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Introduction

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

Executive Summary
The Arizona Department of Education/Exceptional Student Services (ADE/ESS) system of general supervision involves four main components: programmatic monitoring, dispute resolution, fiscal operations (including fiscal monitoring), and professional development/technical assistance. Programmatic monitoring assists public education agencies (PEAs) in implementing compliant special education programs that improve outcomes and provides support and technical assistance in order to improve student outcomes aligned to all OSEP indicators through annual site visit activities, monitoring activities, and review of risk analysis data. Dispute resolution allows for the community to notify the ADE/ESS that a PEA is or may be in noncompliance with the IDEA or a state special education requirement to identify and correct noncompliance. Fiscal operations administers IDEA entitlement funding and also conducts single audit accounting reviews to ensure items match submitted and approved budget/uses. Finally, professional development and technical assistance are provided by every IDEA-funded area, take many forms, and are responsive to PEA request and data generated through IDEA and other education metrics. Special education administration is a system at both the SEA and PEA levels, not a collection of separate and isolated functions.

Programmatic monitoring in Arizona is based on a six-year cycle that balances compliance and results-driven accountability (RDA) with a focus on outcomes for students with disabilities. Programmatic monitoring is structured around collaborative conversations and technical assistance (TA). All PEAs were involved in the following activities in the 2018-2019 school year:
• Technical assistance from ESS
• Review of Inidicator data, including student files
• Collection of student exit data
• Collection of post-school outcomes
• Completion of Indicator 8 parent survey
In addition, some schools were involved in the following activities, depending on their cycle year:
•
Annual site visits 
• Review of policies and procedures
•
Preparing for monitoring 
• Conducting monitoring activities
• Completion of individual and systemic corrective action

Please see Monitoring Activities by Cycle Year Chart attachment for a chart of monitoring activities by cycle year.

During the 2018-2019 school year, ADE/ESS continued the implementation of its yearly review of data related to special education. Compliance and results indicator data, PEA determinations, and annual site visit data continue to be reviewed annually by assigned program specialists in collaboration with PEA directors. The system supports practices that improve educational results for students with disabilities by using multiple methods to identify and correct noncompliance and by encouraging and supporting improvement through targeted TA and professional development.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
672
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

Please see the General Supervision System attachment for an explanation of Arizona's General Supervision System.
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

The ADE/ESS technical assistance system involves providing information and guidance on promising practices in educating students with disabilities and also furnishing information and guidance on the IDEA and Arizona’s regulations and policies.  This assistance is provided by all IDEA-funded ADE areas and takes place in person during site visits, regional meetings, conferences, and other events.  Electronic technical assistance is provided via email and through the consultant of the day (COD) telephone line.  Technical assistance materials are found through the ADE/ESS web sites: http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation, including The Arizona Technical Assistance System (AZ-TAS) documents website: http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/az-tas-documents/, as well as information found on the Promising Practices web site: http://www.azpromisingpractices.com/. 
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.

Please see the Professional Development System attachment for an explanation of Arizona’s Professional Development System.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
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.

Reporting to the Public/FFY 2016
The annual performance report (APR) on the State’s progress and/or slippage for FFY 2016 is available on the ADE/ESS website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ under the list titled State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) titled SPP/APR FFY 2016.

The public reporting on the FFY 2016 performance of each local educational agency located in the State on the targets in the State’s performance plan is located on the ADE/ESS website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/state-performance-by-indicator/ under the list titled State Performance by Indicator. Under each indicator accordion menu is the option to select FFY 2016.

Reporting to the Public/FFY 2017
The annual performance report (APR) on the State’s progress and/or slippage for FFY 2016 is available on the ADE/ESS website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ under the list titled State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) titled SPP/APR FFY 2017.

The public reporting on the FFY 2016 performance of each local educational agency located in the State on the targets in the State’s performance plan is located on the ADE/ESS website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/state-performance-by-indicator/ under the list titled State Performance by Indicator. Under each indicator accordion menu is the option to select FFY 2017.

These reports list the performance of each school district and charter school in Arizona on the SPP targets.  The SPP/APR are disseminated to the public by means of hard copy, email, and the ADE/ESS website.  Each member of the SEAP receives a copy of the SPP/APR, as does Arizona’s Parent and Training Information Center (Raising Special Kids).  The ESS special education listserv, ESS and Early childhood Special Education (ECSE) specialists, trainings, and conferences serve as the vehicles to notify parents, the PEAs, and the public of the availability of the SPP/APR. Special Education monitoring Alerts, memoranda pertaining to specific topics including the SPP/APR are sent to the filed electronically on the ADE/ESS listserv and distributed by hard copy through the ESS specialists.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

The State has not publicly reported on the FFY 2016 (July 1, 2016-June 30, 2017) performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the State's performance plan as required by section 616(b)(2)(C)(ii)(I) of IDEA. With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported to the public on the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR for FFY 2016. In addition, the State must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, how and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2017 performance of LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR.In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR due in February 2020, 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 by the State 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. If, in its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State is not able demonstrate progress in implementing its coherent improvement strategies, including progress in the areas of infrastructure improvement strategies or the implementation of evidence-based practices with fidelity, the State must provide its root cause analysis for each of these challenges.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

The publicly reported FFY 2016 SPP/APR is found on the Arizona Department of Education/ Exceptional Student Services website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ titled “SPP/APR FFY 2016”. 

The performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the State’s performance plan is located on the public reporting of IDEA Part B Data page http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/state-performance-by-indicator/ under the FFY 2016 Data Tables listed by Indicator.

The publicly reported FFY 2017 SPP/APR is found on the Arizona Department of Education/ Exceptional Student Services website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ titled “SPP/APR FFY 2017”. 

The performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the State’s performance plan is located on the public reporting of IDEA Part B Data page http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/state-performance-by-indicator/ under the FFY 2017 Data Tables listed by Indicator.

The State will be reporting on the SiMR and our assessment on its progress in implementing the SSIP in our SSIP submission.
Intro - OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information. The State provided a FFY 2019 target for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
  
OSEP conducted a technical assistance visit to the State on April 10 and 11, 2019, and is currently developing a response that will be issued under separate cover.
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. 

OSEP notes that one or more of the attachments included in the State’s  FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission are not in compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (Section 508), and will not be posted on the U.S. Department of Education’s IDEA website. Therefore, the State must make the attachment(s) available to the public as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after the date of the determination letter.
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
	2005
	61.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%

	Data
	62.72%
	63.34%
	64.42%
	68.98%
	66.40%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	80.00%
	75.60%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
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
	5,710

	 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
	8,440

	 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
	67.65%


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

	5,710
	8,440
	66.40%
	80.00%
	67.65%
	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.
Arizona uses a four-year cohort to determine graduation rates: any student who receives a traditional high school diploma within the first four years of starting high school is considered a four-year graduate. A four-year rate is calculated by dividing the sum of all four-year graduates in a cohort by the sum of those who should have graduated and did not transfer to another qualified educational facility or did not leave to be homeschooled or were deceased. Students who receive a diploma prior to September 1 of the school year following their fourth year are included as a part of a four-year graduation cohort.

Conditions to Graduate with a Regular Diploma
The Arizona State Board of Education establishes the minimum course of study and competency requirements for graduation from high school through the rulemaking process. The minimum course of study and competency requirements are outlined in Title 7, Chapter 2 of the Arizona Administrative Code. The minimum course of study State Board Rule is R7-2-302. 

While the Arizona State Board of Education is charged with prescribing a minimum course of study and corresponding competency requirements, incorporating the academic standards in at least the areas of reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social studies, a PEA’s governing board has the flexibility to prescribe a course of study and competency requirements that are consistent with and not less than the course of study and competency requirements that the Arizona State Board of Education prescribes. 

The Arizona State Board of Education has established 22 required credits as the minimum number of credits in specified subject areas necessary for high school graduation. For the graduating class of 2017 going forward, students must earn credits in the content areas listed below as determined by the PEA:
• English or English as a Second Language: 4 credits
• Social Studies: 3 credits
• Mathematics: 4 credits
• Science: 3 credits
• The Arts or Career and Technical Education: 1 credit
• Locally prescribed courses: 7 credits
In addition to the required credits for graduation, Arizona has a testing requirement. A civics test is required, beginning with the graduating class of 2017. High school graduates are required to pass (60/100) a civics test identical to the civics portion of the naturalization test used by the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. A student with a disability is not required to pass the civics test in order to graduate from high school unless they are learning at a level appropriate for the pupil’s grade level in a specific academic area and unless a passing score on the statewide assessment or the [civics test] is specifically required in a specific academic area by the pupil’s individualized education program as mutually agreed on by the pupil’s parents and the pupil’s individualized education program team or the pupil, if the pupil is at least eighteen years of age. 
• Passing AzMERIT statewide assessments are not a state requirement for graduation; however, local schools may choose to develop their own academic requirements related to the AzMERIT assessment.
• The local governing board of each district or charter school is responsible for developing a course of study and graduation requirements for all students placed in special education programs (Arizona Administrative Code R7-2-302 (6)). Students placed in special education, grades 9 through 12, are eligible to receive a high school diploma upon completion of the graduation requirements.
• Algebra II requirement may be modified using a Personal Curriculum as outlined in R7-2-302.03
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)
FFY 19 targets set according to the ESSA required long term goals to measure student progress towards graduation. These goals can be found on Arizona's report card site at https://azreportcards.azed.gov/state-reports under Long Term Goals and Measure of Interim Progress: Graduation Rate.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

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

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2013
	28.07%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	28.07%
	28.00%
	27.90%
	27.80%
	27.70%

	Data
	28.07%
	24.09%
	25.17%
	26.85%
	23.46%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	26.80%
	25.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	6,353

	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)
	

	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)
	1,792

	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)
	20


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

	1,792
	8,171
	23.46%
	26.80%
	21.93%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Arizona uses the same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) to describe what counts as dropping out for all youth.  A high school dropout is defined as an individual who meets all of the following: 1) was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year; 2) was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year; 3) has not graduated from high school or completed a State- or district-approved program; and 4) did not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: a) transferred to another public school district, private school, or state- or district-approved educational program (including correctional or health facility programs); b) temporarily absent due to suspension or school-excused illness; or c) died.
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 FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


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

	A
	Overall
	98.50%
	Actual
	98.60%
	97.44%
	93.60%
	93.11%
	93.85%


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
	98.50%
	Actual
	98.53%
	98.19%
	92.29%
	93.18%
	93.82%


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 

Targets for this indicator are the same as the State's ESEA targets as given in the State of Arizona ESEA Flexibility Request dated July 13, 2012 (amended July 31, 2015), which is the current Arizona Accountability Workbook.
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
	12,548
	12,829
	13,022
	12,340
	11,443
	10,900
	
	
	623
	
	4,979

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	1,089
	1,080
	1,041
	1,058
	886
	736
	
	
	
	
	967

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	10,317
	10,550
	10,734
	10,037
	9,233
	8,828
	
	
	
	
	3,459

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	841
	898
	930
	904
	897
	924
	
	
	623
	
	


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
	12,677
	12,900
	13,072
	12,368
	11,499
	10,924
	
	
	626
	
	4,657

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	1,112
	1,088
	1,048
	1,063
	887
	738
	
	
	
	
	887

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	10,423
	10,613
	10,777
	10,060
	9,288
	8,850
	
	
	
	
	3,220

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	842
	899
	932
	903
	894
	922
	
	
	626
	
	


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
	78,684
	76,032
	93.85%
	95.00%
	96.63%
	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
	78,723
	76,072
	93.82%
	95.00%
	96.63%
	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. 

The location (URL) of public reports of assessment results conforming to 34 CFR § 300.160(f) is https://www.azed.gov/accountability-research/data/ under the title AzMERIT, MSAA, ACT, and SAT 2019 .

The FFY 2017 Annual Performance Report (APR) gives information about the participation and proficiency for students with IEPs. The APR is located on the ADE/ESS Web site at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ under the title SPP/APR FFY 2017.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2018.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR 
The State provided the correct web link within 90 days. The location (URL) of public reports of assessment results conforming to 34 CFR § 300.160(f) is http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/state-performance-by-indicator/ under the title "Indicator 3 Participation and performance on Statewide Assessments".

The FFY 2017 Annual Performance Report (APR) gives information about the participation of students with IEPs. The APR is located on the ADE/ESS website at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ under the list titled State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR).
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to provide OSEP with a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided the required information.
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
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	HS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2014
	Target >=
	85.00%
	87.00%
	90.00%
	92.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	16.80%
	Actual
	41.55%
	16.80%
	18.98%
	17.00%
	24.54%

	B
	Grade 4
	2014
	Target >=
	84.00%
	87.00%
	89.00%
	92.00%
	95.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	15.40%
	Actual
	41.18%
	15.40%
	18.49%
	18.22%
	25.34%

	C
	Grade 5
	2014
	Target >=
	87.00%
	89.00%
	91.00%
	93.00%
	96.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	10.82%
	Actual
	42.29%
	10.82%
	15.43%
	13.95%
	30.06%

	D
	Grade 6
	2014
	Target >=
	88.00%
	90.00%
	92.00%
	94.00%
	96.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	9.60%
	Actual
	41.45%
	9.60%
	11.42%
	11.03%
	24.58%

	E
	Grade 7
	2014
	Target >=
	89.00%
	91.00%
	92.00%
	94.00%
	96.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	9.13%
	Actual
	50.74%
	9.13%
	12.87%
	11.33%
	22.97%

	F
	Grade 8
	2014
	Target >=
	82.00%
	85.00%
	88.00%
	91.00%
	94.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	8.84%
	Actual
	28.33%
	8.84%
	9.07%
	8.25%
	20.57%

	G
	HS
	2014
	Target >=
	86.00%
	88.00%
	91.00%
	93.00%
	95.00%

	G
	HS
	16.08%
	Actual
	47.56%
	16.08%
	4.25%
	5.80%
	20.32%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2014
	Target >=
	79.00%
	83.00%
	86.00%
	90.00%
	93.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	19.51%
	Actual
	39.43%
	19.51%
	24.05%
	22.13%
	46.92%

	B
	Grade 4
	2014
	Target >=
	77.00%
	81.00%
	85.00%
	89.00%
	92.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	16.70%
	Actual
	30.62%
	16.70%
	19.35%
	19.32%
	40.44%

	C
	Grade 5
	2014
	Target >=
	76.00%
	80.00%
	84.00%
	88.00%
	92.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	14.60%
	Actual
	27.87%
	14.60%
	17.72%
	17.61%
	36.43%

	D
	Grade 6
	2014
	Target >=
	74.00%
	78.00%
	83.00%
	87.00%
	91.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	10.03%
	Actual
	24.08%
	10.03%
	13.09%
	12.31%
	26.65%

	E
	Grade 7
	2014
	Target >=
	75.00%
	79.00%
	84.00%
	88.00%
	92.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	9.56%
	Actual
	24.39%
	9.56%
	11.13%
	9.43%
	19.76%

	F
	Grade 8
	2014
	Target >=
	71.00%
	76.00%
	80.00%
	85.00%
	90.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	9.44%
	Actual
	20.68%
	9.44%
	11.35%
	9.74%
	19.24%

	G
	HS
	2014
	Target >=
	75.00%
	79.00%
	84.00%
	88.00%
	92.00%

	G
	HS
	9.29%
	Actual
	21.31%
	9.29%
	3.60%
	7.37%
	22.31%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	97.00%
	34.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	97.00%
	35.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	98.00%
	32.00%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	98.00%
	29.00%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	98.00%
	29.00%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	97.00%
	27.00%

	Reading
	G >=
	HS
	98.00%
	26.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	97.00%
	38.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	96.00%
	35.00%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	96.00%
	33.00%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	96.00%
	29.00%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	96.00%
	27.00%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	95.00%
	27.00%

	Math
	G >=
	HS
	96.00%
	27.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Targets for this indicator are the same as the State's ESEA targets as given in the State of Arizona ESEA Flexibility Request dated July 13, 2012 (amended July 31, 2015), which is the current Arizona Accountability Workbook.
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
	12,247
	12,528
	12,705
	11,999
	11,016
	10,488
	
	
	623
	
	4,426

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	240
	250
	186
	135
	112
	69
	
	
	
	
	89

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,620
	1,875
	1,679
	916
	740
	606
	
	
	
	
	293

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	298
	321
	324
	436
	453
	366
	
	
	314
	
	


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
	12,377
	12,600
	12,757
	12,026
	11,069
	10,510
	
	
	626
	
	4,107

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	289
	269
	186
	152
	94
	68
	
	
	
	
	80

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,244
	1,875
	1,577
	995
	719
	596
	
	
	
	
	296

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	305
	393
	415
	415
	411
	483
	
	
	303
	
	


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
	Grade 3
	12,247
	2,158
	24.54%
	97.00%
	17.62%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	12,528
	2,446
	25.34%
	97.00%
	19.52%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	12,705
	2,189
	30.06%
	98.00%
	17.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	11,999
	1,487
	24.58%
	98.00%
	12.39%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	11,016
	1,305
	22.97%
	98.00%
	11.85%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	10,488
	1,041
	20.57%
	97.00%
	9.93%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	G
	HS
	4,426
	382
	20.32%
	98.00%
	8.63%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Grade 3
	Arizona cannot explain slippage directly since the assessments used in FFY 18 were the same as used in FFY 17. However, one possible explanation of slippage may be due to the low number of students tested using the MSAA, and the low number of those that were proficient on that assessment with 40% in grade 3 for ELA. Another possible explanation of slippage was the decrease in students who took the regular assessment without accommodations at each grade level. Students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 24.36%. A final possible explanation of slippage may be the increase in students who took the AzMERIT in FFY 18 in comparison to FFY 17. The total of 3851 assessments in FFY 18 represented a 5.34% increase. There was also an increase in students who took the assessment with accommodations of 8047 students total, 785 in grade 3. The number of students in grade 3 who took the regular assessment was 539, a 4.60% increase. Arizona is exploring whether a change in the State’s definition of universal accommodations had an effect at the State and district levels. 

	B
	Grade 4
	MSAA results for grade 4 were 37%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 26.09%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 640; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 355, a 2.91% increase.

	C
	Grade 5
	MSAA results for grade 5 were 40%%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 29.14%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 903; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 666, a 5.52% increase.

	D
	Grade 6
	MSAA results for grade 6 were 49%%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 25.79%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 1165; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 936, an 8.45% increase.

	E
	Grade 7
	MSAA results for grade 7 were 46%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 32.62%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 1055; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 818, an 8.00% increase.

	F
	Grade 8
	MSAA results for grade 8 were 41%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 41.71%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 1192; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 839, an 8.69% increase.

	G
	HS
	MSAA results for grade HS were 47%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 73.22%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 2309; increase in students who took the alternate assessment was 69, a 12.92% increase.


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
	Grade 3
	12,377
	2,838
	46.92%
	97.00%
	22.93%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	12,600
	2,537
	40.44%
	96.00%
	20.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	12,757
	2,178
	36.43%
	96.00%
	17.07%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	12,026
	1,562
	26.65%
	96.00%
	12.99%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	11,069
	1,224
	19.76%
	96.00%
	11.06%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	10,510
	1,147
	19.24%
	95.00%
	10.91%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	G
	HS
	4,107
	376
	22.31%
	96.00%
	9.16%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Grade 3
	Arizona cannot explain slippage directly since the assessments used in FFY 18 were the same as used in FFY 17. However, one possible explanation of slippage may be due to the low number of students tested using the MSAA, and the low number of those that were proficient on that assessment 38% in grade 3 for math. Another possible explanation of slippage was the decrease in students who took the regular assessment without accommodations at each grade level. Students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 23.98%. There was an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 7889 students total, 835 in grade 3. A final possible explanation of slippage may be the increase of students who took the AzMERIT in FFY 18 in comparison to FFY17 with a total increase of 3782 assessments, a 5.24% increase. The increase of students in grade 3 who took the regular assessment was 595, a 5.04% increase. Arizona is exploring if a change in the State’s definition of universal accommodations had an effect at the State and district levels.

	B
	Grade 4
	MSAA results for grade 4 were 43%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 28.47%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 686; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 354, a 2.89% increase.

	C
	Grade 5
	MSAA results for grade 5 were 45%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 30.46%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 919; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 656, a 5.41% increase.

	D
	Grade 6
	MSAA results for grade 6 were 48%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 27.41%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 1165; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 905, an 8.12% increase.

	E
	Grade 7
	MSAA results for grade 7 were 44%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 33.26%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 1056; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 806, a 7.83% increase.

	F
	Grade 8
	MSAA results for grade 8 were 47%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 43.11%; an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 1181; increase in students who took the regular assessment was 796, an 8.20% increase.

	G
	HS
	MSAA results for grade HS were 50%; students who took the regular assessment (AzMERIT) without accommodations decreased 73.74% an increase of students who took the assessment with accommodations of 2047


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

The location (URL) of public reports of assessment results conforming to 34 CFR § 300.160(f) is https://www.azed.gov/accountability-research/data/ under the title AzMERIT, MSAA, ACT, and SAT 2019 .

The FFY 2017 Annual Performance Report (APR) gives information about the participation and proficiency for students with IEPs. The APR is located on the ADE/ESS Web site at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ under the title SPP/APR FFY 2017. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FFY 19 targets set according to the ESSA required long term goals to measure student progress towards proficiency (English, math). These goals can be found on Arizona's report card site at https://azreportcards.azed.gov/state-reports under Long Term Goals and Measure of Interim Progress: Proficiency.
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2018.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

The FFY 2017 Annual Performance Report (APR) gives information about the participation and proficiency for students with IEPs. The APR is located on the ADE/ESS Web site at http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/sppapr/ under the title SPP/APR FFY 2017.
3C - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to provide OSEP with a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided the required information.
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
	0.46%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.46%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
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.
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	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

	7
	36
	0.00%
	0.00%
	19.44%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The slippage was a result of three factors. Arizona changed the calculation methodology and minimum n-size in FFY 17. This has resulted in more accurate data, a process change, and fewer exempt sites which resulted in slippage for FFY 18.
Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Arizona defines significant discrepancy as any PEA with a suspension/expulsion rate ratio for children with disabilities that are 3.0 or greater.
The calculation method being used: Rate ratio method. Rate ratio = district-level suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities ÷ State-level suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities.
The bar at which significant discrepancy is identified: 3.0 (or 3 times as likely) and above
The minimum cell and/or n-size: Minimum n (risk denominator) size = 30 & Minimum cell (risk numerator) size = 10
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.
The State reviewed the PEAs’ suspension/expulsion rate by the State rate and identified 7 PEAs as having a significant discrepancy. The State has reviewed the policies, procedures, and practices of the identified PEAs relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to determine if these contributed to the significant discrepancy. 

Arizona required the identified PEAs to have special education policies and procedures in compliance with all regulatory requirements prior to having Part B-IDEA Basic Entitlement Grant funds approved by the ADE/ESS. The PEAs were required to resubmit the discipline policies and procedures for review by ESS program specialists to determine if the PEAs were in alignment with the requirements of 30 CFR § 300.530 through § 300.536. The PEAs reviewed their practices via a self-assessment and specifically conducted an assessment of the PEA’s discipline practices – a series of questions requiring narrative responses and a review of student files using the State’s monitoring forms. ADE/ESS specialists conducted on-site visits and/or desk audits during the self-assessment to validate the decisions made by the PEAs during the reviews.

Upon completion of the reviews, Arizona determined whether the PEA was in compliance with IDEA requirements that pertain to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

None of the identified PEAs had policies, procedures, or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	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-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.
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	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

	1
	0
	19
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Arizona defines significant discrepancy as any PEA with a suspension/expulsion rate ratio for children with disabilities that are 3.0 or greater  among PEAs within the State by race/ethnicity.
The calculation method being used: Rate ratio method. Rate ratio = distict-level suspension/expulstion rate for children with disabilities by race/ethnicity÷ State-level suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities by race/ethnicity.
The bar at which significant discrepancy is identified: 3.0 (or 3 times as likely) and above
The minimum cell and/or n-size: Minimum n (risk denominator) size = 30 & Minimum cell (risk numerator) size = 10
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.

The State reviewed the PEAs’ suspension/expulsion rate by the State rate and identified 1 PEA as having a significant discrepancy. The State has reviewed the policies, procedures, and practices of the identified PEA relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to determine if these contributed to the significant discrepancy. 

Arizona required the identified PEA to have special education policies and procedures in compliance with all regulatory requirements prior to having Part B-IDEA Basic Entitlement Grant funds approved by the ADE/ESS. The PEA was required to resubmit the discipline policies and procedures for review by ESS program specialists to determine if the PEA was in alignment with the requirements of 30 CFR § 300.530 through § 300.536. The PEA reviewed its practices via a self-assessment and specifically conducted an assessment of the PEA’s discipline practices – a series of questions requiring narrative responses and a review of student files using the State’s monitoring forms. ADE/ESS specialists conducted on-site visits and/or desk audits during the self-assessment to validate the decisions made by the PEA during the reviews.

Upon completion of the reviews, Arizona determined whether the PEA was in compliance with IDEA requirements that pertain to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

The identified PEA did not have policies, procedures, or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2018
	Target >=
	63.00%
	63.50%
	64.00%
	64.50%
	65.00%

	A
	66.93%
	Data
	62.93%
	63.65%
	64.94%
	65.76%
	66.57%

	B
	2018
	Target <=
	15.00%
	15.00%
	15.00%
	14.90%
	14.70%

	B
	14.00%
	Data
	15.06%
	14.75%
	14.76%
	14.74%
	14.19%

	C
	2018
	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%
	2.00%
	2.00%
	2.00%

	C
	2.48%
	Data
	1.92%
	2.06%
	2.11%
	1.99%
	2.33%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	65.50%
	67.00%

	Target B <=
	14.50%
	13.90%

	Target C <=
	1.90%
	1.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
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
	128,066

	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
	85,711

	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
	17,927

	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
	2,766

	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
	107

	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
	309


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
	85,711
	128,066
	66.57%
	65.50%
	66.93%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	17,927
	128,066
	14.19%
	14.50%
	14.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	3,182
	128,066
	2.33%
	1.90%
	2.48%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	C
	The slippage was a result of an adjustment in the definition of separate schools and subsequent reclassification of children with IEPs in this category.  In addition, the State increased TA regarding this change to PEAs.  This adjustment, made in FFY16, resulted from input by OSEP in the clarification of students in the category of separate schools to accurately represent where public programs reside in districts and how they operate, both as part of and separate from a school, if on school premises.  Separate program buildings were also revised to accurately reflect that they are not a school open to general enrollment, allowing for accurate membership reported at an LEA/school level.


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Arizona is requesting to change the baseline data to FFY 2018 as 5-year-olds are being separated and reported in indicator 5 or 6 by their kindergarten or preschool placement.
5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.

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
	2018
	Target >=
	50.00%
	50.00%
	50.50%
	51.00%
	51.50%

	A
	54.75%
	Data
	52.15%
	51.82%
	51.36%
	51.36%
	54.09%

	B
	2018
	Target <=
	44.80%
	44.80%
	44.60%
	44.40%
	44.20%

	B
	38.80%
	Data
	41.41%
	41.95%
	42.36%
	42.22%
	39.93%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	52.00%
	55.00%

	Target B <=
	44.00%
	38.60%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
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
	16,746

	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
	9,169

	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
	6,431

	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
	66

	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
	0


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
	9,169

	16,746
	54.09%
	52.00%
	54.75%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	6,497
	16,746
	39.93%
	44.00%
	38.80%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Arizona is requesting to change the baseline data to FFY 2018 as 5-year-olds are being separated and reported in indicator 5 or 6 by their kindergarten or preschool placement.
6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.
 

