAPE) as outlined in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The SEU 
is committed to improving educational results for students with disabilities through 
statewide leadership and support to educators, students, families, and other 
stakeholders. 
  The SEU works in partnership with stakeholders to design and implement an 
effective system of general supervision to fulfill state and federal regulations and 
improve outcomes for students with disabilities. Primary activities include: 


• maintaining an effective system for communication 
• embracing the IDEA Partnership Model, Leading by Convening, and using 


the framework to engage multiple stakeholders across the state (e.g. surveys, 
cross agency collaboration, state conferences, regional meetings) in state-level 
special education issues and needs 







• providing targeted technical assistance to parents and other stakeholders 
• supporting the implementation of evidence-based programs and services to 


meet the needs of students with disabilities and their teachers 
• developing and disseminating policies, procedures, and regulations 


consistent with federal and state statutes 
• representing the SEU when working with other divisions within the DESE 


and outside agencies with whom the SEU collaborates and cooperates 
• working within the agency and with Institutions of Higher Education to 


ensure special educators are adequately prepared and supported to meet the 
needs of students with disabilities 


• overseeing statewide compliance with all federal and state special education 
laws and regulations 


• implementing a risk-based tiered system of monitoring and technical 
assistance focused on results 


• maintaining an effective system for dispute resolution 
• working collaboratively with other DESE divisions, as well as across agencies 


to provide professional development and targeted technical assistance based 
on established needs at the state, regional and district level 


• overseeing discretionary grants that support capacity building at the LEA 
level for the provision of evidence-based services and supports in areas such 
as secondary transition; supports for students with visual and hearing 
impairments; programming for students with significant behavior concerns, 
services for students with traumatic brain injury; and programming for 
students with autism and significant cognitive disabilities  


• providing supports to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to increase their 
capacity for recruitment and retention of highly effective special educators 


• analyzing data on processes and results, and following the data driven State 
Systemic Improvement Plan to guide the PD and TA focus for the unit 


• overseeing the implementation of special grants including the State Personnel 
Development Grant (SPDG), PROMISE Grant, and Deaf/Blind Grant 


• monitoring and responding to the activities of the Arkansas General 
Assembly 


• providing guidance to the DESE regarding the impact of proposed or current 
policy and regulations on special education programs and services 


• providing technical assistance to districts in the implementation of the 
Dynamic Learning Maps Alternate Assessment for students with significant 
cognitive disabilities, as well as related statewide personnel training activities 


• assisting in the collection, review, analysis, and reporting of required LEA 
and state data 







• assigning LEA Annual Performance Report (APR) determinations that 
include required actions and sanctions, as applicable, using a variety of 
factors (APR indicators, fiscal audits, monitoring findings, etc.) 


• maintaining effective internal controls for program and fiscal requirements 
• administering state and local grant applications 
 


Dispute Resolution:  
The Dispute Resolution Section (DRS) is responsible for managing the due 


process hearing system and the complaint investigation system, both of which are 
required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), as amended. 
Implementation of both systems is accomplished under Arkansas state rule, Special 
Education and Related Services: Procedural Requirements and Program Standards 
(Arkansas Department of Education, 2008). The DRS also provides oversight of the 
Arkansas Special Education Mediation Project (ASEMP) administered by the UALR 
Bowen School of Law Mediation Clinic. The DRS works proactively with parents and 
districts to resolve conflicts at the lowest possible level. 
  The DRS has developed internal policies to ensure that when State Complaints 
are received, they are assigned immediately to complaint teams for investigation. 
Internal policies, procedures, and practices have been developed and implemented to 
ensure that complaint investigation reports are administratively complete within the 
required timelines. 
  The DRS has developed internal policies to ensure that due process hearing 
requests are assigned immediately to hearing officers on a rotational basis. In addition, 
internal policies, procedures, and practices have been developed and implemented to 
ensure that due process hearing timelines are met and hearing officers' decisions are 
administratively complete within the required timeline. 
  When violations of IDEA are found, during a complaint investigation or due 
process hearing and corrective actions are ordered, the DRS monitors and ensures 
compliance by the public agency. The DRS may request staff of the Monitoring and 
Program Effectiveness (MPE) section to make on-site inspections of school districts and 
early childhood programs to verify compliance with corrective actions contained in 
hearing decisions or investigation reports. 
  The DRS works collaboratively with public agencies to achieve compliance; 
however, the DRS may recommend to the Director the withholding of funds from a 
public agency that is unable or unwilling to achieve compliance within a reasonable 
period, subject to notice and opportunity for a hearing. 


The SEU established the Arkansas Special Education Mediation Project, which 
began providing mediation services to parents of students with disabilities, local 
education agencies, and education service cooperatives (ESCs) in August 2003. The 
Project is sponsored and funded by the Special Education Unit and is supervised by the 







UALR Bowen School of Law in Little Rock. The Project makes mediation services 
available for the resolution of disputes involving the identification, evaluation, 
educational placement, and the provision of a free appropriate public education to 
children with disabilities as defined by the IDEA. Mediation services are free of charge 
to parents of students with disabilities and LEAs.  


The mediation program is designed to resolve disputes before a formal request is 
made for a due process hearing or a complaint investigation, but is also available after a 
complaint has been filed. Mediation services are intended to reduce costs and improve 
relations between parents of children with disabilities, School Districts (K-12), and 
Education Service Cooperatives (ESCs) that provide services on behalf of their member 
school districts to eligible children with disabilities ages 3-5 (pre-school). The 
availability and use of this process does not obstruct access to the due process hearing 
or complaint systems. 
 
Monitoring/Program Effectiveness and Non-Traditional Programs (MPE):  


The MPE section monitors special education programs for compliance with state 
and federal regulations and provides technical assistance for program improvement. 
The primary focus of the MPE section is improving educational results for students 
with disabilities and ensuring that all LEAs and other public agencies meet the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) program requirements. 


MPE section personnel work collaboratively with other sections within the 
Special Education Unit, as well as across other units and divisions within the DESE, to 
carry out the section’s overall responsibilities. By working in partnership with other 
sections, units, and divisions within the agency, the MPE area supervisors are able to 
assist LEA administrators in developing and implementing staff in-service and 
personnel development training designed to meet the needs of individual programs, 
specific geographic areas; and, if needed, on a statewide level. Higher education teacher 
preparation training programs are often influenced by DESE professional development 
focus areas. 


The MPE section provides professional development and technical assistance to 
support LEAs in their efforts to ensure that all students access and progress in the 
general education curriculum, and have access to evidence-based programs as a part of 
their Individualized Education Program (IEP). Additionally, MPE section staff work 
with SEU Curriculum and Assessment staff to ensure that students identified as 
needing special education and related services are included in statewide and district-
wide assessments.  