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
	2017
	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	80.50%
	81.00%
	81.50%

	A1
	67.93%
	Data
	78.85%
	78.74%
	78.66%
	79.01%
	67.93%

	A2
	2017
	Target >=
	63.30%
	63.30%
	63.50%
	64.00%
	64.50%

	A2
	50.36%
	Data
	61.98%
	60.07%
	58.59%
	60.31%
	50.36%

	B1
	2017
	Target >=
	79.00%
	79.00%
	79.50%
	80.00%
	80.50%

	B1
	67.20%
	Data
	77.44%
	77.68%
	79.21%
	78.55%
	67.20%

	B2
	2017
	Target >=
	62.00%
	62.00%
	62.50%
	63.00%
	63.50%

	B2
	48.88%
	Data
	60.53%
	59.32%
	59.07%
	59.36%
	48.88%

	C1
	2017
	Target >=
	76.20%
	76.20%
	76.50%
	77.00%
	77.50%

	C1
	56.26%
	Data
	78.22%
	74.35%
	70.68%
	78.69%
	56.26%

	C2
	2017
	Target >=
	67.00%
	67.00%
	67.50%
	68.00%
	68.50%

	C2
	42.64%
	Data
	64.12%
	63.33%
	60.07%
	80.86%
	42.64%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	82.00%
	82.50%

	Target A2 >=
	65.00%
	65.50%

	Target B1 >=
	81.00%
	81.50%

	Target B2 >=
	64.00%
	64.50%

	Target C1 >=
	78.00%
	78.50%

	Target C2 >=
	69.00%
	69.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

4,844
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	425
	8.77%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	929
	19.18%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,079
	22.27%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,533
	31.65%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	878
	18.13%


	
	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)
	2,612
	3,966
	67.93%
	82.00%
	65.86%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	2,411
	4,844
	50.36%
	65.00%
	49.77%
	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
	431
	8.90%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	829
	17.11%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,158
	23.91%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,744
	36.00%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	682
	14.08%


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

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	2,902
	4,162
	67.20%
	81.00%
	69.73%
	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)
	2,426
	4,844
	48.88%
	64.00%
	50.08%
	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
	535
	11.04%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	991
	20.46%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,206
	24.90%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,499
	30.95%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	613
	12.65%


	
	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. 
	2,705
	4,231
	56.26%
	78.00%
	63.93%
	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. 
	2,112
	4,844
	42.64%
	69.00%
	43.60%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	Increases in the numbers of children exiting preschool continue to impact outcomes since technical assistance to programs to exit their children has been ongoing. The number of children who did not improve functioning (category a) doubled this year, and increases to number of children who improved functioning but not sufficient (category b) also increased. Changes to categories a and b effectively increase the denominator which quickly decreases the percentage and impacts the outcome from year to year. 

Programs report an increase in the number of children entering with social-emotional challenges, including increases in amount of screen time affecting social, communication as well as motor skills. Analysis of data indicates that 11% of the children lost skills between entry and exit, 22% made no growth, and 67% made some growth between entry and exit in Outcome 1. 

Efforts to provide technical assistance and develop awareness of instructional programs that will help develop positive behavioral and social skills using the Pyramid Model as aligned to the Social Emotional Standards are underway. Department staff have been identified to engage in this work and develop an implementation plan to support the programs statewide.


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

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


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

NO

If no, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.”
Arizona uses the Widely Held Expectations report contained in teaching Strategies Gold. This instrument uses a uniform scale that presents scores for each area of development and learning. Using these scaled scores enables teachers to compare groups of children’s scores across areas to determine which areas need additional attention and allows them to better understand each child as a whole.
List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

The Widely Held Expectations tool report contained in Teaching Strategies GOLD assesses children in the areas of social-emotional, physical, language, cognitive, literacy, and mathematics as they relate to the requisite OSEP indicators. Expectations are defined as age ranges for children’s development and learning. While typical progressions are presented for most objectives, they are not rigid requirements, and a range of scores exists for each area and age group.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

All school districts and charter schools in Arizona are required to annually administer the nine-question Parent Involvement Survey to all parents of students with an individualized Education Program (IEP). The Parent Involvement survey consists of 8 Likert-scaled questions and one open-ended question. The survey was developed through a collaboration with ADE Research and Evaluation, ADE/ESS staff, and Raising Special Kids staff (Arizona's Parent Training and Information Center). In addition, it was field-tested during the 2014-2015 school year. ADE statisticians determined the field-tested survey as valid and reliable after an exhaustive analysis of parent responses.
ADE/ESS staff have presented the survey process and results to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) each year to gather feedback and recommendations on the use and effectiveness of the survey. The SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona. Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies. During the SEAP meetings, the ADE/ESS personnel respond to questions and comments from the SEAP members and consider the panel's advice in determining targets for the SPP.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	44.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	55.00%
	57.00%
	59.00%
	61.00%
	63.00%

	Data
	60.20%
	85.51%
	92.05%
	85.22%
	92.84%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	65.00%
	67.00%


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

	13,359
	14,384
	92.84%
	65.00%
	92.87%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
143,564

Percentage of respondent parents

10.02%

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

Every parent who has a child with an IEP has the opportunity to complete the survey using the web-based data collection system. Thus, a census of parents, both preschool and school-aged, has the opportunity to complete the survey. The survey completed by parents of children with an IEP in preschool is the same survey completed by parents of children with an IEP in all age groups.

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

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


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

Valid and Reliable Data
ADE/ESS ensures that the Indicator 8 parent involvement survey data are valid and reliable. ADE/ESS provides extensive and ongoing technical assistance to PEAs by providing every PEA special education director with detailed survey instructions and sample parent instruction letters to involve all parents who have a child with a disability, preschool through high school. The Parent Involvement Survey Coordinator offers PEA staff extensive and ongoing technical assistance to maximize parental responses and involvement rates. Ongoing technical assistance is also available for families, if requested. Collaborations with Raising Special Kids, the State’s Parent Training and Information Center, includes consistent notices in their weekly memos and family support specialists’ parent consultations and trainings.
Data analysis of respondents’ race/ethnicity and child age confirmed that results are representative of the state special education population with slightly lower representation for Black or African-American, Hispanic/Latino of Any Race (Table 8.1), and for students in age group 14-22 (Table 8.2), which is discussed with the attached tables.

Table 8.1: Comparison of Parent Responses by Race/Ethnicity to State Special Education Population

Table 8.1 shows that the response rate by race/ethnicity is in alignment with the race/ethnicity of children in special education in Arizona for American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White racial/ethnic populations.
The response rates for Black/African-American (4.37%) are lower than the State special education population data of 6.13%. It is possible that the responses in these categories were influenced by respondents from small and/or rural PEAs servicing this race/ethnicity groups who may not have had the technological resources needed to support the technology needs of their families in completing the Parent Survey. In the future, ADE/ESS staff will provide technical assistance (TA) in this area of concern in order to increase the response rates for Black/African-American parents.
Table 8.2: Comparison of Parent Responses by Child Age Group to State Special Education Population

Table 8.2 shows that the response rate is slightly higher than the state rate with the age group statistics for parents of children ages 3-5 and 6-13. The response rate is lower than the age group statistics for parents of children aged 14-22. This may be due to the greater autonomy and separation from their parents of children in this age category. This is a continuing area of TA from ADE/ESS.

As indicated above, the data accurately represent the demographics of the State.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

     
8 - Required Actions
8 - State Attachments
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	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.

152

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

	1
	0
	311
	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). 
1. The calculation method being used:
a. Risk Ratio method
b. Alternate Risk Ratio method: used for any PEA that does not meet the minimum cell size or minimum n-size. The alternate risk ratio compares the risk of a specific outcome for a specific group within the PEA with the state ratios for that specific group.
2. The threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified
3.0 and above
3. The number of years of data used in the calculation
3 years
4. The minimum cell and/or n-size
Minimum n (risk denominator) size = 30
Minimum cell (risk numerator) size = 10
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.

Arizona ensures that PEAs’ policies, procedures, and practices are reviewed as required by 34 CFR §§§ 300.173, 300.600(d)(3), and 300.602(a). The data are analyzed annually, and PEAs may be flagged each year for overrepresentation, according to the State’s definition of disproportionate representation. When a PEA is flagged, then the policies, procedures, and practices of the PEA are reviewed to determine if the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification.
Arizona’s Review of PEAs’ Policies and Procedures: Arizona requires all PEAs to have special education policies and procedures in compliance with the requirements of 30 CFR §§§ 300.11, 300.201, and 300.301 prior to having Part B-IDEA Basic Entitlement Grant funds approved by the ADE/ESS. ESS/PSM reviews PEA policies and procedures in year 1 and year 4 of the six-year montoring cycle. If the PEA makes any changes to the policies and procedures, the PEA must resubmit them to the State for review and acceptance.
Arizona’s Review of PEAs’ Practices: If a PEA is flagged with disproportionate representation, a investigation of the practices is required to determine whether the disproportionate representation is a result of inappropriate identification. 
• If the PEA did not have disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification, then the PEA, with support of ESS program specialists, conduct the following:
o An ADE/ESS specialist reviews current monitoring data, if applicable.
o Validates the prior year’s self-assessment by reviewing a sample of student files.
o
The PEA conducts a self-assessment of the agency’s child find, evaluation, and eligibility practices to determinine whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification. 
? Upon completion of the self-assessments, the PEA has the option to begin immediate revision to the policies, procedures, and practices related to child find, evaluation, and eligibility, and to correct any noncompliance.
•
If the PEA had disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification, the PEA is required to 
o Review current monitoring data, if applicable;
o Review the prior year’s self-assessment and describe the issues identified;
o Describe the steps taken to resolve those issues;
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	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.

276

	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

	4
	0
	391
	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). 
1. The calculation method being used:
a. Risk Ratio method
b. Alternate Risk Ratio method: used for any PEA that does not meet the minimum cell size or minimum n-size. The alternate risk ratio compares the risk of a specific outcome for a specific group within the PEA with the state ratios for that specific group.
2. The threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified
3.0 and above
3. The number of years of data used in the calculation
3 years
4. The minimum cell and/or n-size
Minimum n (risk denominator) size = 30
Minimum cell (risk numerator) size = 10
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.

Arizona ensures that PEAs’ policies, procedures, and practices are reviewed as required by 34 CFR §§§ 300.173, 300.600(d)(3), and 300.602(a). The data are analyzed annually, and PEAs may be flagged each year for overrepresentation, according to the State’s definition of significant disproportionate representation. When a PEA is flagged, then the policies, procedures, and practices of the PEA are reviewed to determine if the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification.
Arizona’s Review of PEAs’ Policies and Procedures: Arizona requires all PEAs to have special education policies and procedures in compliance with the requirements of 30 CFR §§§ 300.11, 300.201, and 300.301 prior to having Part B-IDEA Basic Entitlement Grant funds approved by the ADE/ESS. ESS/PSM reviews PEA policies and procedures in year 1 and year 4 of the six-year monitoring cycle. If the PEA makes any changes to the policies and procedures, the PEA must resubmit them to the State for review and acceptance.
Arizona’s Review of PEAs’ Practices: If a PEA is flagged with disproportionate representation, an investigation of the practices is required to determine whether the disproportionate representation is a result of inappropriate identification. 
• If the PEA did not have disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification, then the PEA, with support of ESS program specialists, conduct the following:
o An ADE/ESS specialist reviews current monitoring data, if applicable.
o Validates the prior year’s self-assessment by reviewing a sample of student files.
o
The PEA conducts a self-assessment of the agency’s child find, evaluation, and eligibility practices to determine whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification. 
? Upon completion of the self-assessments, the PEA has the option to begin immediate revision to the policies, procedures, and practices related to child find, evaluation, and eligibility, and to correct any noncompliance.
•
If the PEA had disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification, the PEA is required to 
o Review current monitoring data, if applicable
o Review the prior year’s self-assessment and describe the issues identified
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	86.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.24%
	99.60%
	99.82%
	94.63%
	97.29%


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

	519
	507
	97.29%
	100%
	97.69%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

12

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.
FFY 2018 Noncompliance

Number of findings by incidents of noncompliance: 12
Number of findings by incidence corrected prior to one-year timeline as of 01/30/2020: 12

Range of days beyond the timeline:
Range of days: 2-28
Mean: 14.73
Median: 14
Mode 7 – Occurrences: 2

Reasons for the delays included 
• unavailability of student* (absences, illness, etc.) (1)
• miscalculation of 60-day timeline (2)
• unavailability of required personnel (parent, general education teacher, etc.) (1)
• lack of understanding of the evaluation process (5)
• scheduling difficulties with parent (1)
• awaiting medical information (1)
The reason for the longest delay (28 days) was a miscalculation of the 60-day timeline.
* Unavailability of student does not include the parent of a child repeatedly failing or refusing to produce the child for evaluation.
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 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. 

Data Source
The data for Indicator 11 are from the Arizona Monitoring System. During FFY 2016, the monitoring system changed from collecting data for public education agencies (PEAs) selected based on a prior risk assessment tool – only PEAs scoring at risk on the tool were monitored for indicators 11 & 13. During FFY 16, the sampling methodology used to determine file sample provided a smaller sample. Finally, in FFY 16, the monitoring activities were largely PEA self-reported. Beginning in FFY 2017, PEAs were selected based on cycle year, as a result of a score on the risk analysis tool (which had been redeveloped to more closely align with the SPP/APR indicators), and by using data from a review of the agency’s data, including data from the SPP/APR, dispute resolution results, audit findings, and annual determinations. PEAs selected for monitoring complete a review of files for Indicator 11.

Data Collection
Data are collected from the selected PEAs during through the State's differentiated monitoring system based on their cycle year data, use of a risk assessment tool, and other factors as described above.

The data that Arizona collected and reported for this Indicator include a representative sample of children in the selected PEAs whose permissions to evaluate were received during FFY 2018 (SY 2018-2019) and for whom initial evaluations included eligibility determinations were completed during FFY 2018 (SY 2018-2019).

Valid and Reliable Data
The ADE/ESS assures the validity and reliability of the data as they are collected, maintained, and reported through the State monitoring system. Training is provided to all ESS/Program Support and Monitoring (PSM) specialists who monitor to ensure inter-rater reliability on compliance calls that are based on regulatory requirements. The ADE/ESS staff conduct trainings for PEA staff who will participate in monitoring. The ESS/PSM specialists validate and verify the data through on-site visits or desk audits.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Establishment of 60-day Timeline
Arizona has established a 60-day timeline for initial evaluations.  The Arizona Administrative Code (A.A.C. R7-2-401 (E)(3) states that the initial evaluation shall not exceed 60 calendar days from receipt of informed written consent.  However, the 60-day evaluation period may be extended for an additional 30 days if it is in the best interest of the child and the parents and the PEA agree in writing to do so (A.A.C. R7-2-401 (E)(4)).

Definition of Finding for Monitoring for FFY 2018
During FFY 2018, a finding for Indicator 11 was issued when the line item for the evaluation timeline was found to be noncompliant.  The finding was a written notification to the PEA by the State that the line item was noncompliant, and the finding included a description of a Federal or State statute or regulation.  The source of information on which to base a finding of noncompliance was an individual student file.
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

	20
	20
	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 ESS/PSM specialists reviewed the child-specific files from the monitoring to determine that the PEAs completed the evaluation for any child whose initial evaluation was not timely, unless the child was no longer within the PEA, and documented through the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) closeout process within one year of identification of noncompliance.  The PSM specialists reviewed updated data from subsequent files during follow-up visits to determine that the PEAs were correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) related to the evaluation process in conformity with 34 CFR § 300.301 (c)(1) and consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02) *.
* OSEP Memo 09-02 can be found on the IDEA website at: https://sites.ed.gov/idea/idea-files/osep-memo-09-02-reporting-on-correction-of-noncompliance/ 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The specific methods Arizona used to verify that PEAs corrected all instances of noncompliance, including child-specific noncompliance, and were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, based on subsequent file reviews of updated data:
• PSM specialists conducted follow-up visits and/or desk audits after the monitoring to verify correction of all instances of noncompliance, including those that were child-specific.  The specialists reviewed the child-specific files to determine that the evaluation was completed within 60 calendar days from the date of written notification of noncompliance, if not already completed, and was documented and verified through the CAP closeout process.
• PSM specialists reviewed data from subsequent files and/or conducted interviews with the special education administrators during follow-up visits and/or desk audits to determine if all instances of noncompliance, including those that were child-specific, were corrected, and to ensure ongoing sustainability of the implementation of the regulatory requirements regarding initial evaluations.
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
	63.61%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.15%
	99.57%
	99.08%
	99.07%
	98.78%


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. 
	3,395

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	404

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	2,850

	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. 
	108

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	12

	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.
	 2,850
	2,871
	98.78%
	100%
	99.27%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

21

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.
Reasons for Delay
Late referral from part C: 17
Interruption of school schedule: 1
Did not pass vision/hearing: 3
Total = 21

In FFY 2018, a total of 21 children were not transitioned on time due to late referrals from Arizona Early Intervention Program (AzEIP)(17), interruption of school schedule (1), or did not pass vision/hearing (3). This is compared to a total of 30 in FFY 2017, 21 in FFY 2016, 20 in FFY 2019, 9 in FFY 2014, 11 in FFY 2013, 9 in FFY 2012, 21 in FFY 2011, and 39 if FFY 2010. School districts are asked to submit an alert to the ADE Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) any time they receive a late referral from AzEIP that was not in category d (parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services) or category e (children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays). Each late referral from AzEIP to a district is reported to the State AzEIP office. The State AzEIP office provides technical assistance and follow-up to the local service- providing agency.

If a local service-providing agency is reporting difficulty with a school district, the local agency issues an alert to the State AzEIP office. The ADE/ECSE provides technical assistance and follow-up to the school district. The ADE/ESCE and AzEIP share data to track resolution of the difficulties indicated on the alerts. Challenges with the completion of hearing and vision screenings and the resulting time required for follow-ups are an inherent part of evaluating young children; these challenges at time cause delays in transition. Arizona has worked diligently to provide resources and facilitate collaborative efforts between Head Start organizations, school districts, and Part C agencies. This has helped Part C service coordinators encouraging families to have regular hearing and vision screenings.

Range of days Beyond Third Birthday
Range of Days 1-220*

*The 220 days beyond the child’s third birthday was due to a late referral from Part C.
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 Source
The data for Indicator 12 are reported annually by all public education agencies (PEAs) in Arizona that have children who transition from Part C to Part B. Data are included for the entire reporting year, from July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019.
Data Collection
The data are collected through the Annual Special Education Data Collection, an Arizona Department of Education (ADE) Web-based data collection system.

Valid and Reliable Data
The ADE/ECSE usit and ADE/PSM specialists assure the validity and reliability of the data as it is collected, maintained, and reported using internal edit checks. Training is provided to school personnel by the ESS Data Management unit regarding the operation of the data system and interpretation of the questions that are compoents of the measurement. The State requires an assurance from the PEAs through the submission of a signed form attesting to the validity of the data. Random verification checks require that a selected district submit a copy of the front page of the IEP that shows the date of the IEP and the child’s birthday for children that transitioned from early intervention service or a prior written notice (PWN) of children found ineligible by the child’s third birthday.

Definition of Finding
A finding of noncompliance for Indicator 12 is defined as the number of PEAs with noncompliance. The finding of noncompliance is a written notification to the PEA by the State that the PEA is noncompliant.

FFY 2018 Noncompliance
Number of findings of noncompliance: 21
Number of findings of noncompliance corrected prior to one-year timeline as of 8/01/2020: 21

Arizona made 21 findings for noncompliance in in FF Y2018. Although the PEAs have one year to correct the noncompliance, all 21 findings have been corrected as of August 1, 2019
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

	30
	30
	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
As specified in OSEP’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR response, Arizona verified that each PEA with noncompliance reflected in the data:
• All instances of non-compliance were verified for each PEA with noncompliance indicated in FFY 2017 for this indicator:
1. The PEA 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;
a) Subsequent PEA data is sent to the SEA and reviewed for compliance
b) SEA (Part C and B) transition policies are reviewed to ensure sufficient and accurate messaging;
c) Upon notification of delays the SEA provides timely feedback to Part C and PEA’s to intervene;
d) Each of the PEAs submit In-by-3 policies and procedures for review and feedback, and
2. Has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the PEA, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2018;
a) Each PEA submits the cover page of the IEP for each child not found eligible by their third birthday to ensure that the child was provided with an IEP or the PWN for those children found ineligible for special education.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The specific methods Arizona used to verify that PEAs corrected all instances of noncompliance, including child-specific noncompliance, and were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, based on subsequent file reviews of updated data include the following actions:
• The ADE/ESCE specialists reviewed the written process and procedures for the PEA’s early intervention transitions, including those that were collaboratively developed and agreed upon with AzEIP service coordinators.
•
The ADE/ECSE specialists and PSM specialists reviewed student data during subsequent visits and/or desk audits of updated data to determine if the PEAs corrected all instances of noncompliance, including child-specific instances, and to ensure ongoing sustainability with the implementation of the regulatory requirements. 
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
	90.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	89.51%
	89.38%
	97.39%
	85.61%
	83.96%


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

	250
	305
	83.96%
	100%
	81.97%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
For FFY 2018, Arizona’s monitoring system data collection is a sampling of PEAs based on their monitoring year and the results of a review of the PEA’s data.  This data included the SPP/APR dispute resolution results, audit findings, and annual determinations.  There has been additional training on inter-rater reliability provided to program specialists conducting monitoring activities which contributed to improve data quality which is a possible contribution to slippage.  Also, in the monitoring system different PEAs are represented each year with focus on increasing data accuracy, which contributes to slippage as different PEAs will received TA on meeting compliance on this indicator until all PEAs have made it through year 4 of the Arizona monitoring system.  
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. 

FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance
Number of findings by incidence of noncompliance: 55
Number of findings by incidence corrected prior to one-year timeline as of 1/30/20: 55

Arizona made 55 findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018. Although the PEAs have one year to correct the noncompliance, 55 findings have been corrected as of January 30, 2020

Data Source
The data for Indicator 13 are from the Arizona monitoring system. Beginning in FFY 2016, the monitoring system began selecting public education agencies (PEAs) for monitoring each fiscal year based on the results of a review of the agency’s data, including data from the SPP/APR, dispute resolution, audit findings, and annual determination. Both the reported number of youths with IEPs aged 16 and above and the number of youths aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition reflect this decrease in the number of files reviewed each year by the Arizona monitoring system. 

The national Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) Indicator 13 Checklist was used as a guide for the eight components that comprise the monitoring line item from which the data are pulled. The eight components are:
• Measurable post-secondary goals
• Postsecondary goals updated annually
• Postsecondary goals based upon age-appropriate transition assessments
• Transition services
• Courses of study
• Annual IEP goals related to transition service needs
• Student invited to IEP meeting
• Representative of participating agency invited to IEP meeting with prior consent of parent or student who has reached the age of majority

Data Collection
Data are collected from the selected PEAs through the State's differentiated monitoring system based on their cycle year data, use of a risk assessment tool, and other factors as described above.

Valid and Reliable Data
The ADE/ESS assures the validity and reliability of the data as it is collected, maintained, and reported through the State monitoring system. Training is provided to all ESS/PSM specialists who monitor to ensure inter-rater reliability for compliance calls according to regulatory requirements. The ADE/ESS staff conducts trainings for PEA staff who will participate in monitoring. The ESS specialists validate and verify the data through on-site visits or desk audits.
Definition of Findings for Monitoring for FFY 2018
During FFY 2018, A finding for Indicator 13 was issued when the line item for secondary transition was found to be noncompliant. The finding was a written notification to the PEA by the State that the line item was noncompliant, and the finding included a description of a Federal or State statute or regulation. The source of information on which to base a finding of noncompliance is an individual student file.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Arizona state statutes follow the federal requirements for transition beginning at age 16. 
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

	85
	85
	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 ADE/ESS Program Support and Monitoring (PSM) specialists reviewed the child-specific files from the monitoring to determine that the PEAs included the eight components of the secondary transition requirements for the students’ IEPs, unless the child was no longer within the PEA, and documented through the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) closeout process within one year of identification of noncompliance.  The PSM specialists reviewed updated data from subsequent files during follow-up visits to determine that the PEAs were correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) related to secondary transition in conformity with 34 CFR §§ 300.320(b) and 300.321(b).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The specific methods Arizona used to verify that PEAs corrected all instances of noncompliance, including child-specific noncompliance, and were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, based on subsequent file reviews of updated data:
• PSM specialists conducted follow-up on-site visits and/or desk audits after the monitoring to verify correction of all instances of noncompliance, including those that were child-specific.  The specialists reviewed the child specific files to determine that the PEA included the eight components of the secondary transition requirements for the students’ IEPs, unless they were no longer within the jurisdiction of the PEA, within 60 calendar days from the date of written notification of noncompliance and was documented and verified through the CAP closeout process.
• PSM specialists reviewed updated data from subsequent files during follow-up visits and/or desk audits to determine if all instances of noncompliance, including those that were child specific, were corrected, and to ensure ongoing sustainability of the implementation of the regulatory requirements regarding the specific regulatory requirements related to secondary transition in conformity with 34 CFR §§ 300.302(b) and 300.  321(b).
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2018
	Target >=
	26.60%
	28.10%
	29.60%
	31.10%
	32.60%

	A
	23.80%
	Data
	22.43%
	23.09%
	22.36%
	22.79%
	21.51%

	B
	2018
	Target >=
	60.20%
	62.20%
	64.20%
	66.20%
	68.20%

	B
	54.56%
	Data
	57.08%
	58.74%
	61.34%
	63.55%
	61.17%

	C
	2018
	Target >=
	74.10%
	75.40%
	76.70%
	78.00%
	79.30%

	C
	73.72%
	Data
	72.52%
	73.51%
	74.98%
	77.66%
	75.27%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	34.10%
	24.30%

	Target B >=
	70.20%
	56.50%

	Target C >=
	80.60%
	75.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
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
	7,210

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	1,716

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	2,218

	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)
	655

	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).
	726


	
	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)
	1,716
	7,210
	21.51%
	34.10%
	23.80%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	3,934
	7,210
	61.17%
	70.20%
	54.56%
	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)
	5,315
	7,210
	75.27%
	80.60%
	73.72%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	A possible contributing factor for this slippage may be the addition of six new questions to Arizona’s PSO Survey to align with the definition of Competitive Employment with the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act’s definition of Competitive Integrated Employment. These questions were developed with direction from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition. The verbiage of these new questions encompasses several new employment concepts for former students, families, and teachers or specialists to consider. For example, teachers or specialists who conduct the PSO survey may not be asking additional probing questions (outside of the standard survey verbiage) needed to place the respondents in the correct PSO category. Specifically, inaccurate responses to the new survey questions may place an individual in the incorrect engagement category, impacting measurements B and C. This may be illustrated by the decrease in the category of Competitive Employment by 8.9% (39.7% in FFY 2017 and 30.8% in FFY 2018) and subsequent increase in the Other Employment category by 5.2% (4.9% in FFY 2017 and 10.1% in FFY 2018).

	C
	In addition to the explanations provided above, a possible contributing factor to C slippage may be that 106 leavers had been contacted by school/district representatives, but their PSO surveys were not completed for unknown reasons.


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


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
The ADE/ESS used the Response Calculator developed by the National Technical Assistance Center on Transitions (NTACT) to calculate the representativeness of the respondent group on the characteristics of (a) disability type, (b) race/ethnicity, (c) gender, and (d) exit status (e.g., dropout). This calculation determined whether the youth who responded to the interviews were similar to or different from the total population of youths with an IEP exiting school during school year 2017-2018. According to the NTACT Response Calculator, differences between the respondent group and the target leaver group of +/- 3% are important. Negative differences indicate an underrepresentation of the group, and positive differences indicate overrepresentation.

Respondents were representative of 2017-2018 target leavers based on gender, ethnicity, and category of disability, however, they were not representative of 2017-2018 targeted leavers based on exit status (see table 14.1). As in previous years, youths who dropped out of school were underrepresented compared to the target leaver group. ADE/ESS will continue its efforts to increase response rates, especially among youths who drop out. Technical assistance and information highlighting tips provided in the NTACT guidance document for contacting hard-to-find youths is provided to PEAs during PSO trainings and is posted on the ADE/ESS PSO website: http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/transition/post-school-outcomes/
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	YES


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The State has made changes to their survey and the definition of competitive employment. This substantively changed the outcomes, which necessitates a need to revise the baseline data to FFY 2018 when the survey was changed.

Data Source and Collection Methods
During FFY 2018, 276 PEAs had leavers who met the criteria (youths with a current IEP who aged out, graduated, or dropped out) for participation in the PSO Survey. Of this number, 162 or 59% of PEAs that were required to participate in the PSO data collection had ten or fewer leavers while 8% of PEAs had 100 or more leavers. A total of 8,683 youths statewide were eligible to take the PSO Survey during the FFY 18 data collection period. Of the 275 PEAs required to participate in the PSO Survey, 261 or 95% met the requirement. In addition, 197 (or 72% of) PEAs had a response rate of 80% or more of their leavers.

For PEAs to communicate with students about the PSO survey, PEAs gather contact information on student leavers so they can reach these leavers the next year. Schools either input the data into the online PSO data collection system or maintain student contact information locally for use the next year. The PSO data collection system uses a secure application as part of ADEConnect, a secure single sign-on identity management system. The application includes an auto-population of student demographic information and exit reason imported from the Arizona Educational Data Standards (AzEDS), a web-based system for reporting all student-level details to the ADE. PEAs designate school personnel to contact student leavers or designated family members (i.e., parents, grandparents, or guardians), conduct phone interviews, and input survey data into the online PSO data collection system. Youths or family members were contacted between June 1 and September 30, 2019, after they were out of school for at least one year. 

Missing Data
Arizona’s PSO response rate for FFY 2018 was 83.04% (8,683 youths eligible for contact and 7,210 respondents). The FFY 2018 PSO Survey is missing data on 1,473 former students or 16.96% of the leavers. An analysis of missing data indicated that the largest segments of missing data were the result of five factors:
• Schools were not able to contact leavers after three attempts (741 former students or 8.5%)
• Schools did not have correct contact information for leavers (344 former students or 4%)
• Schools did not collect contact information for leavers (107 former students or 1.2%)
• The respondents refused to participate (175 former students or 2%)
• The respondents did not complete the survey (106 former students of 1.2%)
Selection Bias
Respondents to the survey were underrepresentative of the population of youths who dropped out of school. Of those youths who dropped out of school, 38% did not respond to the survey. ADE will continue to work with PEAs to identify strategies to encourage survey responses from youths in the dropout category and ensure that PEAs are collecting contact information while students are still enrolled in school.
Response Rate 
As noted in Table 14.1, the FFY 2018 survey response rate was 7,210 of the 8,683 youths eligible to take the survey, or 83.04% of leavers. The total of youths who were eligible was adjusted for those who had returned to school, were deceased, or whose data were uploaded by the PEA to the system in error.
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.

The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets

The State reported that the data for this indicator were collected from a response group that was 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. Specifically, "[r]espondents to the survey were underrepresentative of the population of youths who dropped out of school. Of those youths who dropped out of school, 38% did not respond to the survey."
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 
14 - State Attachments

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	12

	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
	9


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 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	57.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	65.22%
	66.00%
	66.00%
	67.00%
	68.00% - 78.00%

	Data
	65.22%
	52.38%
	59.09%
	55.56%
	50.00%


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

	Target
	68.00%
	78.00%
	68.00%
	78.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	9
	12
	50.00%
	68.00%
	78.00%
	75.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	44

	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
	17

	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
	19


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 

As data and other information became available after the close of the 2018-2019 school year, individuals from the ADE/ESS staff reported to the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), Arizona’s advisory group.  SEAP was established in accordance with IDEA 97 and updated in IDEA 2004.  The purpose for SEAP is to provide policy guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities in Arizona.  SEAP is composed of a broad range of stakeholders throughout Arizona.  Groups represented on the panel include parents of children with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, teachers, early childhood educators, charter schools, school districts, institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel, secure care facilities, and public agencies.  SEAP provides input and feedback during the process of determining targets, and ADE/ESS representatives respond to questions and comments from SEAP members regarding indicator data.

In addition to the SEAP’s suggestions, ESS requested input from special education administrators through meetings of the regional organizations, small workshops, and large conferences.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	82.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	72.22%
	74.00%
	76.00%
	78.00%
	74.00% - 84.00%

	Data
	72.22%
	62.86%
	78.26%
	57.50%
	77.08%


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

	Target
	74.00%
	84.00%
	74.00%
	84.00%


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

	17
	19
	44
	77.08%
	74.00%
	84.00%
	81.82%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Alissa Trollinger
Title: 
Deputy Associate Superintendent, Exceptional Student Services
Email: 
alissa.trollinger@azed.gov
Phone:
602-364-4004
Submitted on:
04/29/20  5:50:57 PM 
ED Attachments
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Table 8.1: Comparison of Parent Responses by Race/Ethnicity to State Special Education Population 


 Eligible Surveyed Resp % Population% 


Hispanic/Latino of Any Race 65619 6655 46.27% 45.71% 


American Indian or Alaska Native 8252 839 5.83% 5.75% 


Asian 1925 223 1.55% 1.34% 


Black or African American 8798 628 4.37% 6.13% 


Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 356 30 0.21% 0.25% 


White 53317 5484 38.13% 37.14% 


Two or More Races 5297 525 3.65% 3.69% 


Total 143564 14384   


Table 8.1 shows that the response rate by race/ethnicity is in alignment with the race/ethnicity of children in special education in 
Arizona for American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White racial/ethnic populations. 
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


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


Part  B  
618 Data  


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


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


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


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


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


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


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


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


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


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


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


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


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


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


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


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


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


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


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


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


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


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


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              0]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 2

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Arizona]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 46.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9761904791666667

		IndicatorScore0: 97.61904791666667

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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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 Kathy Hoffman 


Superintendent of Public Instruction 


Arizona Department of Education 


1535 West Jefferson Street, Bin #2 


Phoenix, Arizona 85007 


Dear Superintendent Hoffman: 


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 Arizona needs assistance in implementing the requirements of 


Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and 


information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual 


Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available 


information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


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


compliance factors;  


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


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: 


Part B” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014, 


2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria 


are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:  


(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  
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(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school 


year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);  


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


(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


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


of the indicator.  


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and 


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.  


As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 


State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is 


80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last 


three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions 


are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 


States were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP 


appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students 


with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide 


additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your 


State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.   


As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational 


agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  
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(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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Arizona
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 99
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 77
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 49
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 77
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 0
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 22


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 76


(2.1) Mediations held. 42
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 17
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 14


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 25


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


(2.2) Mediations pending. 4
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 30


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 54
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 13
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 9


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 1
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 6
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 47


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


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


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 0
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 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. 1


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Arizona. These data were generated on 5/5/2020 6:50 PM EDT.






_1661585321.pdf


HOW  
THE DEPARTMENT  


MADE DETERMINATIONS 
UNDER SECTION 616(D) OF THE  


INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT IN 2020:  
PART B 
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HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


2 


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.” 







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


3 


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.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


10 


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

		A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

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

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



		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

		Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

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

		Scoring of the Results Matrix

		C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination










_1661585318.pdf


 


 


Arizona  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


76.39 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 14 58.33 


Compliance 18 17 94.44 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


91 2 


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


88 1 


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


27 1 


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


91 1 


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


27 1 


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


87 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


91 2 


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


88 1 


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


38 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 


25 1 


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


89 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 22 0 


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


78 1 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 97.69 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


99.27 Yes 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 81.97 Yes 1 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.62  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A  N/A 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


 
1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with 


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


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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PSO Survey Updated 05/24/2019 


 


 
 
 


ARIZONA’S POST-SCHOOL OUTCOMES (PSO) SURVEY 
 


 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
 


 
The Post-School Outcomes (PSO) Survey web-based application is available through ADE Connect. Public Education 
Agency (PEA) personnel administering the PSO Survey can either use a hard-copy version of the survey protocol to 
record responses or the responses can be entered directly into the web-based application. Ultimately, all PSO 
Survey responses must be entered into the web-based application regardless of how the responses are initially 
recorded. 


 
Introductory Information 
 
Record the name of the student:           
 
Record the SSID of the student:            
 
Record the name of PEA staff conducting the PSO Survey:            
 
Indicate the person who responded to the PSO Survey: 
 Student 
 Family member (Name):      
 State/local agency personnel (Name):                
 
If you are unable to administer the survey, please indicate whether the PSO Survey was not applicable or not 
collected. NOTE: Only one type of exclusion can apply to each student. 
 
N/A Exclusion: 
It was not applicable to administer the PSO Survey to this student because (select one): 
 Student is enrolled in high school 
 Student is deceased 
 Exit code was an error in AzEDS 
 
Not Collected Exclusion: 
The PSO Survey could not be completed because (select one): 
 Respondent refused to participate 
 No contact after three attempts 
 Incorrect contact information 
 Contacts not collected 







 5/24/2019 PSO Survey with new NTACT Requirements 


PSO SURVEY QUESTIONS                        
 


 
Things to remember:  
PSO Surveys are administered to students who had an IEP in place upon exit from high school. 
These data are to be gathered at least one year following the student’s exit from high school. 
Follow the prompts to collect the necessary data. Pay close attention to the skip logic. You may not need to have 
all questions answered. 
 
MARK ONLY 1 RESPONSE PER QUESTION 
 


Postsecondary Education/ Training 
 
In the 12 months after leaving high school, were you ever enrolled in any type of school, job training, or 
education program?  
 
 No  Go to question 4                                     
 Yes  Go to questions 2 & 3 
 No Answer 
 
Did you complete an entire term?  
[NOTE: this can be any complete term including quarter, semester, intersession, summer, online] 
 
 No  
 Yes 
 No Answer 
 
Describe the kind of school or job training program in which you were enrolled.  
 


 High school completion program (e.g., Adult Basic Education, GED) 
 Short-term education or employment training program (e.g., WIA, Job Corps) 
 Vocational, technical, trade school  
 2- or 4-year college or university  
 Religious or church sponsored mission. 
 Other 
 No Answer 
  







 5/24/2019 PSO Survey with new NTACT Requirements 


Employment 
 


 
In the 12 months after leaving high school, were you ever employed?  
 
 No  STOP: DATA COLLECTION COMPLETE 
 Yes 
 No Answer 
 
Have you worked for a total of 3 months (about 90 days)?  
[NOTE: Days do not need to be in a row.]  
 
 No  STOP: DATA COLLECTION COMPLETE 
 Yes  Go to questions  6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 & 14       
 No Answer 
 
Are you currently working, or have you worked an average of 20 or more hours per week?  
[NOTE: Hours may vary week to week.]  
 
 No  
 Yes 
 No Answer 
 
Were you paid at least minimum wage at the time of employment?  
[NOTE: 2018 minimum wage was $10.50 per hour, 2019 minimum wage increased to $11.00]  
 
 No  
 Yes 
 No Answer 
 
Describe the job you currently have or have had?  
 


 In a company, business, or service IN YOUR COMMUNITY with people with and  
           without disabilities 
 In the military 
 In supported employment (paid work with services and wage support to the employer)  
 Self-employed 
 In your family’s business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering)  
 In sheltered employment (where most workers have disabilities)  
 Employed while in jail or prison 
 No Answer  
 Other 
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What is the company name? 
 
 
Is this a large, well- known company? (Examples: Walmart, McDonald's, Home Depot, Fry's Food Stores) 
    
 No  Go to questions 11, 12, 13 & 14 
 Yes  STOP: DATA COLLECTION COMPLETE 
 No Answer  Go to questions 11, 12, 13 & 14 
 


When doing your job did you interact or talk with co-workers without a disability to get your job done?  
[NOTE: Emphasis is on interaction with other employees, not supervisors or customers.]  
 


 No 
 Yes (Default to Yes if unknown)  
 No Answer 
 
In this job, were you eligible for (can you get) a pay raise or promotion?  
 
 No 
 Yes (Default to Yes if unknown)  
 No Answer 
 
Were you paid the same as other people who work in a similar job with the same skills, experience, and 
training?  
 
 No 
 Yes (Default to Yes if unknown)  
 No Answer 
 
In this job, did you receive benefits (such as group insurance like health, dental, vision, paid sick leave or 
vacation, social security, unemployment insurance, workers' compensation)? 
 


 No 
 Yes (Default to Yes if unknown)  
 No Answer 


 
PSO SURVEY COMPLETE 
Thank You! 
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Introduction 
 
The Arizona Department of Education (ADE) serves a unique body of more than 600 public 
education agencies (PEAs) that serve students in grades k-12. This body of PEAs are comprised 
of public-school districts (33%), charter holders (66%), and Career and Technological Education 
Districts (CTEDs) (<1%). Arizona charter schools are considered PEAs and are managed 
independently. In addition, there are county and regional education service centers, and secure 
care educational facilities which are also considered PEAs. Arizona serves 1,141,694 students, 
144,812 (12.7%) of whom have been identified as students with disabilities. Of those students 
with disabilities, 34,729 (24%) are in grades 3-5. 
 
Arizona is a local-control state, and the State Education Agency (SEA) supports and monitors 
PEAs to ensure compliance with federal and state law. The SEA does not have authority to; 
dictate how PEAs ensure compliance, impose specific strategies, curriculum, benchmarks, etc. 
to promote student success. Arizona state law does not require charter schoolteachers, other 
than special education teachers, to be certified. In addition, Arizona state Statute and State 
Board of Education rules allow for the provision of specially designed instruction (SDI) by 
teachers without a special education certificate. For the organizational structure of ADE, please 
reference Appendix A. 
 
The following is an update with the current status of the implementation of Arizona’s State 
Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) which is focused on improving literacy outcomes for 
students in grades 3-5. The Sate Identified Measurable Results (SiMR) is: Targeted PEAs will 
increase the performance of students with disabilities in grades 3–5 on the English/Language 
Arts (ELA) state assessment from 6.4% to 12.99% by FFY 2019 to meet the State proficiency 
average for students with disabilities in grades 3–5. 


The primary focus of this report covers Phase III, Year 4 of the SSIP (April 1, 2019-March 30, 
2020). A brief summary of phase I and II are included to reacquaint the reader with the 
foundation of the SSIP and its development. For in-depth information, please review all 
previous SSIP reports which are available on the ADE website at: 
http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/ssip/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



http://www.azed.gov/specialeducation/ssip/
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A: Summary of Phase III 


Theory of Action 


The Theory of Action (figure 1) remains the same as previously presented. The Theory of Action 
was developed as a straightforward process toward the SiMR: Targeted PEAs will increase the 
performance of students with disabilities in grades 3–5 on the English/Language Arts (ELA) state 
assessment from 6.4% to 12.99% by FFY 2019 to meet the State proficiency average for students 
with disabilities in grades 3–5. Each of the three cohorts were targeted using the Risk Analysis 
(RA) tool (Appendix B). The Addressing Success Gaps: Indicators of Success Rubric (Success Gaps 
Rubric) from the IDEA Data Center 
(https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-
09/success_gaps_rubric_0.pdf) was completed by Cohort 3 with their leadership teams, Cohort 
1 and Cohort 2 SSIP PEAs submitted updates to their Success Gaps Rubric and action plans from 
the previous year. 


 


Each of the SSIP PEAs have developed an action plan after analyzing their responses to the 
Success Gaps Rubric. The action plans include PEA-selected relevant interventions (those 
provided by ADE are discussed in the Evidence Based Interventions section of this document) 
and professional development opportunities to address their specific needs. Upon completion 
of the intervention activities there is an expectation that student achievement will increase 
resulting in their meeting of the State identified Measurable Result (SiMR). PEAs are 
responsible for completing intervention activities and increasing student achievement. 
ADE/Exceptional Student Services (ESS) Program Support and Monitoring (PSM) specialists 


If a Risk Analysis tool is 
used to identify PEAs 
that are struggling to 
improve student-level 
outcomes/results in 


ELA proficiency,


the Success Gaps 
Rubric is completed to 
identify specific areas 


in need of 
improvement in ELA 


proficiency,


and PEAs create an 
Action Plan and 


implement selected 
evidence-based 


practices and 
interventions,


then student 
achievement will 


increase. 


Figure 1: Theory of Action 



https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/success_gaps_rubric_0.pdf

https://ideadata.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017-09/success_gaps_rubric_0.pdf
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conduct updates with the PEA regarding the action plan progress and data results. The SEA 
shifts in year three of a PEA’s SSIP action plan to a supportive role.  


The Theory of Action model demonstrates how state-level actions support change at the PEA 
level, which in turn impacts student achievement in grades 3-5 in English Language Arts (ELA). 
The evidence-based and effective PEA strategies selected as part of the action plan, and the 
professional development activities and State-provided technical assistance (TA) empower 
teachers to implement these strategies in the classroom, increasing student achievement in 
ELA. Arizona systematized these targeted interventions by identifying those PEAs that have 
significant risk, determined by the Risk Analysis tool, and identified need in ELA proficiency as 
identified by their scores on the AzMERIT (Arizona’s adopted statewide assessment).  


The SEA facilitates and supports these PEAs to self-assess using the Success Gaps Rubric, needs 
assessment, and evidence-based interventions, which allows PEAs choice and flexibility in their 
SSIP implementation. PEAs self-select interventions and professional development, two of 
which are Connecting and Applying Literacy Learning (CALL) and Teaching Reading Effectively 
(TRE). Self-selection is more likely to be implemented with fidelity and sustained over time and 
allows the PEA to align their systems and initiatives where appropriate.  


The SEA monitors progress and provides feedback to PEAs on SSIP implementation at fall, 
winter, and spring during the school year. The SEA ensures increased leadership capacity for 
PEA members through the Learning Walks Protocol (LWP), which the SEA also uses as a data 
collection point for evaluating the progress of PEAs on the SSIP implementation.  


PSM specialists are trained in action plan creation and implementation. They assure the 
integrity of SSIP implementation with individualized support for PEA staff. Staff members 
participating in improvement activities will increase their skills, knowledge, and application of 
evidence-based practices (EBP) as evidenced by the LWP, in the PEA identified areas of need. 
Additional supports are offered to PEAs through the ADE/ESS Professional Learning and 
Supports (PLS) team in positive behavior supports and interventions (PBIS), Tier 1 instruction 
for literacy, and Teach Camp. All supports offered and developed by ADE as stated above can 
be used by PEAs to address needed areas of development as determined by their Success Gaps 
Rubric analysis, specific to the literacy needs of their students with disabilities. 


SSIP Targeted PEAs 


Currently, the SEA has targeted three cohorts of PEAs (41 total PEAs) for State Systemic 
Improvement Plan (SSIP) implementation (see figure 2 below). Targeted PEAs include both 
district and charter schools located in all regions of the state with varying populations of 
students with disabilities in grades 3-5. 


Cohort 3 criteria for SSIP participation were: 


• PEA served grades 3-5 
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• PEA n-size for grades 3-5 was 10 or more special education students 
• PEA reading proficiency rate for grades 3-5 fell below the state target. 


 


Regardless of their assigned monitoring year, PEAs that met the SSIP criteria could be placed in 
year four and required to participate depending on a myriad of data. 


Results of the RA indicated that the PEA had risk, along with a need in the area of ELA 
proficiency. If the PEA’s RA score was between one and one-half standard deviations above and 
one-half standard deviation below the state average (this number changes each year, with the 
RA score criteria updated annually based on state averages), and the PEA met SSIP criteria, 
proficiency on the AzMERIT ELA assessment was reviewed. PEAs that demonstrated reading 
proficiency below the state average for students with disabilities were identified as SSIP 
participants. A flowchart relating the selection of sites can be found in Appendix C. A map 
showing the distribution of SSIP PEAs throughout the state can be found in Appendix D. 


Figure 2: SSIP PEAs by Cohort 


 


* Cohort 1 targeted in 2016-2017 school year, 3rd year of implementation. Cohort 2 targeted in 
2018-2019 school year, 2nd year of implementation. Cohort 3 targeted in 2019-2020 school 
year, 1st year of implementation 


•Academy del Sol
•Apache Junction USD
•Bell Canyon Charter
•Buckeye ESD
•EAGLE South Mountain
•Eloy ESD
•Excalibur Charter Schools
•Fountain Hills USD
•Ganado USD
•Kingman USD
•Littleton ESD
•Pathfinder Charter School
•Miami USD
•Red Mesa USD
•Santa Cruz Valley USD
•Tucson USD
•Wellton ESD
•Whiteriver USD


C
oh


or
t


•ASU Prepatory 
Academy


•Casa Grande ESD
•Cholla Academy
•Continental ESD
•Imagine Avondale 
Elementary


•Nadaburg USD
•Open Doors 
Community School


•Stanfield ESD
•Superior USD
•Yuma ESD


C
oh


or
t


•Baboquivari USD
•Cambridge 
Academy East


•Colorado City USD
•Edkey-Sequoia
•Empower College 
•Heber-Overgaard 
Unified


•Holbrook Unified
•Incito Schools
•Laveen ESD
•Litchfield ESD
•Nogales USD
•Page USD
•Research Based 
Education Corp
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During the SSIP year (April 2019-March 2020), Arizona targeted 13 additional PEAs (Cohort 3) for 
implementation to continue its scaling up of the SSIP.  
 


SSIP Activities by Year 


Year 1 (Cohort 3): 
• SSIP PEA is identified using the above criteria. 
• The SEA and PEA review RA tool. 
• PEA completes Success Gaps Rubric and creates Action Plan with support and feedback 


from PSM specialists. 
• PEA implements the evidence-based practices identified in the Action Plan and send mid- 


and end-of year SSIP Progress Reports.  
• SEA and external intervention providers/consultants provide support and coaching for 


implementation.  
• PEA, and external intervention providers/consultants conduct progress reviews (November, 


February, May). 
• PSM specialists will review Action Plan progress with PEAs and provide TA feedback 


(January and May). 
• PEAs will submit ELA benchmark data (Fall, Winter, Spring). 
• PEAs will complete self-evaluation including an update of the Success Gaps Rubric. 


Year 2 (Cohort 2):  
• SSIP PEA Submit completed Success Gaps Rubric and SSIP Action Plan to their PSM 


specialists. 
• PSM specialists review Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan with PEAs and provide TA 


feedback.  
• PSM specialists completes Learning Walks Protocol (LWP) training with a designated PEA 


team and collects fall LWP data.  
• Learning Walks Protocols (LWP) are conducted and data sent to PSM specialists (Winter). 
• PSM specialists attends LWP with the PEA team in spring for reinforcement of the process 


and fidelity of implementation.  
• PEAs will submit ELA benchmark data (Fall, Winter, Spring). 
• PSM specialists will review Action Plan progress with PEAs and provide TA feedback. 
• PEAs will complete self-evaluation including an update of the Success Gaps Rubric. 


Year 3 (Cohort 1):  
• SSIP PEAs Submit completed Success Gaps Rubric and SSIP Action Plan to their PSM 


specialists. 
• PSM specialists review Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan with PEAs and provide TA 


feedback. 
• PEAs will submit ELA benchmark data (Fall, Winter, Spring). 
• PEAs will submit the SSIP Progress Final Report. 
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Logic Model 


The format and content of Arizona’s Logic Model (figure 5) was updated with feedback from the 
cross-collaborative Literacy Initiatives Work Group (LIWG) and technical assistance providers in 
Year 3 (2018-2019). The update reflected the continuation of implementation activities and 
addressed concerns with formatting. Inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes required updates 
that reflect current implementation and shifting priorities. The committee did not see a need to 
update the Logic Model in year 4 (2019-2020). 


 


 


Priorities
•Infrastructure and 
collaboration


•Implementation of 
evidence-based 
literacy practices 
including a common 
language


•Capacity building
•Stakeholder 
engagement


Inputs
•Literacy Initiatives 
Work Group (LIWG)


•Learning Walks 
Protocol (LWP) tool


•Connecting and 
Applying Literacy 
Learning training


•Success Gaps Rubric 
and Action Plan


•Face to face visits 
with Cohort 1


Activities
•Collaborative team 
(LIWG) used for 
implementation and 
progress monitoring


•Professional learning 
and trend data 
collection using the 
LWP tool


•Individualized 
coaching based on 
PEA rubric and 
action plan


•Collection of PEA 
feedback via surveys, 
monthly LIWG 
meetings


Outputs
•Fidelity of SSIP 
implementation


•Trend data from the 
LWP used by SEA 
and PEA for data 
based decision 
making


•Implementation of 
PEA action plans 
with fidelity


•Decisions of SEA 
based on 
stakeholder 
feedback


Figure 3: Arizona’s Logic Model – Revised February 2019 
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State Identified Measurable Result  


The SiMR for Phase III, Year 4 is unchanged from last year and is a multi-year goal. It reads as 
follows:  


Targeted PEAs will increase the performance of students with disabilities in grades 3–5 on the 
English/Language Arts (ELA) state assessment from 6.4% to 12.99% by FFY 2019 to meet the 
State proficiency average for students with disabilities in grades 3–5. 


Table 1: State Identified Measurable Result 


 FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY 2019 


Targets 6.4% 7.9% 9.4% 10.9% 12.4% 


Actuals 6.4% 7.8% 7.9% 12.63% TBD 


Statewide 12.99% 14.82% 14.97% 18.10% TBD 


Short-term Outcomes
•SEA regularly plans and implements the SSIP activities in a cross-unit collaborative (LIWG).
•PLS and PSM specialists coach PEAs on utilizing LWP to collect trends on evidence-based practices in 
literacy in at least one school site.


•Targeted PEAs identify needs and root causes related to ELA proficiency and implement action plans.
•Stakeholders both internally and externally are consistently engaged in the SSIP work with feedback used 
in decision making.


Long-term Outcomes
•SEA has necessary infrastructure in place to continue and expand SSIP work including a cross-unit 
collaborative, and capacity of both PLS and PSM specialists to coach PEAs in improving literacy outcomes.


•PEAs continue the collection of trend data using the LWP utilizing teachers for capacity building.
•All teachers and adminstrators in targeted PEAs implement evidence-based practices with fidelity.
•Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plans are expanded for use by both SSIP and non-SSIP PEAs to address 
gaps in student success.


•Stakeholder engagement ensures continuation of long-term work in improving literacy outcomes for 
students.