The SEU, continues to review and revise monitoring procedures, working 
toward full implementation of a risk-based tiered system of monitoring and technical 
assistance, which includes a focus on results. This system is designed to (a) ensure LEAs 
comply with IDEA requirements; (b) identify compliance barriers that may negatively 







impact student results; and (c) identify technical assistance needs. To assist SEU in 
determining the intensity of a district’s monitoring and technical assistance needs, a 
more formalized process for determining risk has been developed that incorporates a 
number of variables. 
  One component of the tiered system is a four-year monitoring cycle. LEAs 
participate in self-monitoring activities on the cycle, and can also be selected for on-site 
monitoring visits and/or submission of applicable evidence based on established risk. 
Self-monitoring provides an opportunity for school staff to review their own program 
data and self-identify strengths and needs. LEAs know their programs and are better 
equipped to identify program strengths and weaknesses than the state monitoring team 
which is often limited to a point-in-time snapshot of the district’s special education 
program. Self-monitoring activities enable LEAs to take ownership of their programs 
and use their local data to build capacity for maintaining compliance and improving 
services for students with disabilities. 
  Based on self-monitoring results and other identified risk factors, additional 
monitoring activities could be implemented, ranging from a verification of all or part of 
the district’s self-monitoring submission to a comprehensive on-site visit. Targeted 
monitoring activities could also be implemented for specific areas of need. For example, 
there could be a group of LEAs identified to participate in monitoring and technical 
assistance activities specific to their performance on particular APR indicators. The 
DESE reserves the right to implement monitoring activities on or off site based on a 
variety of risk factors regardless of the cycle. 
  Timelines are established for agencies to submit documentation of completed 
corrective actions for any identified noncompliance, and follow-up monitoring is 
conducted to ensure actions have been taken to maintain compliance with regulations. 
The DESE has the authority under Section 452 of GEPA to withhold, in whole or in part, 
any further payments of IDEA funds to an LEA that fails to correct identified 
noncompliance. Prior to withholding IDEA funds, the LEA must have reasonable notice 
and an opportunity for a hearing. Pending the outcome of the hearing, the DESE may 
suspend payment to the LEA, suspend the authority of the LEA to obligate funds, or 
both. Withholding or suspending of funds is limited to the programs or projects (or 
portions thereof) that impacted the determination. In addition to these actions, the 
DESE may utilize any other authority available to it to enforce the requirements of 
IDEA, including a referral to the DESE Standards Assurance Unit for review of 
compliance with the rules governing standards for accreditation. 
  
State Program Development: The State Program Development Section of the SEU 
assists public agencies such as schools, institutions of higher education, and state and 
private agencies in the development of programs and trainings to improve services for 
students with disabilities. Primary activities include:  







• Recruitment and Retention: Recruitment and Retention of highly qualified 
teachers is paramount to improving outcomes for students with disabilities. The 
SEU will now offer support in the form of stipends to certified teachers who 
complete coursework and add endorsement as Vision or Hearing Specialists and 
teach in qualified Arkansas public school settings. The SEU has worked in 
collaboration with the DESE Division of Educator Effectiveness through job fairs, 
dissemination of recruitment materials, and in the development of mentoring 
modules for special educators. Additionally, discretionary funds were used to 
support LEAs in their efforts to build capacity for recruitment and retention of 
highly effective special educators. 


The amount of time special education teachers are required to spend on 
paperwork is an ongoing concern in Arkansas and nationally. In an effort to 
positively impact the recruitment and retention of special educators, a task force 
representative of multiple stakeholder groups was convened around special 
education paperwork reduction in January 2016 to reduce unnecessary items and 
duplication in special education paperwork, while maintaining accountability, 
procedural safeguards, and parental involvement. Stakeholder feedback and 
buy-in was critical as we approached the task of reducing special education 
paperwork. Based on survey responses from multiple stakeholder groups, we 
believe our efforts to streamline and reduce the number of required special 
education forms has lessened the paperwork burden for our teachers, and 
provided more time for teaching and learning. 


• Arkansas Deaf-Blind Project also known as Children and Youth with Sensory 
Impairments (CAYSI): CAYSI is a federally funded program serving individuals 
from birth to age 21 who are deaf/blind or who are at risk for deaf/blindness. 
CAYSI consultants provide training, technical assistance and information to 
families, educators and others who work with these individuals. CAYSI supports 
the philosophy of inclusion of the individual with deaf/blindness in educational, 
vocational, recreational, and community environments. 


• Paraprofessionals: Paraprofessionals are invaluable resources in the provision of 
quality special education services. Arkansas has worked in partnership with the 
American Institutes for Research (AIR) and the Arkansas State Personnel 
Development Grant to develop new online training modules to meet the 
changing demands for skilled paraprofessionals in today's classrooms. The 
training modules, a collaborative effort between paraprofessionals, teachers, 
administrators, parents and their communities, were made available in the 
summer of 2017. The training is designed to be informational, practical and 
activity-based for both paraprofessionals and special education teachers. A 
committee of stakeholders from around the state collaborated to update and 







revise the Special Health Care Needs Training Module. It was finalized in the 
Fall of 2019 and is located on the Special Education Unit’s page on the DESE 
website. 


• The Arkansas Co-Teaching Project: The Arkansas Co-Teaching Project assists 
districts in improving Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) and is focused on 
ensuring students are accessing and progressing in the general education 
curriculum. The Co-Teaching Project partners with Johns Hopkins University’s 
Center for Technology in Education (JHU CTE) to implement the yearlong 
blended Boundless Learning Co-Teaching (BLC) professional development 
package in Arkansas. The BLC blended package is designed to create co-teacher 
partnerships that work together to build a 21st century co-teaching team in 
which each member is clear about the team’s mission, goals, and roles. 
Participating co-teaching partners learn to effectively co-plan, co-instruct, and co-
assess so that their students reach academic and behavioral targets. 


• Qualified Interpreters: In an effort to increase the number of qualified 
interpreters in the Arkansas, the SEU partners with educational interpreters and 
the school districts that employ them by providing assessment opportunities via 
the Educational Interpreter Proficiency Assessment (EIPA), including funding of 
the assessment for interpreters who are not performing at the required level 
outlined in the Arkansas Standards for Educational Interpreters and 
Transliterators (Fourth edition, 2016). The SEU also provides educational 
interpreter workshops with targeted topics. Topics are chosen from the EIPA 
reports as well as input from the states' Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf 
affiliate chapter. 


 
State Personnel Development Grant:  


The DESE State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) works in collaboration 
with other DESE Units, to restructure Arkansas’ Response to Intervention (RTI) model 
using evidence-based personnel development to implement a multi-tiered system of 
support for behavior and academics, with a focus on literacy. The SPDG develops 
statewide RTI resources and tools in the areas of behavior and literacy to increase the 
capacity of regional and district teams to deliver high quality RTI professional 
development. SPDG’s focus is to improve educators’ ability to implement RTI with a 
focus on evidence-based literacy and behavior support practices and improve literacy 
and behavior outcomes for all students, especially students with disabilities.  
 
Grants/Data Management: 


The Grants/Data Management Section is comprised of the Funding and Finance 
Office and the IDEA Data and Research Office. 