SiMR
•Targeted sites will increase the performance of students with disabilities in grades 3-5 on the English 
Language Arts (ELA) state assessment from 6.4% to 12.99% by FFY 2019 to meet the state proficiency 
average for students with disabilities in grades 3-5.
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The SiMR has been updated to include AzMERIT (statewide assessment) data for SSIP targeted 
schools in Cohort 1 from FFY 2018. Table 1 shows the percent of students with disabilities who 
received a score of proficient or highly proficient on the statewide assessment for each year. 
The table shows the targets that were set for the SSIP, the actual percent of SSIP PEA students 
who scored at or above proficiency, and the statewide scores of students with disabilities who 
scored at or above proficiency for each of the FFY’s shown. While student outcomes have yet to 
achieve the SiMR target of 12.99%, the SEA is observing positive change each year, and 
exceeded the FFY 2018 target by 1.73%. The gap between students with disabilities and all 
students in the state who have taken and received a score for the statewide assessment has 
reduced in the last four years. 


The baseline for the SiMR in FFY 2015 was based on the Cohort 1 SSIP PEAs proficiency scores 
on AzMERIT, which was 6.4%. The statewide proficiency data on AzMERIT in FFY 2015 was 
12.99%, which was used as the target for Cohort 1 PEAs. Targets were increased incrementally 
each year to show progress toward the 12.99% target. Statewide data for ELA for students with 
disabilities in grades 3-5 is also shown in table 1. Overall, we continue to see steady increases in 
student literacy outcomes in SSIP targeted PEAs (Cohort 1), as well as for students with 
disabilities throughout the state. 


Coherent improvement strategies & principle activities  


Arizona has implemented many key activities over the past year. 


• aligned SPDG to meet the needs of the SSIP PEAs if they choose it as an intervention 
strategy 


• continued work with Collaboration for Effective Educator Development, Accountability 
and Reform (CEEDAR) to include post-secondary stakeholders in efforts to further align 
literacy work in Arizona 


• implemented effective collaboration and communication with SSIP schools, shifting 
from one coordinator to the PSM specialist, and internal and external stakeholder 
groups  


• included stakeholders from outside of the ESS unit for cross-agency collaboration by 
including those stakeholders in LIWG and Core Literacy Group meetings 


• ESS worked collaboratively with the agency stakeholder groups around dyslexia and 
statewide Move on When Reading (MoWR), which guides the literacy initiatives for 
grades K-3 (this influences those students in our SSIP PEAs as the K-3 feed into 3-5) 


• provided access to SSIP PEAs to the Culturally Inclusive Practices professional learning, 
which was aligned with the Success Gaps Rubric with further participation in the 
Culturally Inclusive Practices Action Committee (CIPAC) 
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• built capacity of PSM specialists to facilitate the LWP to SSIP (Cohort 2) and non-SSIP 
PEAs that are interested in receiving literacy training (as PSM specialists have caseloads 
of PEAs ranging from 20-40) 


• continued use of Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan, as well LWP, for PEAs identified 
for Self-Assessment monitoring and performing below targets in ELA proficiency for 
students with disabilities in grades 3-5 


• non-SSIP PEAs had access to Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan and LWP through 
website and webinar trainings 


• developed a guide for all practices on the LWP to assist with inter-rater reliability, which 
is available to all PEAs in the state via our SSIP website, and used by PSM specialists 
when training is provided 


• provided the CALL professional learning experience to additional SSIP and non-SSIP PEAs 
• engaged outside stakeholders in the SSIP work through surveys and literacy 


presentations 
• continued utilizing the Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan with SSIP and non-SSIP PEAs 


Specific evidence-based practices implemented to date 


Success Gaps Rubric and SSIP Action Plan 
PEAs in cohorts 2 and 3 will submit a completed Success Gaps Rubric along with the SSIP Action 
Plan. The Success Gaps Rubric was transcribed from the IDEA Data Centers’ Equity, Inclusion, 
and Opportunity: Addressing Success Gaps – Indicators of Success Rubric Version 3.0i. The 
Success Gaps Rubric assists the SSIP PEAs identify the gaps in performance between groups and 
subgroups of students using their local data. These PEAs rate themselves in five areas related to 
literacy outcomes for students with disabilities, to identify needs and determine the root causes 
related to ELA proficiency. Based on this work, the PEAs then identify and implement an action 
plan to support their student’s growth in this area. This is a gap tool, to address the specific gap 
in literacy for SWD in Arizona compared to their typical peers. 


During Phase III Year 4 cohort 1, 18 of 18 PEAs Submitted progress on their SSIP action plan.  


In cohort 2, 10 of 10 PEAs updated their Success Gaps Rubric and submitted an SSIP Action Plan.  


In cohort 3, 13 of 13 PEAs completed their Success Gaps Rubric and submitted an SSIP action 
plan.  


Learning Walks Protocol 
The Learning Walks Protocol (LWP) (Appendix E) is a collaborative coaching process used to 
assist educators in areas focused on inclusive learning environments, instructional practices, 
student interactions, and student engagement. The LWP is a support provided by the ADE/ESS 
to PEAs in implementing their SSIP Action Plan. The LWP provides trend data related to 
evidence-based practices (EBP) in effective instruction including literacy. The LWP can assist in 
collecting evidence of strengths in instruction to improve literacy outcomes for students with 
disabilities.  
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There are several pieces to the LWP that focus on evidence-based literacy and inclusive 
practices for students with disabilities. Appendix F shows a full alignment between the LWP and 
Universal Design for Learning (UDL)/High Leverage Practices (HLP) and Evidence Based Practices 
(EBP) 


Quadrant 1: Inclusive Learning Environment 


1. Content language and social learning outcomes are flexible, posted, 
measurable, observable, and in student-friendly language: created with/by 
students 


2. Student-center classroom; student work displayed is current, relevant, and 
accurate; classroom charts are made with/by students 


4. Classroom library organized with student input, variety of genres, accessible to 
all 


5. Word walls and key vocabulary charts are created with/by students; contain 
symbols/pictures and used as a resource by all students 


Quadrant 2: Instructional Practices 


1. Demonstration: whole group, comprehensible input is provided throughout 
the lesson, crystal clear language, pacing, visuals, realia, color, and different 
learning modalities are evident; explicit, systematic instruction 


2. Shared Experiences: whole group/small group/flexible group modeling 


Quadrant 3: Student Interactions 


1. Students thinking, listening, speaking, reading, writing, sharing, discussing 


2. Students involved in text activity; note-taking; research; use of assistive 
technologies and/or multi-media; use multiple tools for construction and 
composition 


3. Students are goal setting; ongoing use of self-assessment, formative 
assessments, and reflections 


6: Student performance; presentation; reading/writing for authentic 
audience/purpose 


Quadrant 4:  


3. Students connect and apply learning to culture, background knowledge, 
strengths 
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4. Students demonstrate learning through planning, thinking, listening, speaking, 
reading, writing; multi-media; engaged in shared/collaborative learning. 


LWPs are implemented during the second year of implementation of a PEA’s SSIP Action plan. 
During Phase III Year 4 of the Arizona SSIP, 10 cohort 2 PEAs participated in the LWP process. 
PEAs have the option to continue using the tool in subsequent years but is not required as a 
continued part of the SSIP.  


Evidence Based Interventions 


Teaching Reading Effectively 
Teaching Reading Effectively (TRE) (Appendix G) is a five-day training designed for K-2 teachers 
and K-5 special education teachers that focuses on the five pillars of early literacy: phonological 
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. It also guides participants 
through the assessments used for diagnosing a student’s specific area of struggle when learning 
to read. It is designed to improve and strengthen early literacy instruction. 


Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) 
Professional development that provides teachers with the skills they need to master the 
fundamentals of reading instruction – phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, 
comprehension, writing, and language. LETRS is designed to be the cornerstone of a multiyear, 
systemic literacy improvement initiative. 


Connecting and Applying Literacy Learning (CALL) 
The CALL Project (Appendix H) is designed as a shared leadership pathway for school teams 
committed to building their literacy knowledge and facilitating literacy conversations with their 
teachers and students using their own resources during the school day. As part of the scaling up 
of SSIP, sustainability, and based on feedback from stakeholders, ADE/ESS is developing a CALL 
for Teachers (not team based) training that will be available to SSIP and non-SSIP PEAs.  


Culturally Inclusive Practices 
Culturally Inclusive Practices (Appendix I) explicitly focus on the achievement of academic 
equity for students by recognizing, appreciating, embracing, and ultimately integrating all of the 
various cultures, experiences, and backgrounds of the people of Arizona as a driving force in 
curriculum, instruction, and educational environments. Current data shows that many groups 
are overrepresented in some categories, including special education. To build the cultural 
competence of educators, professional development must address evidence based practices 
related to instruction, curriculum, and school climate/environment. Educators and communities 
must openly dialogue to identify opportunities to implement culturally responsive practices and 
strategies.  
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Multi-tiered Behavior Supports & Multi-tiered System of Supports 
Multi-tiered Behavior Supports and Multi-tiered System of Supports (Appendix J) is a 
framework designed to respond to the needs of all students within a system which integrates, 
but is not limited to, tiered behavior (e.g., Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports) and 
academic (e.g.; Response to Intervention – RTI) supports. These are data-driven, prevention-
based frameworks for improving learning outcomes through a layered continuum of evidence-
based practices and systems. They are a comprehensive system of differentiated supports that 
include evidence-based instruction, universal screening, progress monitoring, formative 
assessments, and research-based interventions matched to student’s needs (Source: Technical 
Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports). 


Arizona State Personal Development Grant (Az SPDG) 
The Arizona State Personnel Development Grant (Az SPDG) (Appendix K) provides research-
based, high leverage teaching practices to support all learners. The AZSPDG module series is 
onsite professional development with all-inclusive training and implementation support for 
staff, evaluation plan and tools, parent trainings on module strategies through six evidence-
based professional learning modules that follow high-leverage teaching and learning strategies 
to support all students and increase adolescent literacy achievement for students with learning 
disabilities. The learning modules are literacy focused, evidence-based strategies students can 
use across content areas, including clear learning goals and criteria for courses, and supporting 
student engagement so they feel safe, connected, and supported in their learning environment. 


Evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes 


The SEA assessed progress towards the SiMR by collecting data for ELA proficiency and 
participation for each year of the SSIP on the AzMERIT ELA assessment. In addition, the SEA 
uses the change in pre/post scores on the Success Gaps Rubric and the LWP to assess progress 
of SSIP PEAs to implement EBPs that are linked to improved literacy outcomes for students with 
disabilities.  


Table 2: Evaluation Activities 


Evaluation Activities Measurement Date Collected Logic Model 
Outcome 


AzMERIT Number of students 
with disabilities 
proficient in AzMERIT 
ELA in grades 3-5 and 
total number tested 


spring 2019, planned 
spring 2020 


SiMR 
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Benchmark Data 
(benchmark tools 
determined by each 
individual PEA) 


Number of students 
with disabilities 
proficient in benchmark 
ELA in grades 3-5 and 
total number tested 


August 2019, 
February 2019, 
planned June 2020 


Short-term 
Outcome: 
Targeted PEAs 
identify needs 
and root causes 
related to ELA 
proficiency. 


Learning Walks 
Protocol 


Trend data for literacy 
EBPs (28 attributes) 
observed in classrooms  


October-December 
2019, January 2020, 
February – March 
2020 


Short- and Long-
Term Outcomes: 
PEAs collect 
trends on EBPs 
using the LWP 
and build 
internal capacity 
of teachers. 


SSIP Implementation 
Survey Data 


SSIP targeted PEAs self-
report on fidelity of 
implementation for 
SSIP Action Plan: One 
fidelity tool used by all 
PEAs regardless of their 
selected intervention is 
the use of the LWP. 


January 2020 Short-Term 
Outcome: 
External 
stakeholders are 
engaged in the 
SSIP work with 
feedback used in 
decision making. 


Learning Walks Survey 
Data 


Survey of LWP 
professional learning 
including quality and 
relevancy provided by 
participants in the LWP 
professional learning 
experience (SSIP PEA 
teams and PSM 
specialists) 


October-December 
2019, February – 
March 2020 


Short-and Long-
Term Outcomes: 
Stakeholders are 
engaged, 
feedback used 
for data-based 
decision-making, 
and engagement 
ensures work of 
improving 
literacy 
outcomes. 


Success Gaps Rubric 
and Action Plan 


SSIP PEAs use local data 
to rate themselves in 
five areas related to 
literacy outcomes for 
students with 
disabilities 


November 2019, 
March 2020, May 
2020 


Short-Term 
Outcome: PEAs 
identify needs 
and root causes 
related to ELA 
proficiency and 
implement 
action plans. 
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Scoring Guide for 
Success Gaps Rubric 
and Action Plan 


PSM specialists provide 
feedback on Success 
Gaps Rubric and Action 
Plan to SSIP targeted 
PEAs using Scoring 
Guide 


December 2019, 
April 2020, June 2020 


Short-Term 
Outcome: PEAs 
identify needs 
and root causes 
related to ELA 
proficiency and 
implement 
action plans. 


 


Changes to Implementation 


During the SSIP year (April 2019-March 2020), Arizona has made no changes to implementation 
of SSIP. We did continue our scaling up as discussed in the previous SSIP update Year 3 
Implementation. Included as part of the scaling up was the training of PSM specialists to 
present the LWP to the cohort 2 SSIP schools by the PLS team. Additional scaling up activities 
included developing a CALL training for teachers, rather than school teams, and aligning the Az 
SPDG as a viable intervention for SSIP PEAs to use if they choose.  


B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP 


Description of SSIP Implementation Progress  


The following table shows the implementation and milestone activities completed within the 
timeline and their outcomes in SSIP year 4 (April 2019-March 2020). 


Table 3: SSIP Year 4 Implementation Progress 


 
 


Milestone Activity  
 


 
 


Date Completed 
 
 


 
Area of Evaluation 


 


 
Outcome 


 


Infrastructure Review  April 2019 Workload 
Capacity 
Staffing 
Collaboration 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 


It was decided that all 
PSM specialists would 
be trained in the use 
of the LWP to support 
their individual SSIP 
PEAs. 


10 Additional PEAs 
Targeted for SSIP 
Implementation 


June 2019 Scale-up Used Risk Analysis to 
target 10 additional 
PEAs with capacity for 
systems change for 
SSIP implementation 
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PSM Specialists 
trained in LWP 


June 2019 Scale-up Improved support, 
tools, and practices 
for PEAs and data for 
SEA to improve SSIP 
implementation 


Connecting and 
Applying Literacy 
(CALL) Project (2-day 
training and on-going 
support for PEA 
implementation) 


July 2018-present Implementation  
Capacity 


Improved support, 
tools, and practices 
for PEAs and data for 
SEA to improve SSIP 
implementation 


Infrastructure Review August 2019 Workload 
Capacity 
Staffing 
Collaboration 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 


Created Core Literacy 
Group to address 
logistical and 
immediate concerns 


Alignment with Az 
SPDG to be a viable 
intervention for SSIP 
PEAs 


Ongoing  Capacity Improved support for 
PEA leveraged 
systems where 
possible 


Learning Walks 
Protocol Professional 
Learning in fall and 
spring 


October 2018-
present 


Implementation  
Capacity 


Improved evidence-
based practices and a 
common literacy 
language for SSIP 
targeted PEAs 


Learning Walks 
Protocol Survey 
Feedback 


October 2018-
present 


Stakeholder Feedback Obtained feedback 
from SSIP targeted 
PEAs for decision-
making in Learning 
Walks Protocol 
professional learning 


Success Gaps Rubric 
and Action Plan 
completion 


November 2018-
present (cohort-
based activities) 


Implementation  
Capacity 


Created individualized 
action plans based on 
PEA needs to address 
gaps in student 
success 


Scoring Guide for 
Success Gaps Rubric 
and Action Plan 


December 2018-
present (cohort-
based activities) 


Implementation  
Capacity 


Provided feedback 
and technical 
assistance to PEAs on 
rubric and action plan 







Arizona Department of Education – Exceptional Student Services  


19 
 


SSIP Contract Funds 
available up to $5,000 
per PEA ($13,000 for 
TUSD) for SSIP Action 
Plan Implementation 


December 2018 - 
present 


Implementation SSIP Contract Funds 
available up to $5,000 
per PEA ($13,000 for 
TUSD) for SSIP Action 
Plan Implementation 


SSIP Survey  January 2020 Stakeholder 
Engagement 


Obtained feedback 
from SSIP targeted 
PEAs for fidelity of 
implementation 


Local PEA Benchmark 
Data (Mid-Year and 
End of Year) 


August 2019, 
February 2020, 
June 2020 
(planned) 


Implementation Evaluated data at the 
PEA and SEA levels for 
decision-making 


 


Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation 


In implementing the SSIP over the past year, Arizona has sought collaboration from external 
and internal stakeholders alike. The State continues to use the Literacy Initiatives Work Group 
(LIWG), annual Directors’ Institute statewide conference, and Special Education Advisory Panel 
(SEAP) to both inform stakeholders of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP, and to provide 
stakeholders with a voice and involvement in the decision-making process regarding the 
ongoing implementation of the SSIP.  


The LIWG continued to serve as a decision-making body for the SSIP, focused on interventions 
needed and capacity to design and offer interventions.  The LWP was presented again at this 
year’s Directors’ Institute, national Center to Enhance Teacher and Leader Preparation 
(CEEDAR) convening, early childhood inclusive practices workgroup, SEAP, Office of English 
Language Acquisition and Support (OELAS) conference, and the Early Childhood Special 
Education Conference.  Information regarding implementation of the SSIP was presented to 
SEAP, and feedback was gathered from this group on implementation, strategies, targets for 
Year 5, and the scaling up of SSIP in future years. Results of the SSIP are also shared during ESS 
staff meeting to inform internal stakeholders and discuss next steps in implementation. 


The ADE/ESS, Arizona State University, University of Arizona, Northern Arizona University, Rio 
Salado College, and Pima Community College teamed with the Center to Enhance Teacher and 
Leader Preparation (CEEDAR) (appendix L) to enhance teacher and leader preparation in 
Arizona by ensuring the inclusion of EBPs and High Leverage Practices (HLPs) in reading and 
data-driven decision making in the curriculum of preparation and professional learning 
programs in the state. These partners are working to revise teacher preparation programs to 
ensure that teacher and leader graduates can effectively use data-based decision making to 
improve outcomes in reading for all students, with a focus on students with disabilities.  
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Stakeholders in the field have provided feedback on the SSIP through annual SSIP surveys 
(Appendix M), surveys following both fall and spring LWP trainings (for training satisfaction and 
increased knowledge base in LWPs) (Appendix N), and surveys on the CALL project. The SSIP 
survey was sent to all 41 SSIP schools (all 3 cohorts) and 11 out of 41 responded with feedback. 
Some possible reasons for the small number of respondents are the increase of SSIP PEAs, the 
increase of state initiatives the PEAs are implementing during the course of the SSIP 
implementation years, and the lack of one point of contact (an SSIP coordinator) to drive results 
since the PSM specialists have additional responsibilities that the SSIP coordinator did not have 
last year. PSM specialists and staff of ESS have also provided feedback informally and formally 
via surveys. PSM specialists use the survey feedback to improve their TA and coaching 
strategies provided to the field. After analyzing SSIP survey data and LWP data, ADE/ESS has 
increased communication and coaching opportunities to the field to further ensure fidelity of 
implementation.  


C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes 
Over the past year of implementation, the State collected numerous measures to assess the 
efficacy of activities implemented within the SSIP. As the Theory of Action and Logic Model 
both lead to the achievement of the SiMR, the SEA has continually evaluated AzMERIT data for 
SSIP targeted PEAs. The SiMR baseline reflects the percent of students with disabilities in 
Cohort 1 targeted PEAs that were proficient on AzMERIT in FFY 2015. Subsequent data points 
will also only reflect Cohort 1 PEAs.  


AzMERIT 


Based on the AzMERIT data, the SEA has observed growth toward the SiMR, and for FFY 2018 
exceeded the annual target rate, but has not met the overall SiMR target of 12.99%. SSIP 
Cohort 1 PEAs made steady, yet small gains from SSIP Year 1 to SSIP Year 3. For SSIP Year 4, the 
SSIP Cohort 1 PEAS made a substantial jump of 4.73%.  
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Figure 4: AzMERIT Data (SiMR) Targeted and Actual 


As n-sizes vary by SSIP PEAs for students with disabilities taking the AzMERIT in grades 3-5, 
proficiency numbers are included in table 3 to demonstrate individual SSIP PEA progress toward 
the SiMR. 


Arizona is seeing both positive gains in Cohort 1 PEAs in AzMERIT ELA proficiency (Table 4). As 
students enter grade 3 and leave grade 5 each year, and with movement of students into and 
out of the selected PEAs, it is difficult to find significant meaning in the growth or lack of growth 
in SSIP PEAs that have small n-sizes. However, those PEAs that have an n-size of > 100 have 
seen significant growth in ELA as assessed with the AzMERIT. In addition, the SWD in the State 
are also showing significant growth in ELA on the AzMERIT. Table 4 shows each district that had 
growth in ELA scores from one FFY to the next with highlighted green cells. From FFY 15 – FFY 
16, 11 of 18 SSIP PEAs showed growth. From FFY 16 – FFY 17, 8 of the 18 PEAs showed growth, 
and from FFY 17 – FFY 18, 12 of the 18 PEAs showed growth. There were 3 SSIP PEAs that 
showed growth every year (highlighted blue cells).  
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Table 4: AzMERIT Cohort 1 Scores (including student numbers) ELA proficiency for students with disabilities 


 FFY 15 READING FFY 16 READING FFY 17 READING FFY 18 READING 


 PEA PROFICIENT TESTED 
% 


PROFICIENT PROFICIENT TESTED 
% 


PROFICIENT PROFICIENT TESTED 
% 


PROFICIENT PROFICIENT TESTED 
% 


PROFICIENT 


State of Arizona 4414 31507 14.01% 4867 32836 14.82% 5077 33900 14.98% 5886 32292 18.23% 
             


Academy Del Sol, Inc. 1 14 7.14% 4 14 28.57% 3 18 16.67% 2 18 11.11% 
Apache Junction Unified District 9 172 5.23% 10 171 5.85% 12 162 7.41% 17 148 11.49% 
Bell Canyon Charter School, Inc 0 12 0.00% 2 6 33.33% 0 14 0.00% 1 12 8.33% 


Buckeye Elementary District 19 225 8.44% 17 228 7.46% 10 236 4.24% 25 221 11.31% 
EAGLE South Mountain 


Charter, Inc. 3 20 15.00% 1 25 4.00% 2 23 8.70% 5 19 26.32% 
Eloy Elementary District 0 34 0.00% 1 38 2.63% 1 34 2.94% 0 29 0.00% 


Excalibur Charter Schools, Inc. 1 10 10.00% 0 14 0.00% 0 17 0.00% 1 13 7.69% 
Fountain Hills Unified District 1 38 2.63% 3 32 9.38% 4 24 16.67% 3 21 14.29% 


Ganado Unified School District 0 17 0.00% 1 16 6.25% 0 16 0.00% 0 17 0.00% 
Kingman Unified School District 20 213 9.39% 25 228 10.96% 40 278 14.39% 38 263 14.45% 


Littleton Elementary District 11 234 4.70% 14 240 5.83% 13 264 4.92% 13 238 5.46% 
Miami Unified District 0 30 0.00% 2 24 8.33% 1 20 5.00% 2 18 11.11% 


Pathfinder Charter School 
Foundation 1 22 4.55% 0 16 0.00% 2 13 15.38% 1 13 7.69% 


Red Mesa Unified District 0 15 0.00% 0 14 0.00% 0 8 0.00% 0 7 0.00% 
Santa Cruz Valley Unified 


District 5 63 7.94% 7 60 11.67% 8 60 13.33% 11 68 16.18% 
Tucson Unified District 141 1708 8.26% 129 1681 7.67% 137 1664 8.23% 184 1583 11.62% 


Wellton Elementary District 0 14 0.00% 0 9 0.00% 0 10 0.00% 3 7 42.86% 
Whiteriver Unified District 2 102 1.96% 2 85 2.35% 1 75 1.33% 2 62 3.23% 
Total Cohort 1 SSIP PEAs 214 2943 7.27% 218 2901 7.51% 234 2936 7.97% 308 2757 11.17% 


* Highlighted green cells represent growth from the previous year 
* Highlighted blue cells are the SSIP PEAs that showed growth every year 
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Arizona also reviewed the data for SSIP Cohort 1 PEAs by following those students who entered 3rd grade in 2017 and received a valid score 
on the AzMERIT for 3 consecutive years, 3rd-5th grades (Table 5). This reduced the n-sizes in all cases and showed greater volatility in the 
data from year to year. In the case of Apache Junction Unified District, the n-size decreased from 172 students tested to 26 in FFY 15. Only 
Tucson Unified maintained an n-size of greater than 100, and their n-size decreased from 1708 students tested in FFY 15 to 283 students 
tested. However, 6 (50%) of the cohort 1 PEAs maintained or showed growth for these students ELA proficiency. There were 3 SSIP Cohort 1 
PEAs (25%) that showed growth for these students for two consecutive years. 


Table 5: Students with 3 consecutive years of valid proficiency scores 


PEA 2017 ELA 
Proficient 


2017 ELA 
Not 
Proficient 


2017 ELA 
Proficiency 
% 


2018 ELA 
Proficient 


2018 ELA 
Not 
Proficient 


2018 ELA 
Proficiency 
% 


2019 ELA 
Proficient 


2019 ELA 
Not 
Proficient 


2019 ELA 
Proficiency 
% 


Apache Junction Unified District 0 26 0.00% 3 23 11.54% 2 24 7.69% 
Bell Canyon Charter School, Inc 0 1 0.00% 0 1 0.00% 0 1 0.00% 


Buckeye Elementary District 2 34 5.56% 1 35 2.78% 2 34 5.56% 
EAGLE South Mountain Charter, Inc. 0 6 0.00% 1 5 16.67% 2 4 33.33% 


Eloy Elementary District 0 6 0.00% 1 5 16.67% 0 6 0.00% 
Excalibur Charter Schools, Inc. 0 4 0.00% 0 4 0.00% 1 3 25.00% 
Fountain Hills Unified District 0 2 0.00% 0 2 0.00% 0 2 0.00% 


Ganado Unified School District 0 2 0.00% 0 2 0.00% 0 2 0.00% 
Kingman Unified School District 6 37 13.95% 6 37 13.95% 5 38 11.63% 


Littleton Elementary District 1 36 2.70% 2 35 5.41% 1 36 2.70% 
Miami Unified District 1 5 16.67% 1 5 16.67% 1 5 16.67% 


Pathfinder Charter School Foundation 0 1 0.00% 0 1 0.00% 0 1 0.00% 
Red Mesa Unified District 0 3 0.00% 0 3 0.00% 0 3 0.00% 


Santa Cruz Valley Unified District 0 12 0.00% 0 12 0.00% 0 12 0.00% 
Tucson Unified District 24 283 7.82% 33 274 10.75% 37 270 12.05% 


Wellton Elementary District 0 2 0.00% 0 2 0.00% 0 2 0.00% 
Whiteriver Unified District 1 14 6.67% 0 15 0.00% 1 14 6.67% 


* Highlighted green cells represent growth from the previous year 







Arizona Department of Education – Exceptional Student Services 
 


24 
 


Benchmark Data  


Cohort 1 PEAs submitted benchmark data sets during their SSIP implementation from 2018-
2020. The SEA does not have the authority to require PEAs to administer benchmarks for ELA, 
however 14 of the 18 Cohort 1 PEAs submitted data points for ELA proficiency for students with 
disabilities in grades 3-5. Due to data quality issues, different benchmark tools used, and not all 
SSIP PEAs using/submitting benchmark data, the data is presented in broad terms to 
demonstrate PEAs making progress based on their local measures.  