Funding and Finance:  
Funding and Finance participates in general supervision by ensuring the 


appropriate use of IDEA funds as well as state and local funds specifically budgeted for 
special education. This section provides support for school districts, education service 
cooperatives, and state agencies in developing all grant applications and budgets 
pertaining to IDEA federal, state and local funds.  
Primary activities include: 


• identifying appropriate and or inappropriate use of federal funds so action 
can be taken, when necessary, to ensure timely correction of identified 
noncompliance; 


• identifying appropriate and or inappropriate use of state and local funds to 
ensure maintenance of effort is being met; 


• analyzing required reporting from all funded entities on the use of funds to 
achieve desired program outcomes (special grants reporting on spending and 
program results, early intervening services, annual and periodic Title VI-B, 
and Section 619 budget/expenditure reports); 


• providing technical assistance in partnership with the broader DESE finance 
and technology staff; 


• conducting budget analysis on state funded catastrophic occurrence (high 
cost fund) reimbursement requests and residential placement reimbursement 
requests to ensure accuracy and allowable use of funds; and 


• monitoring of established deadlines for reporting to ensure adherence to 
spending and reporting deadlines. 


  
Fiscal Monitoring:  


The SEU has implemented a risk-based system of fiscal monitoring that utilizes a 
standard protocol to establish risk, using a rubric with point values assigned to a 
number of risk factors. Monitoring activities include a fiscal self-assessment completed 
by LEAs on the cycle for review. Desk monitoring and onsite review may also be 
conducted, depending on established risk. Beginning with the 2016-2017 school year, 
districts on the program monitoring cycle completed the fiscal self-assessment, and 
fiscal monitoring activities were conducted in coordination with program monitoring 
activities. This coordination facilitates more effective identification of fiscal barriers that 
could impact results for students with disabilities (e.g., Are PD funds being used 
appropriately?). 
  
Arkansas IDEA Data & Research:  


The Arkansas IDEA Data & Research Office provides quality data management, 
analysis, technical assistance, and research for the enhancement of the Arkansas 
Division of Elementary and Secondary Education’s general supervision mandate. In 







addition, the Office strives to promote IDEA research among faculty and students of 
UALR for a greater understanding of policy, procedures, and practices across the state. 
Working in partnership with SEU and other divisions within the agency, the IDEA Data 
& Research Office ensures standardized data collection procedures for federal 
reporting, state and district level data analysis, and public dissemination of program 
effectiveness data including school district and early childhood program profiles, 
Significant Disproportionality-Coordinated Early Intervening Services Profiles, the State 
Performance Plan, and the Annual Performance Report. 
  The Arkansas IDEA Data & Research Office coordinates with multiple DESE 
Divisions on various projects by providing leadership and guidance in the areas of data 
collection and survey design as well as training LEA personnel in the data entry and 
submission of special education data. To assist LEAs in increasing their data knowledge 
and use, the Office is creating a series of webinars called DATA Talk. DATA Talk will 
cover various topics including basic descriptive statistics, how to create advanced 
searches in the student management system, and extraction of data from the student 
management system for analysis and decision making. Further, in partnership with the 
IDC, the Office has taken the lead in implementing written data protocols for the 618 
data sets as well as the APR data sets. 
  The Office is also actively involved in the general supervision of LEAs through 
the identification and correction of noncompliance related to the statewide student 
management system (SMS). For example, the referral tracking sub-module in the special 
education component of the SMS is one area where noncompliance can be identified. 
The process for identification of noncompliance is outlined below. 
 
Identification of Noncompliance:  


Prior to calculation of Indicators 11 and 12 for the APR in October/November/ 
December, referral records that exceeded the 60-day evaluation timeline for which the 
LEA entered a code of “other” are closely examined to determine if they meet 
exclusionary criteria. If further clarification is necessary, LEA supervisors are contacted 
via phone or email. For compliance with State regulations, this process is also applied to 
the 30-day eligibility determination timeline. 
  When an LEA fails to submit referral data and does not notify the SEU that it had 
zero referrals for the school year, the LEA receives a 0% rate for the related indicator(s). 
Further, any missing data which prohibits the calculation of a record (i.e. missing date) 
is considered a missed timeline since verification of timeliness cannot be made. This 
results in the elevation of the record to being “flagged” for noncompliance. 


Verification of Services and Correction: The referral tracking data captures 
eligibility determination date, status as to placement in special education (y/n), and date 
of parental consent for placement, thus allowing verification of the entire referral 
process. If these data elements are missing, the IDEA Data & Research Office staff 







reviews the Arkansas Public School Network (APSCN) special education modules 
and/or the MySped Resource DDS Application to verify that students who had their 
evaluation timelines exceed 60 days were evaluated, had eligibility determined, and 
had an IEP developed when found to be eligible. 
  
How the Components Function as a General Supervision System 


The IDEA requires that the primary focus of IDEA monitoring be on improving 
education results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities, and ensuring 
the State meets the IDEA program requirements. The Monitoring and Program 
Effectiveness (MPE) section monitors LEAs for procedural compliance on regulatory 
issues and provides targeted technical assistance to support LEA efforts in improving 
results for students with disabilities and their families. 
  The MPE section personnel work collaboratively with other sections within the 
SEU as well as across divisions within the DESE in carrying out the MPE section’s 
overall supervision of the provision of special education and related services. By 
working in partnership with other sections and units, the MPE Area Supervisors can 
identify monitoring and technical assistance needs, and assist LEA administrators in 
developing and implementing staff in-service and personnel development training 
designed to meet the needs of individual programs, specific geographic areas 
throughout the state and, if needed, on a statewide level. Higher education teacher 
preparation training programs are often influenced by DESE professional development 
focus areas. 


The SEU general supervision tools and procedures identify and correct IDEA 
noncompliance in a timely manner. The system of identifying and correcting non-
compliance includes processes and procedures implemented by the SEU Dispute 
Resolution Section (DRS) in the coordination of due process hearings, complaint 
investigations, and the use of pre-filing mediation services. While hearing officers 
conduct due process hearings, SEU MPE Area Supervisors typically investigate 
complaints. DRS coordinates and provides general supervision for all three dispute 
resolution systems to ensure disputes are resolved in accordance with federal and state 
regulations. The Administrator of DRS works closely with the administrator and staff of 
the MPE section to ensure prompt resolution of complaints filed with the DRS. 


The State Program Development Section partners with Curriculum and 
Assessment, Dispute Resolution, Monitoring and Program Effectiveness, and SPDG 
staff, along with other divisions within the agency, to assist LEAs, institutions of higher 
education, and state and private agencies in the development of programs and trainings 
to improve services for students with disabilities.  


Working in partnership with the SEU and other divisions within the agency, the 
IDEA Data & Research Office ensures standardized data collection procedures for 
federal reporting, state and district level data analysis, and public dissemination of 







program effectiveness data including school district and early childhood program 
profiles, Significant Disproportionality-Coordinated Early Intervening Services Profiles, 
the State Performance Plan, and the Annual Performance Report. 
  The finance section works with data management and special education 
consultants who verify services and results of programs for students with disabilities, 
ensuring they are correlated to the expenditure requirements. The annual application 
for Part B funds requires that each district submit written assurances along with their 
annual application and budget application. 
 