The benchmark data is not showing consistent growth from benchmark to benchmark. This may 
be due to any number of data quality reasons including that students being benchmarked may 
be different during each benchmark assessment. This could occur due to the practices used by 
each individual SSIP cohort 1 PEA. Benchmarking may be a part of their Title I programs and 
PEAs may only benchmark those students receiving Title I services as needed and are not part 
of a schoolwide assessment system. In addition, there are very few consistent data points for 
each of the benchmarks, as the SSIP cohort 1 PEAs did not submit data for each of the 
requested benchmarks. This may be due to the fact that PEAs can set their own benchmark 
schedules and requirements, so they may not benchmark 3 times per year.  


Table 6 shows the benchmark data from Spring 2017 through Fall 2020. As discussed above, the 
benchmark data shown in table 6 comes from a variety of benchmark tools. In the table, the 
green highlighted cells demonstrate growth from the previous benchmark. The table shows 
growth in 9 of the 18 SSIP PEAs from Spring 2017 to Fall 2018 benchmarks. There were 3 of the 
18 PEAs that showed growth from Fall 2018 to Spring 2019. There were 6 of the 19 PEAs that 
showed growth from Spring 2019 to Fall 2020. It should be noted that only 3 PEAs showed 
growth from Spring 2017 and Fall 2020 (highlighted in blue). However, this growth was not 
consistent from benchmark to benchmark, and demonstrates a data quality issue. 
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Table 6: Cohort 1, 2017-2020 ELA Local Benchmarks, students with disabilities, grades 3-5, percent proficient 


 Benchmark 1 (Spring 2017)           Benchmark 2 (Fall 2018)                   Benchmark 3 (Spring 2019)             Benchmark 4 (Fall 2020) 
PEA 3 4 5 total 3 4 5 total 3 4 5 total 3 4 5 total 


Academy 
Del Sol 0 50 50 33.3 33 75 75 61.0 100 66.7 33.3 64.3 20 0 0 8.3 


Apache 
Junction NONE NONE NONE NA NONE NONE NONE NA NONE NONE NONE NA NONE NONE NONE NA 


Bell Canyon 0 50 33 27.7 0 50 33 27.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Buckeye 17.9 10.1 11.5 13.2 36.7 24.7 12.2 24.6 6.6 6.2 11.3 8.3 16.9 3.6 6.9 9.3 


Eagle South 
Mountain 0 10 0 3.3 33 50 27 36.7 0.0 0.0 909.0 4.7 0.0 12.5 16.7 9.1 


Eloy 0 0 7.7 2.6 0 0 14.3 4.7 NONE NONE NONE NA 16.6 0.0 0.0 6.3 
Excalibur 0 16.7 0 5.6 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Fountain 


Hills 0 0 100 33.3 NONE NONE NONE NA NONE NONE NONE NA NONE NONE NONE NA 


Ganado 0 0 0 0.0 22.2 0 20 14.1 NONE 9.1 20.0 12.50 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kingman 6.0 5.1 14.9 8.7 16.4 13.0 15.9 15.1 9.6 27.1 17.4 18.6 NONE NONE NONE NA 
Littleton 0 16.7 0 5.6 0 20 0 6.7 5.7 1.4 5.0 4.0 13.9 5.6 7.5 8.6 
Miami 14.3 28.7 11.1 18.0 20 16.7 22.2 19.6 14.3 0.0 0.0 5.6 16.6 0.0 28.6 16.6 


Pathfinder 50 50 0 33.3 33.3 50 0 27.8 50.0 50.0 0.0 33.3 NONE NONE NONE NA 
Red Mesa 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Santa Cruz 20 7.7 10 12.6 11.1 17.7 16 14.9 13.3 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 18.8 0.0 7.5 


Tucson 0 5.1 3.03 NA NONE NONE NONE NA NONE NONE NONE NA 19.9 18.6 15.0 17.8 
Wellton 0 0 20 6.7 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 


Whiteriver 0 5.9 0 2.0 NONE NONE NONE NA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
* Green highlighted cells show growth from the previous benchmark. 
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Success Gaps Rubric, Action Plan, and Scoring Guide 


Arizona has adopted the use of the Success Gaps rubric as a form of pre/post self-assessment 
by the SSIP PEAs to establish their strengths and weaknesses in multiple areas that may impact 
ELA performance of students with disabilities in grades 3-5. Based on the results of this needs 
assessment, the PEA identifies areas for targeted growth and creates goals and an action plan 
using the IDC Action Plan Template (Appendix O). This template, along with TA from their PSM 
specialist, assists the PEA in choosing a focus area with aligned goals and action steps for 
attaining those goals. The action plan steps include a description of the step, and identifies the 
people involved, timeline, resources and supports needed, potential barriers, and a 
communication plan. The scoring guide, developed by the ESS/PSM team, assesses PEAs on 
both the rubric and action plan using a 1-4-point Likert-style scale as another shared data 
source for assessing the efficacy of activities implemented within the SSIP considering the 
diverse and individualized needs of the SSIP targeted PEAs. 


The Success Gaps Rubric is aligned with ELA implications below: 


1. Data‐based Decision-Making 
• Data‐based decision-making impacts ELA proficiency if decisions are not based 


on data, or if the data is used incorrectly. 
2. Cultural Responsiveness 


• Culturally responsive instructional interventions can impact ELA proficiency if not 
adopted and implemented across classrooms and curriculum. If families do not 
feel included, they are unlikely to support and encourage students and teachers. 


3. Core Instructional Program 
• Without curriculum and articulation there is no structure to achieve standards. 


Without research‐based curriculum there is no reliable way to know how it truly 
impacts teaching and learning. Differentiation assists with achievement and 
impacts all achievement. Without informing families about curriculum and 
interventions, families are unlikely to support schools, and students are unlikely 
to achieve. 


4. Assessment – Universal Screening and Progress Monitoring 
• Without screening and intervention, proficiency will not improve at higher rates. 


Data from progress monitoring will drive instruction and target interventions to 
improve ELA proficiency. Families who are informed are more likely to provide 
support to students and schools. 


5. Interventions and Supports 
• If behaviors are addressed appropriately, the focus can shift to academics and 


improve ELA proficiency. Tiered responses and supports improve academics. A 
comprehensive discipline policy assists with consistency and allows focus on 
academics to improve ELA proficiency. Informed families can provide support to 
students and schools. 
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Cohort 1 was not required to complete these actions in Year 4. However, they completed their 
Midyear Progress Report December 2019, and will complete a Final Progress Report in May 
2020 to complete their SSIP. Cohorts 2 and 3 completed their Rubric and Action plans in 
November 2019, and their Scoring Guides in December 2019. They will complete Action Plan 
Updates in March 2020 and Rubric and Action Plan Updates in May 2020. The Scoring Guide is 
out of 16 possible points. Table 7 shows the scores that the cohort 1 SSIP PEAs received on their 
first and second scoring guides. For example, Academy Del Sol received a score of 8 out of 16 in 
FFY 2017, and a score of 12 out of 16 in FFY 2018 which was a positive increase in score of 4 
points. 


Table 7 (below) displays the scoring guide for Cohort 1 that shows that 72%, 13 out of 18, of the 
SSIP PEAs demonstrated an increase in scores with a mean increase of 1.97 points out of a total 
of 16. There were 13 of the 18 PEAs that increased their scores by at least 1 point, with six of 
those PEAs improving by at least 4 points. There were four PEAs that showed a negative change 
of at least three points. These results indicate an increase in fidelity, planning, and assessing. 
This data remains the same from last year’s SSIP submission as year 3 of implementation of the 
SSIP does not require an additional scoring guide. 


Table 7: Cohort 1 Scoring Guide SSIP Years FFY 17-FFY 18 


PEA Name FFY 2017 FFY 2018  Change +/- 
Academy Del Sol 8 12 4 
Apache Junction 10 11 1 


Bell Canyon 14 8 -6 
Buckeye 12 14 2 


Eagle South 
Mountain 11 15 4 


Eloy 14 11 -3 
Excalibur 10 15 5 


Fountain Hills 14 15 1 
Ganado 10 16 6 


Kingman 12 15 3 
Littleton 12 16 4 


Miami 15 9 -8 
Pathfinder 11 16 -5 
Red Mesa 10 11 1 


Santa Cruz 12 15 3 
Tucson NA 16 NA 


Wellton 9 11 2 
Whiteriver 11 16 4 


MEAN 11.47 13.44 1.97 
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Inter-rater reliability was inconsistent from each implementation year until implementation 
years 3 and 4 where inter-rater reliability was improved through a system of training the PSM 
specialists instead of the SSIP coordinator to ensure better data quality.  


Table 8 (below) displays the scoring guide results for Cohort 2 and shows that 20%, 2 out of 10, 
of the SSIP targeted PEAs demonstrated an increase in scores with a mean increase of 0.58 
points out of a total of 16. These results indicate little to no change for the majority of SSIP 
targeted PEAs. This may be due to the loss of the SSIP coordinator at the end of FFY 2018 
decreasing the individualized TA available to the SSIP targeted PEAs as was available to Cohort 
1. ADE/ESS posted and re-posted the SSIP coordinator position but was unable to fill with a 
qualified candidate. ADE/ESS continues to search for a qualified candidate to fill this position. 
PSM specialists were trained in the scoring to increase inter-rater reliability from year to year 
regardless of possible changes to the SSIP coordinator. In addition, the cohorts 2 and3 SSIP 
PEAs had more access to training and their specialists, which increased the likelihood of initial 
scoring being more accurate than those from cohort 1, which is demonstrated by the smaller 
increase from the first years’ scoring guide to the second.  


Table 8: Cohort 2 Scoring Guide SSIP Years FFY 18-FFY 19 


PEA Name FFY 2018 FFY 2019 Change +/- 
ASU Preparatory 


Academy 14 15 1 


Casa Grande ED 16 16 0 
Cholla Academy 15 15 0 
Continental ED 16 16 0 


Imagine Avondale 12 12 0 
Nadaburg USD 11 11 0 


Open Doors 
Community School 11 6 -5 


Stanfield ESD 7 11 4 
Superior USD 7 NA NA 


Yuma USD 13 13 0 
MEAN 12.2 12.78 0.58 


 


Table 9 (below) shows the baseline for Cohort 3 PEAs, with a mean of 12.71. It is interesting to 
note that each cohort is showing an increase in their baselines: Cohort 1 = 11.47, Cohort 2 = 
12.2, Cohort 3 = 12.4. Table 9 shows only the baseline scores for Cohort 3, as this is their first 
year participating in the SSIP. Their baseline numbers are higher than previous year. This may 
be due to the increased capacity of each cohort to fully implement the SSIP activities with 
fidelity, as the SEA has better targeted the SSIP PEAs. Cohort 1 was the first year of the current 
RA tool. It is also important to note that feedback from OSEP suggested a need for including 
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additional PEAs, so the initial cohort included PEAs that may not have had capacity to 
implement. 


Table 9:Cohort 3 Scoring Guide SSIP Baseline FFY 19 


 PEA Name FFY 2019 
Baboquivari Unified 16 


Cambridge 
Academy East 6 


Colorado City 
Unified 12 


Edkey-Sequoia 12 
Heber-Overgaard 


Unified 13 


Holbrook Unified 10 
Incito Schools 15 


Laveen Elementary 11 
Litchfield 


Elementary 10 


Nogales Unified 15 
Page Unified NA 


Research Based 
Education Corp 16 


MEAN 12.4 
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Learning Walks Protocol 


Two data points were collected from Cohort 2 PEAs for the LWP. The first was collected in 
December 2019, the second in January 2020. A third data point will be collected in March and 
April 2020. The data are collected from the observation of 2 classrooms in each of the 
participating PEAs, and their scores were averaged. This data is collected to support PEAs in 
recognizing overall trends based on evidence-based literacy practices that are observed during 
LWP activities. The LWP tool, as discussed in section 1, is designed to capture literacy EBPs in 
any area of a PEAs curriculum, specifically as best practice and state standards are for literacy 
instruction which is woven throughout all content areas. In addition, the LWP has been aligned 
with High Leverage Practices (HLPs) and Universal Design for Learning (UDL) to specifically 
support EBPs for students with disabilities (Appendix F).  


Figure 6 (below) shows the results from LWP 1, December 2019, and LWP 2, January 2020. As 
discussed above, the LWP data were collected from the observation of two classrooms in each 
of the participating PEAs, and their scores were averaged with a total of seven points possibles 
for any one quadrant. The data from the LWP shows steady increases in EBPs across all 
quadrants, especially in quadrant 3, instructional practices, and quadrant 4, student 
engagement. Both quadrants demonstrate growth in the high leverage practices of 
systematically designed instruction which supports our students with disabilities. 


 Figure 5: Cohort 2 LWP Data by Quadrant 
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Figure 7 (below) shows the results for each of the seven attributes in Quadrant 1: Inclusive 
Learning Environments. Quadrant 1 shows growth across each attribute were high, except for 
attribute 6, student performance/presentation. Attributes I:1, I:2, I:4, and I:5 which are focused 
on evidence-based literacy and inclusive practices for students with disabilities showed nearly 
double the growth from fall to winter observations. 


Figure 6: Q1 - Inclusive Learning Environment
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Quadrant 1: Inclusive Learning Environments by Attribute


Dec-19 Jan-20


Attributes for Quadrant 1: Inclusive Learning Environment  
I.1: Content, language, social, learning outcomes, flexible, posted measurable, observable, and in student 


friendly language 
I.2: Student centered classroom; student work displayed, current, and accurate; classroom charts made 


with/by students 
I.3: Effective classroom management; organization; rules procedures & behavior expectations are posted 
I.4: Classroom library organized with student input; variety of genres accessible for all 
I:5: Word walls, key vocabulary, charts, created with/by students; with symbols/pictures and used as a 


resource 
I:6: Presence and use of manipulatives, objects, and real-world examples 
I:7: Effective transitions between activities. 
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Figure 8 (below) shows the data for Quadrant 2. The figure shows growth across each attribute 
was high. Attributes II:1, and II:2, which are focused on evidence-based literacy and inclusive 
practices for students with disabilities, showed high growth, with attribute II:1 more than 
doubling and attribute II:2 one third higher from fall to winter observations. 


Figure 7: Q2 - Instructional Practices 
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Quadrant 2: Instructional Practicies by Attribute


Dec-19 Jan-20


Attributes for Quadrant 2: Student Interactions 
II.1: Student thinking, listening, speaking, reading, writing, sharing, discussing 
II.2: Student text activity; note-taking, research, use of assistive technologies and/or multi-media, use of 


multiple tools for construction and composition 
II.3: Student goal setting, planning, self, formative, interim, summative assessment 
II.4: Student guided practice; projects; conferencing; collaborating; community; personal coping skills and 


strategies 
II:5: Students independent practice for mastery, planning, choice, autonomy; visualization, manipulation 
II:6: Student performance; presentation; for a real audience and purpose 
II:7: Students participating in higher order thinking and a variety of learning modalities; physical action. 
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Figure 9 (below) shows the data from Quadrant 3. This data shows growth across each attribute 
with a score in both fall and winter observations was high. Attributes III:1, III:2, and III:3, which 
are focused on evidence-based literacy and inclusive practices for students with disabilities, 
showed high growth with attribute III:2 and III:3 more than doubling from fall to winter 
observations. Attribute III:6, which also has a literacy focus, was not observed in any of the 
observations from fall or winter. This attribute includes the monitoring of student learning, 
engagement, and interactions. This may be an area of additional TA from PSM specialists to 
support clearer understanding of this attribute and how to collect evidence of it during 
observations. 


Figure 8: Q3 - Student Interaction
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Quadrant 3: Student Interactions by Attribute


Dec-19 Jan-20


Attributes for Quadrant 3:   
III.1: Demonstration whole group; Comprehensible input is provided throughout the lesson; crystal clear 


language, pacing, visuals, realia, color, different learning modalities are evident; explicit instruction 
III.2: Shared Experiences; whole groups/small/flexible group modeling 
III.3: Guided Practice; small group, 1-1 with minimal guidance; for fluency and transfer of new learning with 


support 
III.4: Independent practice: time provided for mastery 
III:5: Closure; reviews learning goals w/students; use of assessments (self, 


formative/interim/summative/anecdotal/exit cards) 
III:6: Monitoring students learning; engagement; interactions; (uses and gives feedback effectively) 
III:7: Incorporates higher order thinking questions and wait time. 
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Figure 10 shows the data from Quadrant 4. Quadrant 4 demonstrates growth across each 
attribute was high. Attributes IV:3, and IV:4, which are focused on evidence-based literacy and 
inclusive practices for students with disabilities, showed high growth with attribute IV:4 tripling 
from fall to winter observations. Attribute IV:4 is students demonstrating learning through 
planning, thinking, listening, speaking, reading, and writing. 


Figure 9: Q4 - Student Engagement 
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Quadrant 4: Student Engagement by Attribute


Dec-19 Jan-20


Attributes for Quadrant 4: Student Engagement  
IV.1: Students connect learning to culture, background knowledge, & strengths 
IV.2: Students engaged in meaningful, challenging, relevant activities; self-determining learners 
IV.3: Students engaged in highly motivating real-world experiences and/or issues 
IV.4: Students demonstrate learning through planning thinking, listening, speaking, reading, writing, multi-


media; engaged in shared learning  
IV:5: Student’s materials, resources, texts are relevant and suitable to the content and language/literacy 


learning outcomes; self-regulating 
IV:6: Students have multiple opportunities for dialogue and conversations (50% student talk); engaged in 


information processing and transfer of learning and expanding on their own learning 
IV:7: Students are participating in differentiated activities and accommodations 
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Case Studies Illustrating SSIP Evaluation at the PEA Level 


Arizona has included two case studies to illustrate how SSIP impacted targeted PEAs in Arizona.  


Tucson Unified School District (TUSD) 
TUSD was targeted for the SSIP during the 2017-2018 school year as part of Cohort 1. TUSD 
began its targeted SSIP activities by analyzing benchmark data and AzMERIT scores. School staff 
completed the Success Gaps Rubric and identified the area of Core Instruction as the focus for 
their action plan. TUSD included both Teaching Reading Effectively (TRE) and the CALL Project 
as two of the intervention strategies for its action plan, piloting the CALL Project at five of its 
elementary and k-8 schools. TUSD collected LWP data from its pilot schools and demonstrated 
a higher number of attributes in the observed classrooms, showing improvement in core 
literacy instruction for their SWD. TUSD also trained and certified 225 special educations in 
LETRS, which provided teachers with the background and knowledge to identify reading issues 
and provide targeted intervention and instruction. An additional cohort of 50 teachers will 
complete this training in spring of 2020, and an additional cohort of 50 teachers will begin 
LETRS training in July of 2020. TUSD continued its practices and the use of LWP data in the 
2019-2020 school year and is continuing to show growth in 3rd-5th grade literacy in its AzMERIT 
scores, which increased from 8.23% of SWD scoring proficient in 2017-2018 to 11.62% in 2018-
2019. 


Buckeye Elementary School District (BESD) 
BESD was targeted for the SSIP during the 2017-2018 school year as part of Cohort 1. BESD 
began its targeted SSIP activities by analyzing benchmark data and AzMERIT scores. School staff 
completed the Success Gaps Rubric and identified the areas of Core Instruction and 
Interventions and Supports as the focus for their action plan. BESD adopted a new curriculum 
which addressed the Big 5 of Reading, including materials for special education in May of 2019, 
and training was provided to all K-1 general education teachers and all special education 
teachers who work with grades K-3. Program implementation began in October 2019, with 
benchmark testing in January 2020. Professional development in progress monitoring for 
reading using DIBELS next was provided to the majority of content and special education 
teachers, and additional training will be provided during summer for any teachers who were 
not yet trained. Special education teaches receive additional, on-going training in 
understanding the data and creating actionable goals using the data. Professional development 
was provided in reading for all special education and resource teachers using TRE. BESD has 
currently trained 30 special education teachers using TRE and also use bi-monthly Wednesday 
afternoon meetings to review training implementation. BESD uses the LWP and frequent walk 
throughs to ensure implementation fidelity. BESD grades 3-5 AzMERIT scores increased literacy 
from 4.24% of SWD scoring proficient in 2017-2018 to 11.31% in 2018-2019. 
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Stakeholder Involvement in Evaluation 


To continue the opportunities for both internal and external stakeholder feedback, the SEA 
maintained the changes made in SSIP implementation year 3. The LIWG and Core Literacy 
Groups continued their work and met quarterly. Communication regarding the SSIP has 
increased between the PSM and PLS teams. These teams have worked together as they have 
shifted the LWP implementation, data collection, and technical assistance of the SSIP from 
single points of contact, SSIP coordinator and PLS LWP team, to the individual PSM specialists 
responsible for monitoring the SSIP PEAs. There were initial training sessions that happened 
during June and July of 2019 for LWP implementation, data collection, and TA for PSM 
specialists. Additional meetings and trainings have occurred throughout the year to support the 
needs of the PSM specialists. External stakeholder feedback was gathered from SSIP 
presentations to SEAP in June of 2019. SEAP did not provide any additional information but was 
supportive of the modifications and scaling up that has, and will, occur. The progress on the 
SSIP has also been shared with CEEDAR. Feedback on targets and scaling up has been elicited 
from both SEAP and CEEDAR.  


SSIP Implementation Survey 


In February of FFY 2017, FFY 2018, and FFY 2019, SSIP targeted PEAs submitted overall survey 
data for SSIP implementation (Appendix M). The data shows the PEAs’ perception of the 
effectiveness of their implementation of the SSIP (figures 11-13). The data shows that there is a 
gradual decrease in implementation effectiveness each year.  


Figure 11 (below) shows that 41% of the Cohort 1 PEAs believe that their SSIP implementation 
for FFY 2017 was effective, with 45% of respondents feeling that their implementation was 
inconsistent throughout the year, and 14% believed that their implementation was ineffective. 


Figure 10: FFY17 SSIP Implementation 
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Figure 12 (below) shows that 31% of the Cohort 1 PEAs believe that their SSIP implementation 
for FFY 2018 was effective, with 61% of respondents feeling that their implementation was 
inconsistent throughout the year, and 8% believed that their implementation was ineffective. 


Figure 11: FFY18 SSIP Implementation  


 


Figure 13 (below) shows that 27% of the Cohort 1 PEAs believe that their SSIP implementation 
for FFY 2019 was effective, with 18% of respondents feeling that their implementation was 
inconsistent throughout the year, and 27% believed that their implementation was ineffective. 
FFY 2019 was the only year where respondents chose Not Effective or unknown, with 9% 
believing that the SSIP implementation was not effective, and 27% of respondents unknown 
whether the SSIP implementation was effective or not. This may be due to an increase in 
initiatives at the state and PEA level, the lack of an SSIP coordinator, or a lack of systemic 
implementation. 
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Figure 12: FFY 19 Implementation 


 


Learning Walks Protocol Professional Learning Feedback 


Following fall LWP face-to-face professional learning, PEAs completed a feedback survey 
(Appendix N). Participants in the LWP training assessed their knowledge of LWP prior to the 
start of training and after training was completed using a Likert-style scale where knowledge of 
the topic was as follows: 1 = low, 2 = below average, 3 = average, 4 = above average, and 5 = 
high. Prior to the start of training 43% of participants reported their knowledge at low to 
average. After training, 100% of participant rated their knowledge at above average or high.  
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D. Data Quality Issues 
As discussed in previous SSIP reports, Arizona does not mandate administration of PEA 
benchmarks to assess student progress towards the Arizona English Language Arts Standards 
2016. The SEA requests this data from the SSIP PEAs to assist in driving decisions, however the 
statewide assessment is the only mandated, consistent data source for the SEA to use for the 
collection of literacy data. As such, some inconsistency is evident in reported benchmark data, 
including missing benchmark data from PEAs that have either opted out of the benchmarking 
process, or opted out of the reporting of benchmarks. While the benchmark tools reported are 
aligned to grade-level ELA standards, SSIP PEAs administer a variety of assessments, making 
data-based decisions related to benchmarks impossible to do at the SEA level.  


As a part of Arizona’s scaling up of the SSIP, the Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan Scoring 
Guide was scored by the individual PEAs’ PSM specialists instead of an SSIP Coordinator. Inter-
rater reliability was established by using the same scoring guide as the previous two 
implementation years, as well as through the training of the PSM specialists to ensure a 
consensus exists in the ratings given from Implementation year 3 to implementation year 4. 
This training was initially addressed during year 3 implementation and continued for year 4 
implementation as well. It is unknown the limit of agreement between the PSM specialists, 
which may be a data quality issue. These inter-rater reliability concerns exist for the LWP data 
for Cohort 2, but at a diminished level as there is a guide utilized that provides examples of 
each attribute. 


E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 
Although anticipated targeted growth toward Arizona’s SiMR is not overtly evident, progress 
towards intended outcomes is undeniable. The table below illustrates progress aligned with 
intended outcomes for the Logic Model. 


Table 10: Progress Towards Intended Outcomes 


Progress Intended Outcomes (Logic Model) 
Overall AZMERIT proficiency for students with 
disabilities in grades 3-5 is increasing statewide 
(14.93% in FFY 2018), and for SSIP PEAs at the 
state rate or better.   
 


SiMR 


Benchmark proficiency scores are increasing in 
the majority of SSIP targeted PEAs, where valid 
data is reported with multiple data points. 
 


SiMR 


The Core Literacy Group and LIWG have provided 
a framework for successful collaboration on the 
SSIP work. 
 


SEA regularly plans and implements 
the SSIP activities in a cross-unit 
collaborative (LIWG).SEA has 
necessary infrastructure in place to 
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continue and expand SSIP work 
including a cross-unit collaborative, 
and capacity of both PLS and PSM 
specialists to coach PEAs in improving 
literacy outcomes. 


LWP face-to-face professional learning in 
evidence-based literacy practices was provided 
to 23 school sites in 2018-2019 SY and 10 PEAs in 
2019-2020 SY. Non-SSIP PEAs have been 
provided tools to implement on their own or ask 
for training from their assigned specialist. Plans 
to scale up for the 10 PEAs in Cohort 3 next 
school year.  


PLS and PSM specialists coach PEAs 
on utilizing LWP to collect trends on 
evidence-based practices in literacy in 
at least one school site. 
 
PEAs continue the collection of trend 
data using the LWP utilizing teachers 
for capacity building. 
 
All teachers and administrators in 
targeted PEAs implement evidence-
based practices with fidelity. 
 
Opportunity for scale up to non-SSIP 
PEAs through tools being available, 
along with training guides, and 
assistance from a specialist upon 
request.  


According to scoring guide data, Success Gaps 
Rubrics and Action Plans mean scores are 
increasing, thus demonstrating that PEAs are 
implementing SSIP activities with fidelity. 
 


Targeted PEAs identify needs and root 
causes related to ELA proficiency and 
implement action plans. 
 
Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plans 
are expanded for use by both SSIP 
and non-SSIP PEAs to address gaps in 
student success. 


The CALL Project is scaled up from 5 SSIP school 
sites in 2018-2019 to 10 SSIP school sites during 
the 2019-2020 school year. Plans to continue 
scale up through another school team cohort for 
the 2020-2021 SY are in place.  
 
SEA plans to start a teacher based, rather than 
team based, CALL training to reach more staff is 
scheduledfor implementation during the 2020-
2021 SY.  
 


SEA has necessary infrastructure in 
place to continue and expand SSIP 
work, including a cross-unit 
collaborative and capacity of both PLS 
and PSM specialists to coach PEAs in 
improving literacy outcomes. 
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The SEA has built capacity and sustainability by 
training PSM specialists to facilitate the LWP with 
PEAs. 
 
SEA has developed cross-unit training materials 
for the LWP to ensure fidelity in training as well 
as provided these to the field for their own 
implementation.  


PLS and PSM specialists coach PEAs 
on utilizing LWP to collect trends on 
evidence-based practices in literacy in 
at least one school site. 


The SEA has aligned the SSIP work with that of 
other literacy initiatives including the Az SPDG 
and the work of the Arizona Steering Committee 
for CEEDAR. 
 
SEA has trained PSM specialists on availability of 
Az SPDG materials to assist in PEA access where 
appropriate.  
 


Stakeholders both internally and 
externally are consistently engaged in 
the SSIP work with feedback used in 
decision-making. 
 
Stakeholder engagement ensures 
continuation of long-term work in 
improving literacy outcomes for 
students. 


Internal training has solidified inter-rater 
reliability of PSM specialists tasked with scoring 
PEAs’ Success Gaps Rubrics and Action Plans.  
 


Success Gaps Rubrics and Action Plans 
are expanded for use by both SSIP 
and non-SSIP PEAs to address gaps in 
student success. 
 
Stakeholder engagement ensures 
continuation of long-term work in 
improving literacy outcomes for 
students. 


 


F. Plans for Next Year 


Additional Activities 


Arizona is pleased with the progress made over the past year of implementation and has made 
plans to further align the SSIP with other literacy initiatives within the state. During the next 
year, Arizona plans to: 


• investigate the plausibility of revising the SiMR to focus on Secondary Transition and 
Post School Outcomes 


o this would be a success gaps analysis between PSO for students with disabilities 
and their typical peers 


o uses current literacy efforts and increasing efforts in math and secondary 
transition 


• further align the SSIP and Az SPDG initiatives to offer the Az SPDG framework and series 
of trainings as an intervention for SSIP PEAs 
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• further align the Year 4 on-site monitoring observation tool with the LWP tool 
• continue work with CEEDAR to include post-secondary stakeholders in efforts to further 


align literacy work in Arizona 
• implement effective collaboration and communication between PEAs, SEAP, internal 


and external stakeholder groups.  
• include stakeholders from outside of the ESS unit for cross-agency collaboration by 


including those stakeholders in LIWG and Core Literacy Group meetings 
• further develop the Culturally Inclusive Practices professional learning aligned with the 


Success Gaps Rubric with further participation in the Culturally Inclusive Practices Action 
Committee (CIPAC) 


• further build capacity of PSM specialists to increase inter-rater reliability in the LWP for 
SSIP (Cohort 3) and non-SSIP PEAs who are interested in receiving literacy training 


• continue use of Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan, as well LWP, for PEAs identified for 
Self-Assessment monitoring and performing below targets in ELA proficiency for 
students with disabilities in grades 3-5 


• non-SSIP PEAs will have access to Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan and LWP through 
website, webinar trainings, and their PSM specialists 


• provide the CALL professional learning experience to additional SSIP and non-SSIP PEAs 
• engage outside stakeholders in the SSIP work through surveys and literacy presentations 
• develop and implement a CALL for teachers, non -team, training for SSIP teachers and 


non SSIP teachers (based on capacity) 
• continue utilizing the Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan with SSIP and non-SSIP PEAs 
• hire a qualified candidate for the SSIP coordinator position and remove any additional 


PEA caseload from the position to ensure SSIP PEAs receive TA and support as needed. 
 


Evaluation Activities 


• The SEA will continue to evaluate student outcomes through local benchmarks and FFY 
2018 AzMERIT assessments.  


• The SEA will also continue collecting LWP data, Success Gaps Rubric and Action Plan 
Scoring Guide data, and data from stakeholder surveys including the LWP professional 
learning survey, and SSIP implementation survey. 


 


The table 11 illustrates the intended timeline for SSIP implementation of SSIP targeted PEAs, 
which is aligned with the activities implemented for SSIP PEAs during FFY 2018. 


Table 11: FFY 19 SSIP Implementation Timeline for Cohort 1 and 2 PEAs 


 
Timeline April 2020-March 2021 


 


 
Activity to be Implemented 
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May 2020 PEAs will complete self-evaluation, including 
update of IDC’s Addressing Success Gaps: 
Indicators of Success Rubric and Action Plan 
(Cohort 1 SSIP PEAs will submit updates 
only). PSM specialists will provide feedback 
and technical assistance (Cohort 2 and 3). 
 
SEA will identify Cohort 4 SSIP PEAs using the 
same criteria 


June 2020 PEA will submit end-of-year benchmark data 
(Cohort 1 SSIP PEAs will also submit any 
additional LWP data collected). 
 
AZPLS (formerly known as Az SPDG) teams 
who have chosen this as one of their 
interventions will begin this process.  


June 2020, July 2020 SEA will offer 2-day CALL professional 
learning for two cohorts of 5 school sites (10 
total) 
 
SEA will offer teacher-specific CALL training 
for first time.  


October 2020 – March 2021 SEA/PSM specialists will provide LWP 
professional learning to Cohort 3 PEAs in fall 
and spring. PEAs will collect Learning Walks 
data in winter as well on their own. 


November 2020 Cohort 3 and 4 PEAs will submit completed 
IDC’s Addressing Success Gaps: Indicators of 
Success Rubric (pre-assessment) and Action 
Plans to their ESS PSM specialists 


December 2020 SEA ESS PSM specialists and SEA SSIP 
Coordinator will review IDC’s Addressing 
Success Gaps: Indicators of Success Rubric 
and Action Plan with PEAs and provide 
technical assistance as needed (Cohort 3 and 
4 PEAs only). 


January 2021 All SSIP PEAs will participate in SSIP survey; 
Learning Walks Protocol data is due to SSIP 
Coordinator (Cohort 3 SSIP PEAs only). 


February 2021 All SSIP PEAs will submit ELA benchmark 
data. 
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March 2021 SEA ESS PSM specialits will review Action Plan 
progress with PEAs and provide technical 
assistance as needed (Cohort 3 and 4 only). 
 
Cohort 2 PEAs will complete summary of SSIP 
Action Plan Progress. PSM specialists will 
provide technical assistance throughout the 
year towards SSIP Action Plan. 


 


Anticipated Barriers to Implementation 


There are several areas that may impact implementation and scaling up of the SSIP.  


• As we scale up and move from inter-unit collaboration to inter-agency collaboration 
within the SSIP, and aligning initiatives which include the SSIP, AzSPDG requires a time 
commitment from all units involved.  


o To decrease the impact of this barrier, we continue to use the LIWG intra-agency 
team for decision making. 


o ADE/ESS is working in conjunction with ADE/Support and Innovation (school 
improvement) to collaborate on aligning systems, resources, and initiatives.  


• Increasing collaboration with other external agencies and groups.  
o To decrease the impact of this barrier, we continue to reach out to external 


agencies and groups for feedback. 
• ESS currently does not have an SSIP coordinator, which impacts the implementation of 


SSIP activities in selected PEAs. 
o ESS has posted and re-posted the position and was unable to find a qualified 


candidate. 
o ESS continues its search for a qualified candidate to support SSIP 


implementation. 
• Inter-rater reliability for LWP, and Action Plans 


o To decrease the impact of this barrier, we have increased training of all PSM 
specialists to maintain the integrity of the rating processes. 


• Literacy benchmarks are inconsistently used, and there is no state requirement for the 
use and administration for progress monitoring of students in literacy skills. 


o ESS continues to support and encourage the use of literacy benchmarks by SSIP 
PEAs with the offering of the additional SSIP implementation funds. If the PEA 
accesses these funds, they are based on meeting all timelines and submitting all 
required data.  


o PSM specialists send regular reminders for due dates, as well as reminder if due 
dates are not met.  


o PEAs participating in their monitoring year activities (year 1 of SSIP) do have 
federal funding put on hold if due dates and deadlines are not met.   
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• Legislation allows SDI to be provided by non-certificated special education teachers, and 
non-certificated teachers in charter schools who are not formally trained prior to 
entering the classroom.  


o ESS provides TA and professional development opportunities for PEAs and 
charter schools to improve SDI. 


o ESS continues to request support from our TA providers in this area. 


Additional Supports and Technical Assistance 


The SEA appreciates the continued support of technical assistance providers from NCSI and IDC 
as these individuals have proved invaluable in navigating the process of SSIP reporting and data 
use. Moving forward, the SEA plans to continue accessing the supports of the IDC and NCSI 
through the learning collaborative. Arizona will have cross unit representation in the Evidence 
Based Practices collaborative, Systems Alignment collaborative, and the Results Based 
Accountability collaborative to further align the work of the unit (ESS) and assist in reducing 
barriers in agency wide collaboration. 
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Appendix 


Appendix A: Arizona Department of Education Organizational Chart 
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Appendix B: Risk Analysis Tool
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Data Sources for the Risk Analysis Tool 


Risk Component Name School 
Year Data Source Formula 


Indicator 1 – Graduation Rate 
2016–
2017 


PEA submission of exit 
codes from Student 
Management System (SMS) 


# students with disabilities with graduation exit codes / 
# students with disabilities in 4-year cohort 


Indicator 2 – Dropout Rate 
2016–
2017 


PEA submission of exit 
codes from SMS 


# students with disabilities coded as dropout ages 
14–21 / # students with disabilities enrolled ages 14–21 


Indicator 3 – Performance on 
Statewide Assessments ELA 


Proficiency 


2016–
2017 


Assessment 
# students with disabilities in grades 3–8 and 11 (EOC) 
assessment scores with a score of "proficient" or higher 
/ # students tested in grades 3–8 and 11 


Indicator 3 – Performance on 
Statewide Assessments Math 


Proficiency 


2016–
2017 


Assessment 
# students with disabilities in grades 3–8 and 11 (EOC) 
assessment scores with a score of "proficient" or higher 
/ # students tested in grades 3–8 and 11 


Indicator 4 – Suspension / 
Expulsion 


2016–
2017 


Safe schools data 
submission 


# students with disabilities w/OSS > 10 days / # 
students with disabilities total = >5.5% with N size of 50 
or above (5% above state average of 0.5%) 


Indicator 5 – Least Restrictive 
Environment (LRE–A) 


2016–
2017 


PEA submission of sped 
need code in SMS 


# students with disabilities coded as LRE A in Student 
Management System (SMS) on Oct. 1 count / # total 
students with disabilities on Oct. 1 count 


Indicator 5 – Least Restrictive 
Environment (LRE–C) 


2016–
2017 


PEA submission of sped 
need code in SMS 


# students with disabilities coded as LRE C in Student 
Management System (SMS) on Oct. 1 count / # total 
students with disabilities on Oct. 1 count 


Indicator 5 – Least Restrictive 
Environment (LRE–D, E, or H) 


2016–
2017 


PEA submission of sped 
need code in SMS 


# students with disabilities coded as LRE in separate 
placements in Student Management System (SMS) on 
Oct. 1 count / # total students with disabilities on Oct. 1 
count 
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Indicator 6 – Preschool Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE) 


2016–
2017 


PEA data submission 
# students with disabilities ages 3–5 included in gen ed 
classrooms for any part of their school day / total # 
students with disabilities ages 3–5 


Indicator 6 – Preschool Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE) 


2016–
2017 


PEA data submission 


# students with disabilities ages 3–5 participating in 
separate special education classes, residential 
facilities, or separate schools / total # students with 
disabilities ages 3–5 


Indicators 9 & 10 – 
Disproportionality 


2016–
2017 


PEA data submission 
Calculated weighted risk ratio based on Oct. 1 counts 
(eligibility categories and ethnicity); N size of 30 


Indicator 11 – Initial Evaluation 
Timeline 


2017–
2018 


Annual site visit (ASV) # compliant files reviewed / # total files reviewed 


Indicator 13 – Postsecondary 
Transition 


2017–
2018 


Annual site visit (ASV) # compliant files reviewed / # total files reviewed 


PEA Determination 
2016–
2017 


PEA submitted data, fiscal 
data for Maintenance of 
Effort (MOE) 


See PEA Determination requirements 
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Appendix C: Selection of Site 
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Appendix D: Distribution of SSIP PEAs 
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Appendix E: Learning Walks Protocol 


 


 “LEARNING WALKS”: A Coaching Tool for Teachers 
Tally the occurrence of each artifact only once when observing  


Observer:  __________________Teacher: ___________ Room #: ________________Date: 
_______ 
TIME IN: ____TIME OUT: ____Subject/Grade: _____________________# of Students: 
_______ 


 


Inclusive Learning Environment  Tally Record evidence; quote 
teacher/student language 


1. Content, language, and social learning 
outcomes are flexible, posted, measurable, 
observable, and in student-friendly 
language; created with/by students  


  


2. Student-centered classroom; student work 
displayed is current, relevant, and accurate; 
classroom charts are made with/by 
students 


  


3. Respectful classroom management and 
organization; rules, procedures, and 
behavior expectations are created with/by 
students; are evident and posted  


  


4. Classroom library organized with student 
input, variety of genres, accessible to all 


  


5. Word walls and key vocabulary charts are 
created with/by students; contain 
symbols/pictures and used as a resource by 
all students 


  


6. Presence and use of manipulatives, objects, 
real-world and diverse examples 


  


7. Effective and efficient transitions between 
activities  


  


Instructional Practices “The What”  Provide Multiple Means of 


Representation  


1. Demonstration (I do it): whole group; 
comprehensible input is provided 
throughout the lesson; crystal clear 
language, pacing, visuals, realia, color, and 


  


COGNITIVE 



http://www.cccframework.org/
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different learning modalities are evident; 
explicit systematic instruction    


2. Shared Experiences (We do it): whole 
group/small/flexible group modeling 


  


3. Guided Practice (You do it together): small 
group, 1-1 with minimal guidance; for 
fluency and transfer of new learning with 
support and problem solving    


  


4. Independent Practice (You do it by 
yourself): time provided for mastery 


  


5. Closure; reviews learning targets with 
students; use of ongoing assessments 
 (self, formative, interim, summative, 
anecdotal) 


  


6. Monitoring and adjusting student learning; 
engagement; interactions; uses, gives 
immediate and specific feedback effectively  


  


7. Incorporates, plans for higher order 
thinking question activities, and wait time 


  


Student Interactions “The How”  Provide Multiple Means of Actions 


and Expressions  


1. Students thinking, listening, speaking, 
reading, writing, sharing, discussing 


  


2. Students involved in text activity; note-
taking; research; use of assistive 
technologies and/or multi-media; use 
multiple tools for construction and 
composition 


  


3. Students are goal setting; ongoing use of 
self-assessments, formative assessments, 
and reflections 


  


4. Students interact in guided practice, 
projects, conferencing, collaborating, 
community, personal coping skills and 
strategies, in charge of learning together 


  


5. Students independently practice for 
personal mastery; planning; choice; 
autonomy; visualization; manipulation of 
learning 


  


6. Student performance; presentation; 
reading/writing for authentic 
audience/purpose 


  


INTRAPERSONAL 



http://www.cccframework.org/
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List observable behaviors to guide your professional conversations: Tally 


1. Inclusive Learning Environment  


2. Teacher Instructional Practices    


3. Student Interactions    


4. Student Engagement    


Environmental Walks: 


Set aside a time to collect additional artifacts to show evidence that you are a reading/writing 
school community. You may choose to collect artifacts during grade level planning, and/or 
professional learning time, before or after school, lunch, and at the beginning, middle, and/or 
at the end of the school year. You choose.  


7. Students participate in higher order 
thinking and in a variety of learning 
modalities; show learning through physical 
action 


  


Student Engagement “The Why”  Provides Multiple Means of 


Engagement                


1. Students are engaged in highly motivating, 
real-world experiences and/or issues  


  


2. Students engaged in meaningful, 
challenging, relevant activities; evidence of 
self-determined learners 


  


3. Students connect and apply learning to 
culture, background knowledge, strengths 


  


4. Students demonstrate learning through 
planning, thinking, listening, speaking, 
reading, writing; multi-media; engaged in 
shared/collaborative learning 


  


5. Students’ materials, resources, texts are 
relevant and suitable to the content and 
language, social learning outcomes; 
evidence of self-regulating behaviors 


  


6. Students have multiple opportunities for 
dialogue and conversations (50% student 
talk); engaged in information processing, 
application, and transfer of learning 


  


7. Students are participating in differentiated 
activities and accommodations 


  


INTERPERSONAL 



http://www.cast.org/our-work/about-udl.html#.XKOzyJhKjcs

http://www.cast.org/our-work/about-udl.html#.XKOzyJhKjcs

http://www.cccframework.org/
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Directions: 


In grade level teams, partners, and/or content area teams, walk around your campus, 
classrooms, halls, walkways, and anywhere else where evidence of reading/ writing is 
displayed. Notice and collect evidence of artifacts on the walls, including examples of language, 
thinking, reading, writing, and self-determining, and independent learners.  


You may record your notes in the space below, take pictures or videos, and/or collect samples 
of student work. Be creative and be prepared to share your team’s findings with your 
professional literacy learning community. Take time to celebrate student’s work overtime.  


Learning Walks Purpose 


Learning Walks is a collaborative coaching process to be modeled and experienced with 
partners, grade-level teams, content area teams, and/or leadership teams. The purpose of the 
process is to assist educators in staying focused on what matters most in inclusive learning 
environments, instructional practices, student interactions, student engagement; another 
purpose is to collect evidence of shared professional learning and collaboration over time.  
 
The Learning Walks document is not a list to be checked off. Rather, it is a tool to collect trends, 
to capture evidence of shared learning and learning conversations, and to establish a common 
language of effective teaching and learning.  
 
The process assists in breaking down invisible walls, releasing unspoken fears, and it creates a 
safe place to question and clarify, become critical friends, and deepen personal, peer, and team 
learning.  
 
How Does the Learning Walks Protocol Connect to the State Systemic Improvement Plan? 
The Learning Walks Protocol is a support provided by the Arizona Department of Education, 
Exceptional Student Services to PEAs in implementing their SSIP Action Plan. The Learning 
Walks is a natural fit as all Arizona SSIP PEAs are implementing an individualized action plan and 
the Learning Walks process provides trend data related to evidence based practices (EBP) in 
effective instruction. As PEAs begin the second year of implementation of their SSIP Action 
Plans, the Learning Walks Protocol can assist in collecting evidence of strengths in instruction to 
improve literacy outcomes for students with disabilities. This tool can also support teams in 
assessing if professional learning is being transferred to classroom practice. 
 
As a state, Arizona is focused on improving literacy outcomes for students with disabilities. 
Arizona’s State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR) states the following: 
Targeted PEAs will increase the performance of students with disabilities in grades 3–5 on the 
English/Language Arts (ELA) state assessment from 6.4% to 12.99% by FFY 2019 to 
meet the State proficiency average for students with disabilities in grades 3–5.  
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Our state goals and plan are outlined within our State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) found 
here: https://cms.azed.gov/home/GetDocumentFile?id=5ac7b6203217e1026c6de942.  
 
What Are the Expectations for Special Education Directors as a Part of the Learning Walks 
Protocol? 
In fall and spring of the 2018–2019 school year, ESS literacy specialists will demonstrate the 
process for your literacy leadership team. Each State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Cohort 
1 PEA will have a three-hour, real-world experience in the Learning Walks process at a campus 
the PEA chooses. In between the two coaching sessions led by ESS literacy specialists, Cohort 1 
SSIP schools are asked to visit classrooms where the SSIP Action Plan is being implemented to 
independently collect data using the Learning Walks Protocol. The data collected during these 
Learning Walks will be submitted to the SSIP coordinator by January 18th.  
 


How Might You Continue the Learning Walks Protocol Process as You Move Forward in Your 
Action Plan? 
 
As your PEA collects data on trends and evidence of teaching and learning, you will be able to 
use this data to graph your trends, identify strengths, identify needs, and set priorities and next 
steps for professional learning. Your leadership team may also want to share their learning with 
other campuses and/or with other teachers and staff.  
 
Learning Walks Protocol – The Process 


1. Inform the two classroom colleagues that you are going to visit their classrooms. 
2. Decide how you will be observing your colleagues (partners, grade-level teams, or 


leadership teams).  
3. Review the Learning Walk attributes together before visiting the classrooms to establish 


a common language. 
4. Plan to start small. For example, each team member may pick one quadrant in the 


Learning Walk Protocol to observe (Learning Environment, Instructional Practices, 
Student Interaction, or Student Engagement). Rotate quadrants so that everyone has a 
chance to observe them all, if possible. 


5. Fill in all the details at the top of the Learning Walks Protocol before you enter the 
classroom (observer name, date, grade, number of students in the class, etc.). 


6. Visit the classroom and tally only once if you see evidence of one of the artifacts (or 
aspects of learning) on the Learning Walk and note evidence of the learning in the 
comments section. Quote the teacher and/or the student language as evidence to 
provide specific and immediate feedback.  


7. Step outside the classroom and huddle with your team to go through the positive 
artifacts of learning you collected as a team. 



https://cms.azed.gov/home/GetDocumentFile?id=5ac7b6203217e1026c6de942
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8. Take turns sharing aloud the positive artifacts you documented, what you noticed, and 
why it was important.  


9. Prepare to write your specific feedback to the teacher and the students by taking turns 
sharing your thinking with your colleagues before writing.  


10. Summarize and write one attribute you would like to celebrate on a sticky note to your 
teacher and/or students. Avoid starting with “I like” or “I noticed.” It is not about you! 
Instead, begin your note by naming the aspect of learning and stating why it was 
important for student learning. For example, When “___.” Then “____.” Why “____.” 


11. Return to the classroom as a team. Ask the teacher and students if you may interrupt 
the learning just for a moment.  


12. Publicly celebrate the learning in the classroom by having each team member take turns 
naming the learning aspect, why it was important, and celebrating the teacher and the 
students. Leave the sticky notes with the teacher. 
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Appendix F: LWP Alignment with UDL and the HLP 


Inclusive Learning 
Environment 


High 
Leverage 
Practices 


(HLPs) 
 


Record Evidence; Quote Teacher 
/Student Language 


1. Content, language, 
social, learning 
outcomes, flexible, 
posted, measurable, 
observable, and in 
student friendly 
language HLP 10, 11, 
12, 13 


 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP10: Conduct functional behavioral 
assessments to develop individual student 
behavior support plans. 
HLP11: Identify and prioritize long- and short-
term learning goals. 
HLP12: Systematically design instruction toward a 
specific learning goal. 
HLP 13: Adapt curriculum tasks and materials for 
specific learning goals 


2. Student centered 
classroom; student 
work displayed, 
current, and 
accurate; classroom 
charts made with/by 
students  


3. HLP 07 
 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


HLP 07: Establish a consistent, organized, and 
respectful learning environment. 


4. Effective classroom 
management; 
organization; rules 
procedures & 
behavior 
expectations are 
posted HLP 09, 10, 18 
 


Social/ 
Emotional/B


ehavioral 
Social/ 


Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


HLP 09: Teach social behaviors. 
HLP10: Conduct functional behavioral 
assessments to develop individual student 
behavior support plans. 
HLP18: Uses strategies to promote student 
engagement 


5. Classroom library 
organized with 
student input; variety 
of genres accessible 
to all  
HLP 14, 15, 19, 21 
 


Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
HLP15: Provide scaffolded supports. 
HLP19: Use assistive and instructional 
technologies. 
HLP21: Teach students to maintain and generalize 
new learning across time and settings. 


6. Word walls, key 
vocabulary, charts, 
created with/by 
students; with 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
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symbols/pictures and 
used as a resource 
HLP 14 
 


7. Presence and use of 
manipulatives, 
objects, and real- 
world examples HLP 
14 
 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
 


8. Effective transitions 
between activities  
HLP 14 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 


HLP10: Conduct functional behavioral 
assessments to develop individual student 
behavior support plans. 
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
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Student Interactions  


(The How of 
Learning) 


 
High Leverage 


Practiced 
(HLP’s) 


 
 


 
Provide Multiple Means of Actions and Expressions  


(Intrapersonal) 


1. Students 
thinking, 
listening, 
speaking, 
reading, writing, 
sharing, 
discussing  
HLP 04, 07, 14, 
18, 19 


Assessment 
Social/ 


Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 04: Use multiple sources of information to develop 
a comprehensive understanding of a student’s 
strengths and needs. 
HLP 07: Establish a consistent, organized, and respectful 
learning environment. 
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive strategies to 
support learning and independence. 
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement 
HLP 19: Use assistive and instructional technologies. 
 


2. Students text 
activity; note-
taking; research; 
use of assistive 
technologies 
and/or multi-
media; use 
multiple tools for 
construction and 
composition  
HLP 19 
 


Instruction HLP 19: Use assistive and instructional technologies. 


3. Students goal 
setting, planning, 
self, formative, 
interim, 
summative 
assessment  
HLP 06, 11, 22 


 


Assessment 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 06: Use student assessment data, analyze 
instructional practices, and make necessary 
adjustments that improve student outcomes. 
HLP 11: Identify and prioritize long- and short-term 
learning goals. 
HLP 22: Provide positive and constructive feedback to 
guide students’ learning and behavior. 


4. Students guided 
practice; 
projects; 
conferencing; 
collaborating; 


Assessment  
Assessment 


 


HLP 04: Use multiple sources of information to develop 
a comprehensive understanding of a student’s 
strengths and needs. 
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community; 
personal coping 
skills, and 
strategies  
HLP 04, 05, 
06,08, 09, 10, 18, 
19, 20 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 05: Interpret and communicate assessment 
information with stakeholders to collaboratively design 
and implement educational programs. 
HLP 06: Use student assessment data, analyze 
instructional practices, and make necessary 
adjustments that improve student outcomes. 
HLP 08: Provide positive and constructive feedback to 
guide students’ learning and behavior. 
HLP 09: Teach social behaviors. 
HLP 10: Conduct functional behavioral assessments to 
develop individual student behavior support plans. 
HLP:18 Use strategies to promote student engagement 
HLP 19: Use assistive and instructional technologies. 
HLP 20: Provide intensive instruction.  
 


5. Students 
independent 
practice for 
mastery, 
planning, choice, 
autonomy; 
visualization, 
manipulation;  
HLP 11 
 


Instruction HLP 11: Identify and prioritize long- and short-term 
learning goals. 


6. Student 
performance; 
presentation; for 
a real audience 
and purpose HLP 
11 
 


Instruction HLP 11: Identify and prioritize long- and short-term 
learning goals 


7. Students 
participating in 
Higher Order 
Thinking and a 
variety of 
learning 
modalities; 
physical action  
HLP 14, 21 
 


Instruction HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive strategies to 
support learning and independence.  
 