Correction of Noncompliance and Improved Performance 


When an LEA/ESC or other public agency is determined to have a finding of 
noncompliance, a compliance action plan (CAP) is written to address the deficiency 
with specified timelines for correction and submission of evidence for review. As part of 
the monitoring process, the SEU may impose needed corrective strategies on a public 
agency, and require that specific documentation be submitted to demonstrate 
implementation of corrective actions. 
  Individual LEAs may be required to conduct a self-review of policies, 
procedures, and practices to address identified deficiencies, with the corresponding 
timelines for review, to gauge the effectiveness of their implementation of corrective 
actions. SEU staff monitoring the public agency’s effectiveness will require revisions to 
the plan if the efforts appear to be ineffective. Prior to determining that the public 
agency has substantially corrected the noncompliance, additional on-site follow up 
and/or review of more recent data will occur to verify correction of noncompliance. 
  Public agencies must submit a written assurance and/or evidence that the 
deficiencies within a CAP have been corrected as directed. When written assurance is 
provided, evidence that documents the public agency’s progress in correcting the noted 
deficiencies must be available at the public agency for review by the SEU staff. Upon 
the receipt of all requested evidence cited in a CAP and verification by the SEU staff of 
full correction, the SEU will notify the public agency of its compliance status. 


Correction of noncompliance in a timely manner is determined after a review of 
documentation submitted by the public agency along with other monitoring activities. 
DRS staff reviews the evidence provided by public agencies to demonstrate compliance 
with corrective actions as required in a hearing decision or complaint investigation 
report. If the evidence submitted is insufficient to meet the required corrective action, 
the DRS staff works with the public agency to achieve compliance. If necessary, the SEU 
may send one or more staff on-site to verify that a public agency is complying with the 
corrective action(s). A public agency under a corrective action directive from a hearing 
decision or complaint investigation report is required to provide periodic updates to 
DRS staff addressing the status of compliance with corrective actions until 
noncompliance is corrected. 







PRIOR FFY REQUIRED ACTIONS 
State’s Access of Technical Assistance 


The SEU accessed technical assistance from numerous OSEP-funded technical 
assistance centers, other national groups, and outside consultants to improve general 
supervision to local programs with the ultimate goal of building local capacity to 
increase results for students with disabilities. 


• National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI): To assist the DESE in the 
ongoing development and implementation of the State Systemic Improvement 
Plan (SSIP) and other priority efforts, Arkansas made a commitment in August 
2015 to participate in the Systems Alignment Learning Collaborative offered by 
NCSI. The Collaborative assists DESE in identifying issues and opportunities 
related to improving results for students with disabilities.  


Through the learning collaborative, the Arkansas State Team is engaging 
in professional learning and growth to build State capacity in the areas of data 
use, knowledge utilization, systems change, and communication in order to 
improve general supervision to local programs with the ultimate goal of building 
local capacity to increase results for students with disabilities. 


• State Implementation Scaling-up Evidence-based Practices Center (SISEP): The 
SISEP staff are national advisors for the State Personnel Development Grant 
(SPDG). Specific technical assistance activities included facilitating the 
administration of the State Capacity Assessment for the Arkansas Division of 
Elementary and Secondary Education with a focus on RTI. The SPDG staff is 
leading Arkansas’ RTI implementation. 


• American Institute of Research (AIR): Arkansas entered into a contract with 
AIR in December 2014 to support the implementation of a state Response to 
Intervention (RTI) model. The State’s partnership with AIR has continued 
through a contract with the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) awarded 
October 1, 2015. AIR provides professional development and technical assistance 
on RTI to State, Regional and District RTI teams, leaders and coaches. AIR’s 
approach to technical assistance and training in Arkansas is grounded in 
evidence-based practices of professional development and implementation 
science on scaling up evidence-based practices statewide. Technical assistance 
provided is three pronged: training, coaching, and statewide support for 
implementation. Arkansas also contracted with AIR to develop professional 
development modules for teachers, administrators, and paraprofessionals on the 
foundations of special education, relevant laws, and positive behavior supports 
for students with disabilities. 


 







• National Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports Center (PBIS): 
Arkansas contracted with the Arkansas State University (A-State) Center of 
Community Engagement to provide PBIS support across the state. Through the 
partnership with A-State, Arkansas has connected with the state contact from the 
National PBIS Center, Lucille Eber. Ms. Eber is the director of the National PBIS 
Center. These partnerships are allowing Arkansas to build PBIS capacity at the 
state, regional, district, and school levels. 


• National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT):  Arkansas has 
worked with NTACT for numerous projects over the years and has accessed 
technical assistance in the areas of dropout prevention, post-school outcomes, 
and secondary transition. Arkansas applied and was selected as an intensive 
state in 2016 and continues that work until September 30, 2020. At the time of 
initial acceptance of the application, short, medium and long-term goals to 
improve transition services and post-school outcomes for students with 
disabilities were developed.  


Collaboration with vocational rehabilitation was and continues to be an 
essential component to this work. The Arkansas Core Team for this project 
includes SEU Staff, Arkansas Transition Services, Arkansas Rehabilitation 
Services, Career and Technical Education, post-secondary education staff, and 
Arkansas Division of Services for the Blind. The Core Team developed a plan 
with two primary goals: 


• to increase the number of school personnel and agency staff (i.e., SPED, 
CTE, VR) with knowledge of current transition initiatives across agencies, 
including employment predictors and Evidence Based and Promising 
Practices to improve employment training opportunities for students with 
disabilities; and  


• increase the number of teachers, vocational rehabilitation, and adult 
service providers with knowledge of effective collaboration and the 
Communicating Interagency Relationships and Collaborative Linkages for 
Exceptional Students (CIRCLES) process by using CIRCLES training 
material, including related resources and materials, and technical 
assistance and support. This work is on-going with the ultimate goal to 
scale up the work with district leadership teams, and increase evidence-
based practices in Arkansas school districts so that students with 
disabilities achieve post-secondary goals. 


Local District Leadership Teams: Three districts were initially requested to 
participate and agreed to partner with DESE, Arkansas Transition Services, and 
Arkansas Rehabilitation Services (ARS) to develop a local secondary transition 
interagency team to implement and scale-up evidence-based and promising 
practices and predictors of positive post-school outcomes focused on improving 







secondary transition services for students with disabilities. In the first year of 
participation, these districts implemented CIRCLES, provided professional 
development on the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, attended 
trainings on evidence-based practices, and developed plans to implement 
evidence-based practices within their districts. An additional team was added in 
December 2017, bringing the total to four district leadership teams representing 
various areas of the state. 


Evidence Based Practices: Arkansas Core Team leaders presented 
information on predictors of positive post-school outcomes and evidence-based 
practices to the annual Cadre meeting attendees. Cadre meetings allow a group 
of professionals with the same general goals and expertise to come together, 
share, and learn. Additional information was provided on how to use the 
Predictor Implementation School/District Self-Assessment tool along with a list 
of evidence-based practices and instruction to implement two evidence-based 
practices in schools. District Teams assessed their current use of predictors and 
discussed how to include them to improve their transition programs. Arkansas 
Transition Services has included this information in various trainings and at 
other Cadre meetings to encourage district implementation.  