HLP 21: Teach students to maintain and generalize new 
learning across time and settings. 
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Instructional Practices  
(The What of Learning) 


 
High 


Leverage 
Practices 
(HLP’s) 


 


 
Provide Multiple Means of Representation 


 (Cognitive) 
 


1. Demonstration (I do it) 
whole group; 
Comprehensible Input 
is provided throughout 
the lesson; Crystal clear 
language, pacing, 
visuals, realia, color, 
different learning 
modalities are evident; 
Explicit instruction  
HLP 09, 12, 14, 15, 16, 
18, 20 
 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral  


Assessment 
Assessment 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 09: Teach social behaviors. 
HLP12: Systematically design instruction toward a 
specific learning goal. 
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
HLP15: Provide scaffolded supports. 
HLP 16: Use explicit instruction. 
HLP 18: Uses strategies to promote active student 
engagement 
HLP 20: Provide intensive instruction. 


2. Shared Experiences (We 
do it) whole 
group/small/flexible 
group modeling  
HLP 09, 12, 14 15, 16, 
20  


 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral  


Assessment 
Assessment 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


 


HLP 09: Teach social behaviors. 
HLP 12: Systematically design instruction toward a 
specific learning goal. 
HLP14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
HLP 15: Provide scaffolded supports. 
HLP 16: Use explicit instruction. 
HLP 20: Provide intensive instruction.  


3. Guided Practice (You do 
it together) small 
group, 1-1 with minimal 
guidance; for fluency 
and transfer of new 
learning with support. 
HLP 09, 06, 14,17, 18, 
19, 20, 21, 22 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral  


Assessment 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


 


HLP 09: Teach social behaviors. 
HLP 06: Use student assessment data, analyze 
instructional practices, and make necessary 
adjustments that improve student outcomes.  
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
HLP17: Use flexible grouping 
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement 
HLP 19: Use assistive and instructional 
technologies. 
HLP 20: Provide intensive instruction. 
HLP 21: Teach students to maintain and generalize 
new learning across time and settings 
HLP 22: Provide positive and constructive feedback 
to guide students’ learning and behavior. 
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4. Independent Practice 


(You do it) time 
provided for mastery 
HLP 04, 09 13,14,  


Assessment 
Social/ 


Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 04: Use multiple sources of information to 
develop a comprehensive understanding of a 
student’s strengths and needs 
HLP 09: Teach social behaviors. 
HLP 13: Adapt curriculum tasks and materials for 
specific learning goals. 
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
 


5. Closure; reviews 
learning goals 
w/students; use of 
assessments (self, 
formative/ interim/ 
summative/anecdotal/e
xit cards)  
HLP 04, 08, 10, 14 
 


Assessment 
Social/ 


Emotional/ 
Behavioral 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 


HLP 04: Use multiple sources of information to 
develop a comprehensive understanding of a 
student’s strengths and needs 
HLP 8: Provide positive and constructive feedback 
to guide students’ learning and behavior. 
HLP 10: Conduct functional behavioral 
assessments to develop individual student 
behavior support plans. 
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 


6. Monitoring student 
learning; engagement; 
interactions; (Uses and 
gives feedback 
effectively)  
HLP 06, 18, 22 
 


Assessment 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 06: Use student assessment data, analyze 
instructional practices, and make necessary 
adjustments that improve student outcomes. 
HLP 18: Uses strategies to promote student active 
engagement 
HLP 22: Provide positive and constructive feedback 
to guide students’ learning and behavior. 


7. Incorporates Higher 
Order Thinking 
questions and wait time 
HLP 07, 14 
 


Social/ 
Emotional/ 
Behavioral 
Instruction 


HLP 07: Establish a consistent, organized, and 
respectful learning environment. 
HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence. 
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 Student 
Engagement 


(The Why of Learning) 


 
High 


Leverage 
Practices 
(HLP’s) 


 


 
Provides Multiple Means of Engagement  


(Interpersonal) 


1. Students connect 
learning to culture, 
background 
knowledge, & 
strengths  
HLP 04, 18 
 


Instruction 
Assessment 


HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement.  
HLP 04: Use multiple sources of information to 
develop a comprehensive understanding of a 
student’s strengths and needs.  


2. Students engaged in, 
meaningful, 
challenging, relevant 
activities; self-
determining learners 
HLP 14, 16, 18, 21 
 


Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence.  
HLP 16: Use explicit instruction. 
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement.  
HLP: 21 Teach students to maintain and generalize 
new learning across time and settings.  


3. Students engaged in 
highly motivating real-
world experiences 
and/or issues  
HLP 16, 18 
 


Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 16: Use explicit instruction. 
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement. 
 


4. Students demonstrate 
learning through 
planning, thinking, 
listening, speaking, 
reading, writing; multi-
media; engaged in 
shared learning  
HLP 14,16, 18 
 


Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 14: Teach cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies to support learning and independence.  
HLP 16: Use explicit instruction. 
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement. 


5. Student’s materials, 
resources, texts are 
relevant and suitable 
to the Content and 
language/literacy 
learning outcomes; 
self-regulating  
HLP11,13, 18 


Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


 


HLP 11: Identify and prioritize long- and short-term 
learning goals.  
HLP 13: Adapt curriculum tasks and materials for 
specific learning goals.  
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement. 
 
 







Arizona Department of Education – Exceptional Student Services  


67 
 


  
 
 


6. Students have multiple 
opportunities for 
dialogue and 
conversations (50% 
student talk); engaged 
in information 
processing and 
transfer of learning 
and expanding on their 
own learning  
HLP 09, 18, 21 
 


Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


HLP 09: Teach prosocial behaviors 
HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement.  
HLP 21: Teach students to maintain and generalize 
new learning across time and settings. 
 


7. Students are 
participating in 
differentiated activities 
and accommodations 
HLP 04, 06, 13, 15, 18, 
19, 20 


Assessment 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 
Instruction 


 
 


HLP 04: Use multiple sources of information to 
develop a comprehensive understanding of a 
student’s strengths and needs.  
HLP 06: Use student assessment data, analyze 
instructional practices, and make necessary 
adjustments that improve student outcomes. 
HLP 13: Adapt curriculum tasks and materials for 
specific learning goals 
HLP 15: Provide scaffolded supports 
 HLP 18: Use strategies to promote active student 
engagement. 
HLP 19: Use assistive and instructional 
accommodations  
HLP 20: Provide intensive instruction.  
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Appendix G: Teaching Reading Effectively 
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Appendix H: Connecting and Applying Literacy Learning Project 


 
The CALL Project 


  Connecting and Applying Literacy Learning 


What is the CALL Project? 
The CALL Project is designed as a shared leadership pathway for school teams committed to building their 
literacy knowledge and facilitating literacy conversations with their teachers and students using their own 
resources during the school day. The CALL Project utilizes the materials from the Transforming Our 


Teaching Through Reading/Writing Connections by Regie Routman kit. 
 
CALL Project Goals 


• To increase student learning by providing models of inclusive classroom environments and whole-part-whole instruction to 
maximize student engagement and interaction in meaningful and authentic reciprocal reading and writing processes  
 


• To assist school communities in establishing a self-sustaining teacher and school leader literacy residency through once a 
month all-school reflection, book studies, discussions, observations of videos in inclusive classrooms, and time for planning, 
applying, and transferring new literacy learning into immediate practice 


 
By the end of the professional learning experience, educators will walk away with all the resources needed to facilitate powerful, on-
going, professional literacy learning in their schools. In addition, leadership teams will be given a process for collecting artifacts and 
evidence of application and transfer of all school professional learning over time with the Learning Walks Protocol. 
 
How does the CALL Project Align with Standards for Professional Learning? 
This professional opportunity is designed to be a vehicle for increasing teacher and leader effectiveness and results for literacy 
learning by: 


• Committing to continuous improvement, collective responsibility, and goal alignment 
• Highlighting skillful leaders who develop capacity and advocate and create support systems for professional learning 
• Prioritizing, monitoring, and coordinating resources for educator learning 
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• Operationalizing a variety of sources and types of student, educator, and system data to plan, assess, and evaluate 
professional learning 


• Integrating theories, research, and models of human learning to achieve intended outcomes 
• Applying research on change 
• Sustaining support for implementation of professional learning for long-term change 
• Aligning its outcomes with educator performance and student curriculum standard 


 
How does the CALL Project align with Universal Design for Learning?  
The goal of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is intended to develop “expert learners” through goal setting, methods, materials, 
and assessments. An “expert learner” (both teacher and student) is purposeful and motivated, resourceful, and knowledgeable, 
strategic and goal directed. UDL focuses on inclusive classroom practices to guide the development of flexible learning environments 
that can accommodate individual learning differences (differentiation) of all students, especially students with disabilities, students 
who struggle with learning English, and students struggling with reading and writing. UDL is well-grounded in the educational 
framework based on research in the learning sciences, including cognitive neuroscience and the CALL Project supports this 
framework.  
 
What is the time commitment for the CALL Project? 
Leadership Team Implementation (One Year Commitment) 


� Attend two-day summer workshop Connecting and Applying Literacy Learning (CALL) to:   
o experience the Transforming Our Teaching professional learning structure (Sessions 1-4): 


1. Welcome to Transforming Our Teaching  
2. Applying the Optimal Learning Model to Your Teaching 
3. Examining Our Beliefs about Reading/Writing Connections 
4. Setting Up the Classroom for Independent Readers and Writers 


o receive time for planning and application with your school leadership team and ADE literacy specialist support 
� Facilitate Sessions 1-4 (for optimal success: Session 1 - Aug, Session 2 - Oct, Session 3 - Dec, and Session 4 - Feb) using 


resources and session guides provided during the two-day CALL workshop  
� Participate in two ADE specialist site visits (fall and winter): 


o Experience the Learning Walks process (two times) with grade-level/content-area teams to collect, summarize, 
and analyze positive artifacts, and to identify trends, strengths, needs, and priorities for learning with ADE 
literacy specialist support  
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o Graph and submit Learning Walks trend data to ADE specialist 
o Engage in writing analysis process  


 
All-School Participation; Professional Literacy Learning Community (PLLC) Activities (fall and winter) 


� Attend and actively engage in Sessions 1-4, facilitated by school leadership team during professional development and/or 
PLLC designated times 


� Apply new learning to classroom practice 
� Meet with grade-level and/or content-area teams to select typical writing samples (winter) 


 
Optional Opportunities for Sustainability 


� Develop a plan for sustainability and ongoing professional literacy learning to meet the needs of all learners. 
o Plan to facilitate and implement Sessions 5-8 (August, October, December, February) during the 2020-2021 


school year using the CALL resources and guides.  
o Plan to facilitate and implement Sessions 9-13 (August, October, December, February) during the 2021-2022 school 


year using the CALL resources and guides. 
 
Resources provided: 


Transforming Our Teaching Through Reading/Writing Connections by Regie Routman kit includes: 
• Literacy Essentials: Engagement, Excellence, and Equity for ALL Learners by Regie Routman (1 Book for each 


leadership team member) 
• Teaching Essentials by Regie Routman (1)  
• Teacher Reflection Notebooks (one notebook for each teacher) 
• Getting Started Guide for leadership team planning 
• Fourteen Session Facilitator’s Guide (Sessions 1-14) 
• DVD (over 50 hours of inclusive classroom examples) for Sessions 1-14 
• Online access to all resources and participants  
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Appendix I: Culturally Inclusive Practices  
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Appendix J: ADE Multi-tiered Behavior Supports & Multi-tiered System of Supports 
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AZMTSS (Multi-Tiered Systems of Support) Overview  


What is AZMTSS?  


In Arizona, MTSS is defined as a coherent continuum of system wide, data-based problem-
solving practices supporting a rapid response to the academic and behavioral needs for all 
students. AZMTSS includes ongoing data-based monitoring of the effectiveness of all instruction 
and behavioral supports provided to maximize learning for all students.  


Within AZMTSS, instruction/intervention1 is delivered across multiple tiers depending on 
individual student needs as identified by student outcome data. Three tiers describe the level 
and intensity of instruction/interventions provided across the continuum.  


The Every Students Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, uses the term “intervention” broadly to 
encompass strategies, activities, programs, and interventions at all tiers of instruction.  


Tier 1: Core and Universal Instruction and Supports  


Academic and behavior instruction and supports designed and differentiated for all students in 
all setting.  


Tier 2: Targeted and Supplemental Interventions and Supports  


Individual or small group targeted instruction/intervention and supplemental supports in 
addition to and aligned with Tier 1 academic and behavior instruction and supports.  


Tier 3: Intensive and Individualize Interventions and Supports  


The most intensive instruction/intervention based on individual student need provided in 
addition to and aligned with Tier 1 and Tier 2 academic and behavior instruction and supports.  


AZMTSS Framework  


The AZMTSS Framework is aligned to the Arizona Comprehensive Needs Assessment and the 
Arizona Integrated Action Plan. The framework for AZMTSS seeks to do the following:  


• Collaboratively develop the capacity of all Arizona LEAs to implement and sustain a 
system of supports that prepares all students for college, career, and civic 
responsibilities.  


• Accelerate and maximize academic and behavioral outcomes for all students through 
the application of collaborative data-based problem-solving utilized by effective 
leadership teams at all levels of the educational systems.  


 


The table below details the six AZMTSS 
Components. AZMTSS Component  


Description  
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Effective Leadership  Effective leaders create a team and 
structure that communicates a vision of 
high academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional goals that focus on meeting the 
needs of the whole child.  


Effective Teachers and Instruction  Effective instruction includes a tiered level 
of support to meet the academic, 
behavioral, and social-emotional needs of 
the whole child.  


Effective Organization of Time  Effective schools allocate time within a 
tiered level of supports for the academic, 
behavioral, and social-emotional needs of 
the whole child.  


Effective Curriculum  Effective curricula include an evidence-
based behavioral and social-emotional 
component that meets the needs of the 
whole child and is culturally relevant.  


Conditions, Climate, and Culture  Inclusive schools are focused on positive 
relationships within all tiers of support to 
meet the academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional needs of all children.  


Family and Community Engagement  Family and Community Engagement is an 
essential component to foster the 
academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional growth of the whole child.  
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Appendix K: Arizona State Personnel Development Grant (AZSPDG) 
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Appendix L: Collaboration for Effective Educator Development, Accountability and Reform 
(CEEDAR)  
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Appendix M: SSIP Implementation Survey  


Question 1: Please choose the best description for your role in the PEA. 


� Special education teacher 
� General education teacher 
� Special education director 
� Paraprofessional 


� School administrator 
� District or charter administrator 
� Other 


 


Question 2: How often does your SSIP team meet and are the team members participating 
consistently? 


• Open response 
 


Question 3: Which phrase best describes the extent to which your SISP team regularly re-
assesses chosen strategies and updates your SISP improvement goals? 


a) These processes are effective at all schools in the PEA 
b) These processes are inconsistent among schools in the PEA 
c) These processes are minimally effective across the PEA 
d) These processes are not effective in our PEA 
e) I don’t know the answer to this question OR this is not applicable 


 


Question 4: Our SSIP team collects data at least quarterly to see if objectives in our SSIP 
Action Plan are being met. 


a) Our PEA is doing this well 
b) Our PEA is doing this, but could do it better 
c) Our PEA is not doing this 
d) I don’t know the answer to this question OR this is not applicable 


 


Question 5: To what extent has the SSIP Action Plan been disseminated in your PEA? 


a) The SSIP has been shared with general education and special education staff multiple 
times and in multiple ways 


b) The SSIP has been shared with general education and special education staff at least 
once 


c) The SSIP has been shared with general education and special education staff only in 
response to staff request 


d) The SSIP has not been hared with general education and special education staff at this 
time 


e) I don’t know the answer to this question OR this is not applicable 







Arizona Department of Education – Exceptional Student Services  


79 
 


 


Question 6: Have all levels of PEA staff agreed to support change as identified in your SSIP? 


a) All have agreed 
b) Most have agreed 
c) Only some have agreed 
d) I don’t know the answer to this question OR this is not applicable 


 


Question 7: To what extent are your SISP team members available to meet with staff 
individually to assist in the implementation of the SSIP Action Plan? 


a) All SSIP team members are available to meet with staff individually to assist in the 
implementation of the SSIP Action Plan 


b) Most SSIP team members are available to meet with staff individually to assist in the 
implementation of the SSIP Action Plan 


c) Some SSIP team members are available to meet with staff individually to assist in the 
implementation of the SSIP Action Plan 


d) Only a minimal number of SSIP team members are available to meet with staff 
individually to assist in the implementation of the SSIP Action Plan 


 


Question 8: To what extent does our SSIP team understand how to implement changes 
designed to improve performance for all students? 


a) All of our SSIP team members know what training is needed by staff to implement the 
SISP Action Plan 


b) Most of our SSIP team members know what training is needed by staff to implement the 
SISP Action Plan 


c) Some of our SSIP team members know what training is needed by staff to implement 
the SISP Action Plan 


d) A few of our SSIP team members know what training is needed by staff to implement 
the SISP Action Plan 


e) I don’t know the answer to this question OR this is not applicable 
 


Question 9: What supports or trainings do you need to implement your SSIP Action Plan? 


• Open response 
 


Question 10: What barriers have you encountered during the SISP Process 


• Open response 
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Question 11: How would you describe your PEA’s capacity to continue to implement your 
SSIP Action Plan for the next school year? 


• Open response 
 


Question 12: Please rate the support you have received regarding your SSIP Action Plan and 
activities from the Arizona Department of Education during the 2019-2020 school year. 


� Outstanding 
� Above Average 
� Average 


� Needs Improvement 
� Poor 


 


Question 13: Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the support you 
have received from the Arizona Department of Education with SSIP activities. 


• Open response
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Appendix N: LWP Professional Learning Survey 


Question 1: Please check the most appropriate box (one only): 


� Special education teacher 
� Paraprofessional 
� General education teacher 
� Special education administrator 
� Parent or family member 
� General education administrator 


� Related service provider 
� Youth or young adult 
� School psychologist 
� Adult education  
� District/charter administrator 
� Agency/other personnel 


 


Question 2: Please check the appropriate category of cultural representation (one or more): 


� Hispanic or Latino 
� White 
� Black or African American 
� Asian 


� Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 


� American Indian or Alaska Native 


 


Question 3: Please rate the following sessions components: 


 Strongly 
Agree  


Agree Somewhat 
Agree 


Disagree Strongly 
Disagree  


N/A 


Information was 
delivered in a clear and 
concise manner 


      


Presenter(s) displayed 
sound knowledge of the 
subject 


      


Present(s) were 
prepared 


      


I was satisfied with the 
quality of materials 
and/or handouts 


      


The presenter(s) allowed 
ample time for questions 
and answers 


      


The training information 
was relevant to my work 


      


I feel better prepared to 
implement/apply the 
subject matter due to 
the session 
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Presenter(s) applied 
effective interactive 
exercises 


      


I learned something new       
I would recommend this 
training to my colleagues 


      


 


Question 4: Please rate the following session components: 


 High 5 4 3 2 Low 1 
My entry 
level 
knowledge 
of this topic 
was: 


     


My exit level 
knowledge 
of this topic 
was: 


     


 


Question 5: Please rate your overall satisfaction with this session. 


� Outstanding 
� Above Average 
� Average 


� Needs Improvement 
� Poor 


Question 6: To improve my effectiveness, I need: 


� More PD 
� More Resources 


� Unknown 
� N/A 


Question 7:  Please identify at least one thing that we can improve. 


Open response 


Question 8: What is one thing that we did well? 


Open response 


Question 9: In what area would you like additional professional development?  


Open response 


Question 10: If you wish to be contacted by a member of ADE staff, please provide your name 


and contact information 


Open response 


Question 11: Do you have any additional comments? 
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Open response
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Appendix O: ADE ESS SSIP Rubric for PEA Action Plan Template 


 


ADE ESS SSIP Rubric for PEA Action Plan Evaluation # 1 
 


                                              PEA: _________________________________ 
 


Four Parts, 16 total points available 
 


SCORE: /16 
 


 
Comments  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Reviewer  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Needs Assessment 
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Guiding Questions  
• Was a needs assessment conducted to determine the nature and cause of underperformance and to set priorities for 


future action? Were multiple data sources used? 


Rating Weak (1) Strong (4) 


1 2 3 4 • Some areas of challenges are mentioned in 
the plan, but no data are included. 


• Some data are mentioned in the plan, but 
not enough to draw conclusions about 
school performance. 


• A needs assessment was not 
conducted or is not mentioned in 
the plan. 


• The needs assessment identifies areas 
of challenge that must be addressed. 


• Multiple data sources are used. 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  


Comments: 


 
Goals and Objectives 
Guiding Questions  
• Are there clear goals that prioritize areas of weakness in student performance specific to subjects and non‐academic areas? 
• Are the goals specific, measurable, attainable, etc.? Are the goals ambitious, but achievable? 


Rating Weak (1) Strong (4) 


1 2 3 4 • Goals are not linked to specific subjects or 
non‐academics areas. 


• The goals are ambitious but do not 
appear to be realistic, based on 
progress achieved elsewhere. 


• Goals and objectives clearly address 
school challenges identified in the 
needs assessment. 


• Goals are aligned to student 
performance in specific subjects 
and non‐academic areas. 
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Comments: 


 
 


Progress Monitoring 
Guiding Questions  
• Does each goal have a timeline and related milestones? 
• Are benchmarks included to monitor implementation and progress? Are they clearly defined? 


Rating Weak (1) Strong (4) 


1 2 3 4 • No timelines or benchmarks are included, 
or they are limited and do not adequately 
show the school’s implementation plan. 


• A timeline is provided for each goal 
and strategy. 


• Benchmarks are included that 
will allow the school to monitor 
progress toward meeting the 
goals. 


    


Comments: 
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Interventions/Strategies 
Guiding Questions  
• Are the strategies and supporting activities clearly identified in the plan? 
• Is there a connection between the chosen strategies and the identified causes of the school’s underperformance? 
• Are the chosen strategies and supporting activities research‐based? 


Rating 
 


Weak (1) 
 
 
 


Strong (4) 


1 2 3 4 • There are no clear strategies, or the chosen 
strategies are unlikely to address identified 
causes of underperformance. 


• There is no evidence that strategies are 
research‐ based. 


• Strategies are designed to 
address areas identified as 
needing improvement. 


• There is clear evidence 
that the strategies are 
research‐based. 


    


Comments: 
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Table 8.2: Comparison of Parent Responses by Child Age Group to State Special Education Population 


 Eligible Surveyed Resp % Population% 


Ages 3-5 16560 1890 13.14% 11.53% 


Ages 6-13 85382 9475 65.87% 59.47% 


Ages 14-22 41622 3019 20.99% 28.99% 


Total 143564 14384   


Table 8.2 shows that the response rate is slightly higher than the state rate with the age group statistics for parents of children ages 
3-5 and 6-13. The response rate is lower than the age group statistics for parents of children aged 14-22. This may be due to the 
greater autonomy and separation from their parents of children in this age category. This is a continuing area of TA from ADE/ESS. 
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General Supervision System 
The Arizona monitoring system was revised in FFY 2017 to bring into balance the focus on data 
outcomes for each public education agency (PEA) and procedural compliance requirements.  
The monitoring system combines compliance and results in the review of PEA policies, 
procedures, and practices.  Components of the six-year monitoring cycle include a yearly review 
of OSEP’s compliance and results Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. 
Student file data are reviewed for every PEA each year. 
 
The Program Support and Monitoring (PSM) specialist assigned to the school district or charter 
school will meet with the PEA director each spring to discuss the PEA data and to plan for any 
upcoming monitoring activities when the PEA is scheduled for monitoring the following year 
based on information from the risk analysis tool used to review data. 
 
Arizona has a six-year cycle for monitoring with assigned monitoring activities always occurring 
in Year 4 of the cycle.  However, ESS can adjust a PEA’s monitoring year any time systemic 
concerns arise, including evidence that a certificated special education teacher is not employed 
by the PEA.  Conversely, PEAs that maintain exceptional data may have less intensive 
monitoring activities assigned because the data indicate they are meeting state targets.  
Regardless of the assigned monitoring year or monitoring type, PEAs are required to comply 
with all requirements under IDEA.  There are three monitoring types: 


Data Review – is assigned to PEAs whose data consistently reflect outstanding student 
outcomes and practices that support ongoing compliance with federal and state laws.  
ESS believes that such programs show compliance sustainability.  Such PEAs will be 
required to review Indicators 11 (Child Find – initial evaluation timeline) and 13 
(Secondary Transition) as part of the collection of APR data. 
Self-Assessment – is assigned when a PEA shows evidence of strong programs but has 
inconsistency in a few areas in which data do not meet the state target.  The self-
assessment provides an opportunity for the PEA to analyze issues in-depth and to find 
solutions for improvement and sustainability.  The targeted review of student files will 
include indicators 11 and 13. PEAs participating in this type of monitoring will be 
targeted for participation in SSIP activities if they meet all of the following criteria: (1) 
they service students in grades 3-5, (2) they do not meet the state target in English 
Language Arts (ELA) proficiency, and (3) they have a special education enrollment in 
grades 3-5 of ten or more students. 
 
If SSIP criteria do not apply, then PEAs will choose an area to focus on in which they may 
not be meeting a state target.  The PEA will complete activities that will result in the 
development of an action plan. 
 
On-Site – is determined by a score at or below the state average on the risk analysis 
tool; it is assigned when a PEA shows evidence of broad issues across systems and/or 







outcomes.  On-site monitoring includes a thorough review of procedural requirements 
as well as a review of student performance data.  PEAs participating in this type of 
monitoring, in conjunction with their PSM specialist, will choose an outcome focus area 
in which they do not meet a state target to complete an analysis and action plan.  


 
The procedural requirements of IDEA have been tied to the SPP/APR compliance and 
results indicators shown in the list that follows.  
The possible areas of focus for student outcome analysis (Results Driven Accountability 
[RDA]) are shown below: 


Graduation Suspension/Expulsion 


Dropout LRE 


Reading Proficiency Disproportionality 


Math Proficiency Child Find – Initial Evaluation 
Timeline 


Secondary Transition  


Procedural compliance is only one element involved in good outcomes for students; 
improved student performance is the ultimate goal.  Therefore, a PEA participating in an 
on-site monitoring is required to determine root causes of poor student performance as 
measured by the SPP/APR results indicators.  Each outcome focus area analysis (RDA) is 
driven by (but not restricted to) the ESS-provided analysis tool. 
 
Arizona has found it beneficial to include PEA staff as active partners with ADE/ESS staff 
when examining PEA data and especially when examining all components of the on-site 
monitoring.  The PEA and PSM team work together during the on-site monitoring.  The 
PEA must have an agency team, including PEA employee(s), as active participants.  
Additionally, to ensure accuracy of compliance calls and determination of trend data, 
the on-site monitoring cannot be completed via electronic file review. 


 
For all assigned monitoring types, ongoing technical assistance plays a significant role in the 
general supervision of PEAs in Arizona.  PSM specialists conduct annual visits with each 
assigned PEA to review a sample of the PEA’s student files, including data related to Indicators 
11 (Child Find), 12 (Part C to Part B Transition), and 13 (Secondary Transition).  When a PEA is 
not achieving 100% compliance on these three indicators, specialists give feedback and 
technical assistance.  Program specialists also provide ongoing technical assistance related to 
any other issues and questions that may arise.  Targeted training is provided when files and 
data indicate a need. 
 