The NTACT team has also provided training and information on specific 
evidence-based practices in the area of employment. Arkansas Transition 
Services provided more information on evidenced-based practices in 2018 
summer trainings and will continue to focus on evidence-based practices 
according to district needs.  Arkansas Transition Services is currently providing 
technical assistance to specific districts to complete the Predictor Implementation 
School/District Self-Assessment and develop an action plan to implement 
evidence-based practices that support predictors of positive post-school 
outcomes. 


• CIRCLES is a program that focuses on interagency collaboration, one 
of the predictors of positive post-school outcomes. Five districts have 
been trained and are either implementing or in the process of 
implementing CIRCLES. Several other districts have received 
information on CIRCLES at the February 2019 Cadre meeting. Scaling 
up efforts will continue as we work to build capacity in the state by 
working with ten additional districts on implementation. Meetings 
held throughout the school year include team meetings at the 
community, school, and student levels. The student meetings result in 
students connecting with outside agencies to meet their specific needs 
and work toward their post-secondary goals. 


• The Opportunities for Work-based Learning (OWL) program is a 
collaborative effort among school districts, Arkansas Rehabilitation 







Services, and Arkansas Transition Services. It focuses on interagency 
collaboration and providing work experiences to students with 
disabilities while they are in high school, another predictor of positive 
post-school outcomes. 


Capacity Building Institute (CBI): Arkansas attends the Capacity Building 
Institute every year with several team members from Arkansas Transition 
Services, local school districts, Arkansas Rehabilitation Services, and Arkansas 
Data and Research, Career and Technical Education, post-secondary education 
institutions, and Division of Services for the Blind. Each year the team builds 
upon the state plan to improve transition outcomes in Arkansas. Since becoming 
an intensive state with NTACT, our work continues to focus on the goals of the 
technical assistance plan developed by the Core Team. As we increase our efforts 
to expand work programs within transition classes, we will also provide training 
and technical assistance on including evidence based practices within those 
programs. 


Arkansas Transition Services follows the Institute Model for the bi-annual 
Summit conference held for local transition teams.  The 2018 ATS Summit was a 
great success with 53 teams in attendance. The focus was on student 
development and student focused planning, two areas of the Taxonomy on 
Transition Programming. The next Summit will be held in conjunction with the 
Division on Career Development and Transition International Conference to be 
held in Little Rock. 


• IDEA Data Center (IDC): Arkansas’ IDEA Data and Research Center requested 
technical assistance on behalf of the DESE Special Education Unit in the area of 
disproportionality to help districts gain a better understanding of 
disproportionate root causes. Initially IDC staff came to Arkansas and presented 
the Success Gap Rubric tool to three school districts required to offer 
Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS). Building on lessons learned from 
implementation of the Success Gap Rubric process, Arkansas is taking a 
proactive approach to CEIS by offering more intensive support to districts 
identified as having disproportionate representation for two or more consecutive 
years in hope of preventing a third year of identification. In April 2019, Arkansas 
offered its fourth Disproportionality Institute with guest speaker Dr. Eddie 
Fergus.  


Arkansas has also worked with IDC on utilizing the Data Process Toolkit. 
The IDC staff came to Arkansas multiple times during the 2017-18 and the 2018-
19 school years to facilitate the completion of the 618 Data Process Toolkit, APR 
toolkit which included the LEA Determinations, and significant 
disproportionality template. As of October 1, 2018, Arkansas had completed the 







various toolkits and maintenance of documentation is ongoing. Additionally, 
Arkansas assisted IDC with the piloting of the: 


• LEA MOE Fiscal Data Collection Protocol template with two districts; 
• Business Rule Protocol template 


• CCSSO - State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS): 
The State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS) 
Assessing Special Education Students (ASES) group meets three times each year 
in an effort to provide full equity for students with disabilities. The team works 
to address the unique issues facing students served under IDEA. Staff from the 
Special Education Unit participate in the SCASS meetings throughout the year. 
This past year the group has worked to develop resources to enhance the 
capacity of states to meet the requirements of the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA). The ASES group has also developed an electronic resource on evidence-
based formative assessment for students with a wide range of disabilities. The 
ASES group has provided leadership and support to Arkansas as we developed 
a plan based on the 1% Alternate Assessment requirement in ESSA. In addition 
to addressing this topic at the ASES meetings, ASES members collaborated 
online to support each other in this work. The ASES group provided technical 
assistance as DESE developed the Arkansas Alternate Pathway to Graduation for 
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. 


• National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEO): Arkansas is participating 
with the NCEO 1% Cap community of practice (CoP).  The CoP provides a 
support to states as they work to meet the ESSA requirement that no more than 
1% of a state’s students participate in the alternate assessment.  NCEO hosts a 
password-protected communication and resource website for 1% CoP members, 
allowing states to support each other as they work to comply with this ESSA 
requirement.  NCEO also hosts a webinar twice each month in order to supply 
timely support to states. Arkansas has three staff who participate in the CoP 
regularly. At the 1% Convening in Boston, Massachusetts, Arkansas had one of 
the largest state teams in attendance with six participants. 


Arkansas historically has struggled with having 90% or more of students 
with disabilities (SWD) in grades 4 and 8 participating in the regular assessment. 
The work with the NCEO CoP around the 1% has provided a granular focus on 
students taking the alternate assessment. A look at the 2018-19 participation rates 
in the regular assessment revealed that both grade levels have increased.  


Dr. Fields, Director of IDEA Data and Research, also serves on the NCEO 
Stakeholder group representing the states data managers. 


• Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR):  Arkansas has participated in CIFR 
webinars and reviewed the state maintenance of financial support (SMFS) tools 
and resources along with maintenance of effort (MOE) tools and resources made 







available through CIFR. As a result, Arkansas utilizes some of the SMFS data 
collection tools and sample letters for collecting information around SMFS, and 
uses the MOE resource to inform technical assistance to local programs.  


• South Central Comprehensive Center (SC3): Arkansas is working closely with 
the South Central Comprehensive Center in the design and implementation of 
the State’s Strategic Plan to align systems, build capacity, and realize the state’s 
vision for excellence in education.  


• State Support Network (SSN):  The Division of Elementary and Secondary 
Education is working with the SSN in collaboration with NCSI and SC3 to 
develop a needs assessment process that is comprehensive of multiple needs 
assessment requirements under ESSA. DESE is developing a process that will 
help build capacity and buy-in at the local level for examining data for 
improvement, and will focus on the district as a catalyst for change. The results 
of the needs assessment will inform and align federal program plans for district 
applications, and tiered levels of implementation support provided by the DESE. 
The technical assistance approach is utilizing the Needs Assessment 
Development Toolkit modules.  


• National Center Deaf-Blindness (NCDB): The Arkansas Deaf Blind Grant has 
been working with NCDB on the six national project focus areas: early 
identification, family engagement, interveners and quality personnel, literacy, 
the national child count, and transition. NCDB has provided specific literacy and 
communication materials and information that has been used for intensive work 
with the state. The focus on family engagement has been developing family 
leaders within the state.  Arkansas participates in a transition conference every 
year for students who are deaf/blind that is co-planned with multiple deaf/blind 
projects in southeast states.  


• Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA):  The SEU Early 
Childhood Special Education team has used consultants from ECTA to help 
provide support for improving inclusive practices in Early Childhood Special 
Education. As a result of these conversations, an Early Childhood Inclusion Task 
Force has been established to improve the overall system for inclusion in early 
childhood. This task force includes partners from multiple aspects of early 
childhood across Arkansas. ECTA also provides support through Communities 
of Practice for Inclusion and Early Childhood Outcomes. 


• Early Childhood Personnel Center (ECPC): The 619 Coordinator participated in 
the ECPC Think Tank held February 20-21, 2019. The purpose of the Think Tank 
was “designing, piloting, and reviewing resources, materials, and tools for 
effective leadership development for Part C and 619 Coordinators.” 


  







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. 
 
Arkansas’ Technical Assistance System 


The state provides professional development and technical assistance to LEAs 
around compliance and performance indicators through a variety of mechanisms based 
on established needs. The MPE section provides targeted technical assistance (TA) for 
compliance and program improvement based a variety of risk factors including 
monitoring findings, desk audits, APR Determinations, Indicator Data, referrals from 
the other units within the agency, and other information. Various consultant groups 
have traditionally provided technical assistance around student specific issues and 
program improvement in an effort to build capacity within the LEA. These consultants 
are involved in a multi-year shift from a student-specific state support model to a 
capacity-building model. Much of the technical assistance work has focused on the 
principles of implementation and improvement science to enact sustainable evidence-
based practices to meet the needs of students with disabilities.  


An online referral system, Central Intake and Referral/Consultant Unified 
Intervention Team (CIRCUIT), continues to be used to meet technical assistance 
requests around specific needs, and consultants are assigned based on the referral type. 
A central entity receives referrals and the case is assigned to a consultant. Evidence-
based practices are used in the provision of technical assistance, and each TA provider 
participates in ongoing approved professional development to improve their skills and 
knowledge base. When student-specific requests are initiated, technical assistance 
efforts to support LEAs are delivered with an intentional focus on growing the capacity 
of the LEA to meet the needs of that student and future students with similar needs. 
Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) outline required skills and functions of each 
consultant group. 


Technical Assistance activities are logged in monthly activity reports and reviewed 
by the administrative team in the SEU. Special Education Consultant Teams that are 
deployed through CIRCUIT are inclusive of the following: 


• Arkansas Transition Services (ATS): Arkansas Transition Services serves all 75 
counties in Arkansas in an effort to improve transition outcomes for students 
with disabilities. The mission of ATS is to effectively assist students with 
disabilities, educators, parents, agency personnel, and community members in 
preparing students to transition from school to adult life and reach positive post-
school outcomes. ATS staff provide technical assistance, trainings, and 
consultations to special education teachers and other relevant staff, as well as to 
various agency personnel. Services are provided at no cost.  







 
• Arkansas Behavior Support Specialists (BSS): The work of the BSS focuses on 


the development of district-level behavior teams trained in legally defensible 
Functional Behavior Assessments (FBA) and development of Behavior 
Intervention Plans (BIP). Regional training and onsite coaching is provided to 
LEAs through a multi-year project called BX3. In addition, behavior support 
consultants provide regional, district, school, and individual trainings and 
assistance. These services may include assistance with behavior plan 
development and programming, essential principles of behavior, behavior data 
collection, and essential behavior strategies.  


• Education Services for the Visually Impaired (ESVI): ESVI consultants provide 
recommendations for adaptations to enhance student opportunities for learning, 
assessment, and instruction; consultation in the use of recommended low vision 
devices and adaptive mobility devices and canes; recommendations for large 
print or Braille books and for assistive equipment and materials; and assistance 
as needed with required Functional Vision Assessments and Learning Media 
Assessments. 


• Brain Injury (BI) Services: BI Services include consulting with LEAs on 
intervention strategies that assist in managing student behavior, enhancing 
academic achievement of low performing students, assessment and identification 
of students potentially in need of special education services, and the provision of 
staff development to school faculty and administrators regarding BI. Brain injury 
services focus on the integration of interdisciplinary supports needed for 
students with brain injuries.  


• Children and Youth with Sensory Impairments (CAYSI): CAYSI is a federally 
funded program serving individuals from birth to age 21 who are deaf/blind or 
who are at risk for deaf/blindness. CAYSI consultants provide training, technical 
assistance, and information to families, educators, and others who work with 
these individuals. CAYSI supports the philosophy of inclusion of the individual 
with deaf/blindness in educational, vocational, recreational and community 
environments. 


• Easterseals Outreach Program and Technology Services (ESOPTS): ESOPTS 
provides support to build the capacity of districts and special education school 
teams to implement evidence-based instructional and therapeutic methods to 
positively impact student outcomes. Services are provided to assist staff with 
incorporating a comprehensive curriculum for students with complex learning 
needs (significant and/or multiple developmental needs). ESOPTS also provides 
services for educational Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) identification and 
augmentative/alternative communication, psycho-educational assessments, 







assistive technology loan equipment, student-centered planning, and addressing 
specific needs of individual students or an entire classroom.  


Two major ESOPTS projects are capacity-building projects. Project Prepare 
focuses on the development of district-level teams that identify and drive change 
around quality indicators for special education and related services. The 
Arkansas Assistive Technology Team Building Project incorporates principles of 
implementation science and distributed leadership to build district-wide 
assistive technology (AT) teams that install and sustain evidence-based practices 
for AT consideration, assessment, and implementation.  


• Educational Audiology Resources for Schools (EARS): EARS services include 
managing hearing screening programs to assist with amplification and other 
classroom technical assistance, and making recommendations for 
accommodations/modifications for students with auditory processing disorders, 
cochlear implants, etc. A full range of evaluation services are available including 
audiological assessments, counseling/guidance for parents, and hearing 
conservation education. Speech pathology services include specialized 
assessments (with a written report), classroom observations, assistance with 
writing appropriate goals, as well as modeling therapy with individual students.  


• Dispute Resolution: Targeted technical assistance based on dispute resolution 
data is provided to districts as requested throughout the school year, with 
professional development provided throughout the state at Arkansas’ 
educational service cooperatives. 


 
  







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. 
 
Arkansas’ Professional Development System:  


The State provides professional development and technical assistance to LEAs 
around compliance and performance indicators through a variety of mechanisms based 
on established needs. The MPE section utilizes a risk-based system to determine 
technical assistance (TA) needs specific to compliance and program improvement based 
on monitoring findings, desk audits, APR Determinations, Indicator Data, referrals 
from the DESE School Improvement Unit, and other information. Various consultant 
groups provide technical assistance around systemic implementation of high-leverage 
and evidence-based practices, specific issues, and program improvement in an effort to 
build capacity within each LEA. 


The State-supported consultant teams assist in meeting the challenges of providing 
21st century special education services. Arkansas’ professional development mission is 
to promote sound research-based district, building, and classroom educational practices 
to achieve the educational results required by the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) and the DESE. Consultants respond to statewide needs as well as 
those of individual school districts. The statewide professional development system is 
designed to build the capacity of local special education personnel and, to the extent 
appropriate, that of general educational professionals as well. The state’s professional 
development system is focused on increasing online and blended learning 
opportunities to ensure professional development meets the needs of all educators. 
Special Education professional development teams are inclusive of the following: 


• Arkansas Transition Services (ATS): Arkansas Transition Services serves all 75 
counties in Arkansas in an effort to improve transition outcomes for students 
with disabilities. Their mission is to effectively assist students with disabilities, 
educators, parents, agency personnel, and community members in preparing 
students to transition from school to adult life and reach positive post-school 
outcomes. ATS staff provide technical assistance, trainings, and consultations to 
special education teachers and other relevant staff, as well as to various agency 
personnel. Services are provided at no cost.  


• State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG): The SPDG works with districts 
and education cooperatives to support RTI implementation. The SPDG is focused 
on increasing the capacity of the state, regional education cooperatives, and 
districts to support RTI implementation with fidelity; improve educators’ ability 
to implement evidence-based literacy and behavior support practices; and 
improve literacy and behavior outcomes for all students. The SPDG offers 







general, targeted, and intensive RTI supports statewide and has partnered with 
multiple DESE Units, national TA Centers, and stakeholders to ensure resources 
are evidence-based, address LEA needs, and support RTI implementation 
fidelity. 


• Arkansas Behavior Support Specialists (BSS): The behavior support specialists 
provide regional, district, school, and individual student trainings and support. 
BSS services include assistance with behavior plan development and 
programming, essential principles of behavior, behavior data collection, and 
assistance with classroom/ building/district level program development to meet 
the social/behavioral needs of students with disabilities. Formal professional 
development is offered through a training package called Behavior Essentials. 
Behavior Essentials is an eighteen-hour series provided across three training 
sessions that focuses on Essential Behavior Concepts, Essential Data Collection, 
and Essential Behavior Strategies. 


• The Arkansas Co-Teaching Project: The Arkansas Co-Teaching Project assists 
districts in improving least restrictive environment (LRE) and is focused on 
ensuring students are accessing and progressing in the general education 
curriculum. The co-teaching project partners with Johns Hopkins University’s 
Center for Technology in Education (JHU CTE) to implement a year-long 
blended Boundless Learning Co-Teaching (BLC) professional development 
package in Arkansas. The BLC blended package is designed to create co-teacher 
partnerships that work together to build a 21st century co-teaching team in 
which each member is clear about the team’s mission, goals, and roles. 
Participating co-teaching partners learn to effectively co-plan, co-instruct, and co-
assess so that their students reach achievement and behavioral targets. The BLC 
package includes a formal kick-off session, six facilitated online competency-
based modules for co-teachers, electronic learning communities for co-teachers 
and administrators, two on-site co-teaching coaching visits, six virtual 
administrators’ support meetings, and a comprehensive implementation 
evaluation process. 


• IDEA Data and Research Office: The IDEA Data & Research Office provides 
quality data management, analysis, technical assistance, and research for the 
enhancement of the Arkansas Division of Elementary and Secondary Education’s 
general supervision of local education agencies' special education programs by 
ensuring accurate, valid, and timely data to meet all state and federal reporting. 
IDEA Data & Research, in partnership with the IDEA Data Center (IDC), has 
taken the lead in facilitating a disproportionality institute to support districts 
identified with disproportionate representation, significant discrepancy, and/or 
significant disproportionality or those at risk of being identified. 







• Interagency Collaborations: The SEU continues to be involved in interagency 
collaborations to enhance the provision of special education services for children 
with disabilities. 


• Curriculum and Assessment: The SEU works closely with the DESE Student 
Assessment Unit and the DESE Curriculum and Instruction Unit to ensure all 
students have access to and progress in the general education curriculum with 
meaningful participation in statewide assessments. 


• Education Services for the Visually Impaired (ESVI): ESVI consultants provide 
recommendations for adaptations to enhance student opportunities for learning, 
assessment, and instruction; consultation in the use of recommended low vision 
devices and adaptive mobility devices and canes; recommendations for large 
print or Braille books and for assistive equipment and materials; and assistance 
as needed with required Functional Vision Assessments and Learning Media 
Assessments. 


• Brain Injury (BI) Services: BI Services include consulting with LEAs on 
intervention strategies that assist in managing student behavior, enhancing 
academic achievement of low performing students, and assessment and 
identification of students potentially in need of special education services, and 
the provision of staff development to school faculty and administrators 
regarding BI. 


• Speech-Language Pathology Services: Speech-Language services include 
consultation and technical assistance on a variety of communication, regulatory, 
and service delivery issues; professional education information in the form of 
training, self-study materials, and announcements; and a resource and 
equipment loan program which includes professional texts, assessment tools, 
self-study materials, and auditory trainers. 


• Medicaid in the Schools (MITS): Medicaid in the Schools services include 
training and technical assistance to support LEAs in tele-practice, electronic 
billing and program management, policy and program development, 
initiation/development of new revenue streams, and collection/management/and 
analysis of data. 


• Children and Youth with Sensory Impairments (CAYSI): CAYSI is a federally 
funded program serving individuals from birth to age 21 who are deaf/blind or 
who are at risk for deaf/blindness. CAYSI consultants provide training, technical 
assistance, and information to families, educators, and others who work with 
these individuals. CAYSI supports the philosophy of inclusion of the individual 
with deaf/blindness in educational, vocational, recreational and community 
environments. 


• Easterseals Outreach Program and Technology Services (ESOPTS): ESOPTS 
provides support to build the capacity of districts and special education school 







teams to implement evidence-based instructional and therapeutic methods to 
positively impact student outcomes. Services are provided to assist staff with 
incorporating a comprehensive curriculum for students with complex learning 
needs (significant and/or multiple developmental needs). ESOPTS also provides 
services for Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) identification and 
augmentative/alternative communication, psycho-educational assessments, loan 
equipment, student centered planning, and addressing specific needs of 
individual students or an entire classroom. Professional development is offered 
in a variety of formats, including online and onsite.  


• Educational Audiology Resources for Schools (EARS): EARS services include 
managing hearing screening programs to assist with amplification and other 
classroom technical assistance and making recommendations for 
accommodations/modifications for students with auditory processing disorders, 
cochlear implants, etc. A full range of evaluation services are available including 
audiological assessments, counseling/guidance for parents, and hearing 
conservation education. Speech-language pathology services include specialized 
assessments (with a written report), classroom observations, assistance with 
writing appropriate goals, as well as modeling therapy with individual students. 
The EARS program offers an online channel that LEAs may access for 
information on best practices for working with children with hearing loss. 


• Educational Interpreter Services: The SEU works collaboratively with 
educational interpreters, the districts who employ them, and the University of 
Arkansas at Little Rock’s Interpreter Education Program. The SEU provides 
targeted technical assistance workshops for interpreters to assist them in 
reaching the qualification standard outlined in the Arkansas Standards for 
Educational Interpreters and Transliterators, 4th edition. The SEU supports 
educational interpreters working in Arkansas public schools by providing 
opportunities for them to take the Educational Interpreter Performance 
Assessment at no cost in order to obtain the minimum required standards. 


• Dispute Resolution Section: The DRS encourages the use of mediation and other 
collaborative strategies to resolve disagreements between parents and educators 
around the provision of special education services. This section provides ongoing 
technical assistance to LEAs on due process rules and regulations, mediations, 
complaints, and hearings.  Targeted technical assistance based on dispute 
resolution data is provided to districts as requested throughout the school year, 
with professional development provided throughout the state at Arkansas’ 
educational service co-operatives. 


• University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Bowen School of Law Mediation Project: 
Trained professional mediators assist parties in finding effective solutions for 
conflicts around the provision of educational services for children with 







disabilities. Mediators can facilitate IEP Meetings to guide the process and assist 
members of the IEP team in communicating effectively to develop an acceptable 
IEP. 


• Speech-Language Pathology Aides/Assistants: LEAs may seek approval for a 
program to use Speech-Language Pathology Support Personnel (assistants and 
aides) who can perform tasks as prescribed, directed and supervised by master’s 
level speech-language pathologists. The LEAs submit written proposal, 
developed collaboratively by the supervising speech-language pathologist and 
the administrator(s) who will be most directly involved with the program, for a 
service delivery model which best meets the needs of students and professionals 
involved. 


• Arkansas Promise Grant: Arkansas PROMISE is a research project open to youth 
ages 14 to 16 who currently receive SSI benefits. PROMISE will provide 
additional services to 1000 youth and their families to support their education 
and career goals. Services include intensive case management, two paid 
competitive work experiences, education and employment training and support 
for youth and families, benefits counseling, health and wellness training, and 
money to address emergency financial needs. 


• State Program Development: SEU Personnel Development has worked in 
partnership with the American Institutes for Research (AIR) and the Arkansas 
State Personnel Development Grant to develop new online training modules to 
meet the changing demands for skilled paraprofessionals in today's classrooms. 
These training modules, a collaborative effort between paraprofessionals, 
teachers, administrators, parents and their communities, were made available in 
the summer of 2017. The modules are designed to be informational, practical and 
activity-based for both paraprofessionals and special education teachers. 


 


Stakeholder Involvement 
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including 
revisions to targets. 
 


The initial development of the Arkansas State Performance Plan (SPP) and 
Annual Performance Report (APR) began in May 2005 with the appointment of a 40-
member stakeholder group. This group consisted of consumers, parents, school 
officials, legislators, and other interested parties. Initial orientations to the SPP/APR 
were provided to the stakeholders group as well as to the State Advisory Council in 
June 2005. 


A half-day working session was conducted for members of the stakeholder 
group and the State Advisory Council. After a brief orientation, members were assigned 







to one of three task groups focusing on the establishment of measurable and rigorous 
targets, strategies for improving performance, and steps necessary for obtaining broad-
based public input. The recommendations and considerations generated by these task 
groups laid the foundation for the development of the Arkansas SPP/APR. 


After additional work to develop the content of the SPP around the indicators, 
the SPP/APR was presented to the State Advisory Council for comments and 
recommended modifications. These changes were incorporated and presented to the 40-
member stakeholder group in a series of conference calls. 


Further changes suggested by the stakeholder group were made in November 
2005 while additional data and targets were assembled. The SPP was posted on the SEU 
website as a series of program area “mini-volumes” in mid-November 2005. Comments 
were solicited from the public on the SPP topics of FAPE in the LRE, pre- and post-
school outcomes, child find, and special education overrepresentation. 


During FFY 2013, SPP/APR stakeholders including the state advisory council 
provided feedback on setting targets for the APR indicators. Each indicator was 
discussed at length and suggestions were made to change some indicators and leave 
other indicator targets as set.  The discussion around target setting included the 
previous methodology of using a four-year moving average, establishing the standard 
deviation, and whether the trends of recent years will continue. As indicator 
measurements change, stakeholders are engaged around establishing future targets 
based on the new baseline data. 


Each January the newest version of the SPP/APR, which includes SSIP updates, is 
presented to the State Advisory Council prior to its submission to the US Department of 
Education. The feedback provided is incorporated into the SPP/APR for current and 
subsequent submissions. 


Stakeholders, including members of the State Advisory Council, are convened 
around changes to the SPP/APR and the SSIP quarterly as part of the State Advisory 
Council meeting. This gives stakeholders the opportunity to provide feedback and 
recommendations on a regular basis.  


Other avenues of stakeholder engagement include the LEA Academy held each 
fall, the DESE Summit, various task forces and committees, meetings held with 
professional organizations such as the Arkansas Association of Special Education 
Administrators (AASEA), and monthly technical assistance calls for special education 
administrators. 
 
 





		INTRODUCTION - INDICATOR DATA

		General Supervision System



		Technical Assistance System

		Professional Development System

		Stakeholder Involvement







Accessibility Report






			Filename: 


			AR_SPP_ APR_Introduction_ FFY_ 2018-19_revised.pdf











			Report created by: 


			




			Organization: 


			









[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]




Summary




The checker found no problems in this document.






			Needs manual check: 2




			Passed manually: 0




			Failed manually: 0




			Skipped: 1




			Passed: 29




			Failed: 0









Detailed Report






			Document







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			Accessibility permission flag			Passed			Accessibility permission flag must be set




			Image-only PDF			Passed			Document is not image-only PDF




			Tagged PDF			Passed			Document is tagged PDF




			Logical Reading Order			Needs manual check			Document structure provides a logical reading order




			Primary language			Passed			Text language is specified




			Title			Passed			Document title is showing in title bar




			Bookmarks			Passed			Bookmarks are present in large documents




			Color contrast			Needs manual check			Document has appropriate color contrast




			Page Content







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			Tagged content			Passed			All page content is tagged




			Tagged annotations			Passed			All annotations are tagged




			Tab order			Passed			Tab order is consistent with structure order




			Character encoding			Passed			Reliable character encoding is provided




			Tagged multimedia			Passed			All multimedia objects are tagged




			Screen flicker			Passed			Page will not cause screen flicker




			Scripts			Passed			No inaccessible scripts




			Timed responses			Passed			Page does not require timed responses




			Navigation links			Passed			Navigation links are not repetitive




			Forms







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			Tagged form fields			Passed			All form fields are tagged




			Field descriptions			Passed			All form fields have description




			Alternate Text







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			Figures alternate text			Passed			Figures require alternate text




			Nested alternate text			Passed			Alternate text that will never be read




			Associated with content			Passed			Alternate text must be associated with some content




			Hides annotation			Passed			Alternate text should not hide annotation




			Other elements alternate text			Passed			Other elements that require alternate text




			Tables







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			Rows			Passed			TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot




			TH and TD			Passed			TH and TD must be children of TR




			Headers			Passed			Tables should have headers




			Regularity			Passed			Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column




			Summary			Skipped			Tables must have a summary




			Lists







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			List items			Passed			LI must be a child of L




			Lbl and LBody			Passed			Lbl and LBody must be children of LI




			Headings







			Rule Name			Status			Description




			Appropriate nesting			Passed			Appropriate nesting












Back to Top