Calls, Findings, and Corrective Action Plans 







A “call” related to a PEA’s compliance status is made for every line item in the monitoring.  Line 
items are those monitoring items included on all forms in the monitoring manual.  Each line 
item is composed of multiple components.  Any one component within a line item that is found 
to be noncompliant generates a call of noncompliance for that line item.  If multiple 
components within the line item are found to be noncompliant, a single finding for that line 
item will be generated (i.e., the line item will be found noncompliant), as opposed to a finding 
being generated for each single component. 
 
At the conclusion of all monitoring activities, teams review data that are compiled into a report 
called the draft Summary of Findings (SOF).  There are 17 possible “findings” in the ADE/ESS 
monitoring process.  A finding occurs when a PEA is found to be less than 100% compliant for 
any line item.  The formal notification of findings resulting from the monitoring (which starts 
the one-year corrective-action timeline) is done in the form of a letter mailed no later than 30 
days following the completion of all monitoring activities.  The citation related to the area of 
noncompliance, along with a description of the qualitative and/or quantitative data, is included 
in the notification. 
 
A Corrective Action Plan (CAP) is developed by the PEA with guidance from the ESS team to 
address the correction of findings of noncompliance. 
 
The development of a CAP, which includes activities for improvement, is required for all line 
items that are less than 90% compliant.  For those items that are 90%-99% compliant, 
corrective action activities are not required; however, individual student-specific files involved 
require correction, and subsequent file reviews will occur during the corrective action year to 
ensure that 100% compliance and sustainability have been achieved for all items that were 
noncompliant. 
 
Corrective action is not complete, and the monitoring cannot be closed until all findings are 
verified as corrected in accordance with the OSEP 09/02 Memo, including: 


1. The correction of all individual instances of noncompliance, including student-specific 
noncompliance, and 


2. Verification that the PEA is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. 
While the correction of noncompliance is a requirement of monitoring, an additional area of 
focus for ADE/ESS centers on program improvement.  Throughout the monitoring activities, 
PEAs are expected to examine their processes and systems in order to focus on improving 
programs while also correcting instances of noncompliance.  This examination by PEAs is 
subject to validation and verification by ADE/ESS. 
 
Incentives, Sanctions, and Enforcement Actions 
Incentives: Monitoring incentives are earned when a PEA successfully completes the data 
review or self-assessment monitoring. 







Cycle Year 4 – Data Review or Self-Assessment 
Data Review – 100% compliance on Indicators 11 and 13 = Two entries into a lottery for 
a paid registration to either the Directors’ Institute or the Transition Conference 
Self-Assessment – Successful and timely completion of performance tasks with all 
supporting documentation compliant = One entry into a lottery for a paid registration to 
either the Directors’ Institute or the Transition Conference 


Cycle Year 5 – Corrective Action Plan Closeout 
Closed within one year = Congratulatory letter and certificate 
Not closed within one year = Enforcement actions until compliance is achieved 


Enforcement Actions 
If a PEA is unable to complete the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) and correct all identified 
noncompliance within one year from the date of the Written Notification of Findings letter, one 
or more of the following enforcement actions will be taken, based upon the severity of the 
remaining noncompliance: 


• ESS development of a prescribed CAP with required activities and timelines to address 
the continuing noncompliance. 


• Enforcement of CAP activities as outlined in the current agency CAP. 
• Review and revision of the current CAP to develop targeted activities that address the 


continuing noncompliance. 
• Special monitor selection. 
• Interruption of IDEA payments until adequate compliance is achieved.  For charter 


schools not receiving IDEA funds, a request for withholding of 10% of state funds. 
• For charter schools, a request to the appropriate board for a notice of intent to revoke 


the charter. 
• With Arizona State Board of Education approval, interruption of Group B weighted state 


aid or redirection of funds pursuant to 34 C.F.R §300.227(a). 
• Request to the attorney general for assistance in law enforcement. 


PEAs are entitled to request a hearing if they wish to challenge the enforcement action(s). 
 
Dispute Resolution 
The dispute resolution unit, which falls under the Highly Effective Schools division of ADE, is a 
part of the state educational agency’s general supervisory responsibility and authority.  Dispute 
Resolution receives and investigates complaints from parents and other concerned parties 
involving allegations of non-compliance with IDEA part B and its implementing regulations.  
Dispute Resolution also accepts due process requests for hearings and monitors the 
administrative law process of the due process filings.   
Although the spirt of the federal special education regulations is that parents and schools will 
arrive at consensus in meeting the needs of a child eligible for special education, sometimes 
conflict arises.  The Office of Dispute Resolution offers options for parents and schools to 
address and resolve these special education conflicts.  Both formal and alternative resolution 
processes are available through the office.  Dispute Resolution offers mediation and facilitated 







IEPs to assist schools and parents in working toward agreements.  Mediation is a no-cost, 
voluntary, problem-solving process, rather than an adversarial process, that allows parents and 
schools to communicate directly with each other as they work with a trained mediator toward a 
mutually agreeable solution.  A parent of a child with a disability or a public education agency 
may request mediation to resolve disputes involving any matter that arises under the IDEA or 
its implementing regulations.  [34 CFR § 506(a)].  Facilitated IEP is a process in which a student’s 
IEP is developed by a collaborative team in a structured meeting.  IEP facilitation is a student-
focused process in which a trained facilitator assists the IEP team in developing an IEP that 
provides a FAPE to the student.  
Should the parties be unwilling or unable to resolve the dispute through informal means, both 
due process and state administrative complaint are available.  Due Process is the most formal 
of the dispute resolution option and may be used to resolve any matter relating to the 
identification, evaluation, or placement of a child, or the provision of a free appropriate public 
education (FAPE) to the child.  A due process complaint can be filed by a parent, the school, or a 
student who has reached the age of majority (18 in Arizona).  Due Process hearings are 
conducted on behalf of the ADE by the Arizona Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).  The 
OAH employs full-time administrative law judges (ALJs), all of whom are attorneys licensed to 
practice law in Arizona.  The ALJs assigned to hear special education due process hearings are 
knowledgeable about the IDEA and receive yearly training. 
  
The State Administrative Complaint System falls under the State’s general supervisory authority 
and is a process through which members of the community can alert the state education 
agency (SEA) of potential noncompliance with the IDEA in the public schools.  The SEA is only 
authorized to investigate those allegations pertinent to special education procedure as 
referenced in the IDEA, its implementing regulations, the Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S), and 
Title 7 of the Arizona Administrative Code (A.A.C.).   ADE/Dispute Resolution employs four State 
complaint investigators who work under the supervision of the Chief of Dispute Resolution.  
The Chief reviews all incoming complaints for sufficiency, assigns incoming complaints, 
monitors the investigation progress, and reviews and signs all investigative reports.  Upon a 
finding of noncompliance, corrective action is ordered in a Letter of Corrective Action that 
requires the school to take some action to resolve the non-compliant item.  The unit employs a 
corrective action coordinator to draft any necessary corrective action, collect the required 
documentation, monitor timelines, and provide technical assistance, as necessary.   
 
Mediators are independent contractors who have been trained in mediation techniques and 
are knowledgeable about special education.  The mediator is a neutral party to the dispute 
trained to encourage open communication amongst the parties, identify points of agreement, 
and facilitate resolution.  Mediators remain unbiased and impartial and do not act as an 
advocate or a legal advisor for either the school or parent.  Mediators are assigned, on a 
rotating basis, upon request and consent of both parties to mediation. 
 







ADE also offers training in facilitated IEP.  Facilitated IEP is a structured process designed to 
reduce conflict between the parties at an IEP meeting and to keep the focus of the meeting on 
the needs of the student.  Two trained facilitators are available upon request to lead IEP 
meetings in which communication and the IEP process have broken down.  Training is also 
provided free of charge and upon request to those school districts who would like to train staff 
on the structured process.  
 
Dispute Resolution also receives and answers questions from constituents regarding the special 
education process; however, no legal advice is provided.  Referral to appropriate resources is 
made when necessary.   
 
ESS Fiscal Monitoring 
The ADE serves as the pass-through entity and fiscal/cognizant agency for Arizona’s IDEA grant.  
Additionally, within the Grants Management Division, the Fiscal Monitoring Unit is charged with 
performing periodic fiscal reviews for all PEAs within Arizona that receive grant awards passed 
through ADE for special education.  The unit’s goals are to ensure that PEAs use sound 
management practices as public stewards of federal funds to assist PEAs in meeting compliance 
with IDEA program requirements and federal grant guidelines and to provide assistance as 
necessary. 
 
Pursuant to 2 CFR § 200.331, as a Federal grant pass-through agency, ADE is responsible for 
monitoring the activities of sub-recipients to ensure the sub-award is used for authorized 
purposes, in compliance with federal and State statutes, regulations, and the terms and 
conditions of the sub-award.  The Federal Uniform Administrative Requirements mandate ADE 
to monitor sub-recipients.  Monitoring includes: 


• Line by line review of detailed expenditure reports provided by the sub-recipient 
• Review of sub-recipient procurement policies 
• Test of a sample of the grant to confirm purchases and that the sub-recipient is 


following their policies and procedures. 
• Issue audit findings pertaining to grant awards 


After completion of monitoring, one of following outcomes are possible: 
1. Issue a No Findings letter 


a. Upon issuance of letter, monitoring is complete. 
2. Issue a Preliminary Determination letter 


a. Upon issuance of letter, LEA has 5 days to request a review or submit additional 
documentation to clear findings. 


b. If 5 days pass, or if the LEA agrees with the findings, a Final Determination letter 
is issued. 


c. Upon issuance of Final Determination letter, the entity is required to submit an 
approvable Corrective Action Plan (CAP). 


3. If significant issues are found, monitoring will continue through on-site monitoring 
activities. 
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Activity Year 
1 


Year 
2 


Year 
3 


Year 
4 


Year 
5 


Year 
6 


Provide Technical Assistance X X X X X X 


Review PEA Data, Including Student Files X X X X X X  


Annual Site Visit (File Review for TA purposes 
and Indicator data collection) 


X X X  X X  


Review PEA Policies and Procedures X   X   


PEA Collects Student Exit Form Data X X X X X X 


PEA Collects Post-School Outcomes X X X X X X 


PEA Completes Indicator 8 Parent Survey X X X X X X 


Prepare for Monitoring   X    


Conduct Monitoring Activities    X   


Complete Corrective Action     X  
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Professional Development System 


Professional learning and technical assistance are provided by every IDEA-funded area within 
Exceptional Student Services. Activities take many forms and are responsive to both PEA request and to 
data generated through IDEA and other educational indicators. ESS houses two primary professional 
learning units, Professional Learning and Sustainability (PLS) and Special Projects, that each address 
sustained professional development activities in a variety of content areas. Professional learning 
includes high-leverage practices and evidence-based practices and frequently incorporates the support 
of local and national experts.  


The Arizona State Personnel Development Grant (AZSPDG) 
 
Cohort 1:  
Module 7: Literacy Strategies- October 20, 2018, November 1, 2018, November 2, 2018, November 
7, 2018, November 14, 2018, November 30, 2018, December 3, 2018  
Module 8: Literacy Strategies- February 1, 2019, February 2, 2019, February 5, 2019, February 6, 
2019, February 25, 2019, March 28, 2019 
 
Cohort 2:  
Module 1: Introduction- August 8, 2018, August 17, 2018  
Module 2: Collaboration- September 12, 2018, September 22, 2018, October 3, 2018  
Module 3: Formative Assessment Dimensions- January 12, 2019, January 16, 2019, January 23, 2019  
 
SPDG Collaborative Coach Meetings- September 20, 2018, December 18, 2018, February 28, 2019, 
May 14, 2019 
 
The Arizona Department of Education Exceptional Student Services (ADE/ESS) received a grant from 
the Office of Special Education Programs to support a new, online, comprehensive training plan to 
close the identified gap in reading achievement for students with specific learning disabilities and 
their nondisabled peers in grades 4-8 throughout Arizona. The comprehensive professional learning 
program supports systems change through a series of professional learning modules incorporating 
special and general education collaboration, formative assessment, differentiated instruction, and 
evidence-based literacy strategies. In addition to the school site professional learning, each module 
includes professional learning for the District Leadership Team and a parent component so that 
parents are included as active partners in the systems change process. All training is supported by 
coaching from an implementation coach and a literacy coach at each site. During the 2018-2019 
school year, a new cohort began as our currently involved districts scaled up to additional schools. 
These districts/schools also expanded their professional learning to their K-3 staff. Modules 7 and 8 
were delivered to Cohort 1 and Modules 1-3 were delivered to Cohort 2 leaders and staff in grades K-
8 for the Parker Unified School District, the Glendale Elementary School District, and the Cartwright 
School District. 
 
Arizona State Autism Project (AzSAP) 
 
STAR Coaching Training- August 18, 2018  
STAR 2-Day Comprehensive Workshop- October 1-2, 2018 
LINKS Coaching Training- September 18, 2018 







LINKS 2-Day Comprehensive Workshop- September 19-20, 2018 
 
Each district participating in the STAR/LINKS Coaching Training receives three in-district coaching 
visits and can send up to five participants to the STAR or LINKS 2-day Comprehensive Workshop. 
Each district participating in the STAR 2-Day Comprehensive Workshop or the LINKS 2-Day 
Comprehensive Workshop receives five in-district coaching visits. 
 
ADE Exceptional Student Services and ADE Early Childhood work in collaboration with STAR Autism 
Support to provide training that supports the educational needs of students with significant learning 
challenges, including students with autism spectrum disorder. The STAR (Strategies for Teaching 
based on Autism Research) Program, developed by Arick, Loos, Falco, Krug, 2004, is a comprehensive 
curriculum that includes detailed lesson plans, teaching materials, data systems, and a curriculum-
based assessment for teaching in the six curricular areas of receptive language, expressive language, 
spontaneous language, functional routines, academics, and play and social skills. The strategies used 
in the STAR Program have been shown to be effective with students at the preschool and elementary 
levels. The STAR Coaching Training is designed to support coaches who are already trained in STAR to 
increase districts’ internal capacity for training and support. 
 
The LINKS curriculum is also presented by STAR Autism Support and is targeted to secondary students 
and staff. STAR Support trains on curricula and interventions based on the principles of applied 
behavior analysis. They strive to provide instructors with the tools to implement effective curricula for 
a wide range of learners with autism spectrum disorder. The focus of the training and curricula is on 
the child and the functional skills he or she needs to learn to be an active, engaged member of the 
school, home, and community. Capacity building and coaching training support are also offered to all 
districts that participate. The LINKS Coaching Training is designed to support coaches who are already 
trained in LINKS to increase districts’ internal capacity for training and support. 
 
Connecting and Applying Literacy Learning (CALL) Project 
 
June 27-28, 2019- Tucson, AZ 
July 26-27, 2018- Phoenix, AZ 
 
The CALL Project is designed as a shared leadership pathway for school teams (principal, special 
education director, exemplary primary teacher, exemplary intermediate teacher, special education 
teacher, English learner teacher, and reading specialist/instructional coach) committed to building 
their literacy knowledge and facilitating literacy conversations with their teachers and students using 
their own resources during the school day. The purpose of this leadership team opportunity is to build 
shared literacy knowledge and to model one structure for professional literacy learning communities. 
Grade-level/content area teams can take over the responsibility for facilitating future sessions and 
ongoing literacy conversations by building capacity with their students, and with each other, during 
the school day—all for the purpose of increasing and sustaining student literacy learning in all content 
areas. The CALL Project includes leadership team participation in a two-day summer workshop, site 
visits by ADE Specialists to support the learning and implementation of the Learning Walks Process 
and a writing analysis process, and the implementation of professional learning at each school site 
facilitated by the leadership team. 
 
Learning Walks Process 
 







August 14, 2018, February 8, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Lynn-Urquides 
September 18, 2018, February 13, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Dietz 
September 19, 2018, February 7, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Manzo  
September 21, 2018, February 5, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Wheeler  
September 27, 2018, January 25, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Davidson  
October 1, 2018, February 27, 2019- Buckeye  
October 3, 2018, February 20, 2019- Eagle South Mountain  
October 11, 2018, March 6, 2019- Ganado  
October 19, 2018, March 7, 2019- Whiteriver  
October 25, 2018, February 12, 2019- Fountain Hills  
November 1, 2018, February 25, 2019- Imagine Bell Canyon  
November 5, 2018, February 4, 2019- Santa Cruz  
November 6, 2018, February 25, 2019- Imagine Pathfinder  
November 7, 2018, February 11, 2019- Miami  
November 14, 2018, February 15, 2019- Apache Junction  
November 15, 2018, February 26, 2019- Wellton  
November 27, 2018, February 25, 2019- Kingman  
November 29, 2018, February 26, 2019- Eloy  
December 4, 2018, February 7, 2019- Academy del Sol  
December 6, 2018, February 19, 2019- Excalibur  
December 17, 2018, February 26, 2019- Littleton  
 
Learning Walks is a collaborative coaching process to be modeled and experienced with teachers 
organized as partners, in grade-level teams, in content area teams, and/or in leadership teams. The 
purpose of the process is to:  


1. Assist educators in staying focused on what matters most in inclusive learning environments, 
instructional practices, student interactions, and student engagement. 


2. Collect evidence of shared professional learning and collaboration over time. 
3. Graph the evidence (trend data) collected over time and use the evidence to identify 


strengths and needs and to set priorities and foci for professional learning in a school 
community.  


The Learning Walks process was taught to leadership teams so that they could collect data trends, 
capture evidence of shared learning and learning conversations, and establish a common language of 
effective teaching and learning. 
 
Schoolwide On-Demand Writing Assessment and Analysis 
 
January 25, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Davidson with School Leadership Team  
February 5, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Wheeler with School Leadership Team  
February 7, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Manzo with School Leadership Team  
February 13, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Dietz with School Leadership Team  
April 10, 2019- Tucson Unified School District- Lynn-Urquides with All Staff  
 
Exceptional Student Services Literacy Specialists provided professional learning on a writing and 
analysis process in which teachers collect on-demand writing samples from each grade level in their 
school. Grade-level teams review samples and select one typical sample for the grade level. As a 
grade-level team, they identify strengths and needs and set priorities for teaching writing. As a school, 







all staff identify strengths and needs and set priorities for writing professional learning and discuss 
schoolwide implications for teaching and learning. 
  
Crisis Prevention Institute Instructor Certification Program 
 
Instructor Certification Training- February 5-8, 2019 
Instructor Certification Training- February 19-22, 2019 
Instructor Certification Training- March 19-22, 2019 
Instructor Certification Renewal Training- May 6, 2019 
 
The Arizona Department of Education provided instructor certification training to Arizona educators 
through the Crisis Prevention Institute. Crisis Prevention Institute offers nonviolent crisis intervention 
that equips participants with skills, confidence, and an effective framework to safely manage and 
prevent difficult student behavior. Training for new trainers was offered through the Instructor 
Certification Program and renewal training for current trainers was provided through the Instructor 
Certification Renewal Program. 
 
Directors’ Institute 
 
September 24-26, 2018- Phoenix, AZ 
 
The 2018 Directors’ Institute: Inform. Inspire! #Connect brought together over 500 special education 
leaders to disseminate the most current information on compliance, fiscal issues, and best practice. 
The conference represented the commitment of the Arizona Department of Education to work with the 
constituents of Arizona to create meaningful programs that help students with disabilities develop to 
their fullest potential as legislative and fiscal changes are enacted. The 2018 Directors’ Institute offered 
over 50 sessions led by national and local experts in order to provide meaningful, timely, and relevant 
professional development for special education directors. 
 
ISSET (Individual Student Support Systems Evaluation Tool) 
 
March 8, 2019- Avondale Elementary District  
 
The ISSET is a research survey designed to assess and evaluate the critical features of Tier II and Tier III 
behavioral support across each academic school year. This training prepares PBIS coaches to administer 
this tool to evaluate the fidelity of implementation of Tier II and Tier III of PBIS. The coaches are also 
trained to use the information to action plan to strengthen Tier II and Tier III. 
 
Multi-Tier Behavior Supports (MTBS)  
 
Year 1- September 20-21, 2018, December 6-7, 2018, February 14-15, 2019  
Year 2- September 6-7, 2018, November 1-2, 2018, January 10-11, 2019, February 7-8, 2019 
Year 3- September 13-14, 2018, November 15-16, 2018, January 17-18, 2019, February 25-26, 2019 
MTBS Coaches- November 14, 2018 (Year 3 Coaches), December 13-14, 2018 (Year 2 Coaches), 
January 22-23, 2019 (Year 2 and Year 3 Coaches) 
 







Multi-Tier Behavior Supports is a three-year training that assists school teams with the development 
of a school-wide approach for positive behavior management practices. This training is based on 
School-Wide Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (SW-PBIS) evidence-based elements. Year 1 
focuses on designing the universal (Tier 1) plan. Year 2 focuses on designing targeted (Tier 2) 
interventions for students. Year 3 focuses on designing the intensive (Tier 3) interventions for 
students. Additional coaching training is provided for one team member beginning in Year 2 to assist 
in supporting the sustainability of the system.  
 
The Neurosequential Model Network Training 
 
The Neurosequential Model in Education-January 28, 2019, January 29, 2019, April 9, 2019, April 10, 
2019, May 2, 2019- Phoenix, AZ 
The Neurosequential Model in Education- January 30, 2019, April 11, 2019- Flagstaff, AZ 
The Neurosequential Model in Education- January 31, 2019, April 8, 2019- Tucson, AZ 
The Neurosequential Model in Therapeutics- January 28, 2019, January 29, 2019, April 9, 2019- 
Phoenix, AZ 
The Neurosequential Model in Therapeutics- January 30, 2019, April 11, 2019- Flagstaff, AZ 
The Neurosequential Model in Therapeutics- January 31, 2019, April 8, 2019- Tucson, AZ 
 
The Arizona Department of Education partnered with the Neurosequential Model Network to bring 
training to educators in the area of trauma informed practices.  Classroom teachers and school-based 
social workers, therapists, school psychologists, and counselors received instruction in practices that 
help students who have experienced trauma to be successful in the learning environment.  
 
The Neurosequential Model in Education (NME) draws upon the neurodevelopmentally informed, 
biologically respectful perspective on human development and functioning to help educators 
understand student behavior and performance and apply the concepts to neurosequential 
development to the teaching and learning process. This training for classroom teachers is a trainer of 
trainers model, and participants are equipped to bring strategies back to their schools. 
  
The Neurosequential Model of Therapeutics (NMT) is a developmentally informed, biologically 
respectful approach to working with at-risk children and is a way to organize a child’s history and 
current functioning. The goal of this approach is to structure assessment of a child, the articulation of 
the primary problems, identification of key strengths, and the application of interventions in a way 
that will help family, educators, therapists, and related professionals best meet the needs of the child. 
This training is for Master’s level school social workers, school counselors, and school psychologists. 
 
School Resource Officer Training 
 
August 21, 2018 
October 20, 2018 
January 15, 2019 
 
School Resource Officers (SROs) are placed in selected schools to contribute to safe school 
environments that are conducive to teaching and learning. School Resource Officers maintain a visible 
presence on campus, deter delinquent and violent behaviors, serve as an available resource to the 
school community, and provide students and staff with Law-Related Education (LRE) instruction and 
training.  







 
The Arizona Department of Education Exceptional Student Services (ESS) section worked 
collaboratively with the Arizona Department of Education’s School Safety section in order provide 
training for new SROs. ESS Specialists helped new SROs increase their understanding and knowledge 
of special education and addressed topics such as IDEA, FERPA, bullying, discipline, and how a 
disability may impact classroom functioning.  
 
SWIS (School-Wide Information System) Training 
 
August 14, 2018- Paradise Valley Unified School District (SWIS) 
August 22, 2018- Paradise Valley Unified School District (SWIS) 
August 23, 2018- Franklin Phonetics School- Prescott Valley (SWIS)  
August 29, 2018- Sonoran Science Academy (SWIS) 
August 30, 2018- Holbrook Unified District (2 schools) (SWIS) 
September 5, 2018- Avondale Elementary School District (CICO-SWIS) 
September 10, 2018- Cartwright Elementary District (6 schools) (SWIS) 
September 13, 2018- Florence Unified School District (2 schools) (SWIS) 
September 18, 2018- Paradise Valley Unified School District (SWIS) 
September 18, 2018- Avondale Elementary School District (SWIS)  
September 24, 2018- Buckeye Elementary School District (6 schools) (SWIS) 
October 19, 2018- Yuma Union High School District (SWIS) 
October 31, 2018- Buckeye Elementary School District (6 schools) I-SWIS 
December 10, 2018- Paradise Valley Unified School District (SWIS &CICO-SWIS)  
February 4, 2019- Balsz School District (SWIS)  
March 5, 2019- Buckeye Elementary School District (CICO-SWIS) 
 
The SWIS Suite is a reliable, confidential, web-based information system that enables schools to 
collect, summarize, and use student behavior data for decision making. SWIS assists teams in 
improving their internal decision making and overall support plan design for individual students and 
their families. School teams are guided through the initial training process to utilize this data system 
at their school site(s). The SWIS Suite includes the following:  
 
School-Wide Information System (SWIS)- A system for school wide behavior data 
Check-In Check-Out (CICO-SWIS)- A system for data collection for students receiving Tier 2 supports  
Individual SWIS (I-SWIS)- A system for data collection for students receiving Tier 3 supports                        
 
Training Interpreters in Public Schools (TIPS) 
 
January 12, 2019- Phoenix, AZ 
 
Training Interpreters in Public Schools (TIPS) was developed by TASK12 at the Center for Technical 
Assistance for Excellence in Special Education (TAESE) at Utah State University. This intensive program 
begins with a face-to-face training with interpreters, followed by five months of study via online 
modules that aim to improve the performance skills of interpreters and ultimately support the 
educational success of children and youth who are deaf and hard of hearing.  
 
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) Training 
 







TBI 101- August 30, 2018- Central AZ  
TBI 101- August 31, 2018- Central AZ 
TBI 101- September 14, 2018- Central AZ 
TBI 101- September 24, 2018- Central AZ 
TBI 101- October 13, 2018- Southern AZ 
TBI 101- November 10, 2018- Southern AZ 
TBI 101- November 17, 2018- Northern AZ 
TBI 101- November 30, 2018- Central AZ 
TBI 202/204- December 12, 2018- Central AZ 
TBI 101- December 13, 2018- Central AZ 
TBI 202- January 12, 2019- Northern AZ 
TBI 202/204- January 23, 2019- Central AZ 
TBI 202- January 25, 2019- Central AZ 
TBI 101- February 1, 2019- Central AZ 
TBI 202- February 9, 2019- Southern AZ 
TBI 404- February 22, 2019- Southern AZ 
TBI 303- March 9, 2019- Northern, AZ 
TBI 101- March 18, 2019- Southern AZ 
TBI 202/204- March 20, 2019- Southern, AZ 
TBI 404- March 23, 2019- Southern, AZ 
TBI 505- March 29, 2910- Central AZ 
TBI 404- April 6, 2019- Northern AZ 
TBI 505- April 27, 2019- Southern AZ 
TBI 202/204- May 24, 2019- Central AZ 
Arizona Statewide TBI Summer Conference June 13-14, 2019- Southern AZ 
 
The TBI training educates local professionals on the core issues related to traumatic brain injury (TBI) 
including incidence, prevalence, injury mechanisms, impacts, “red flags” of previous injury, and 
differences among congenital injuries, non-traumatic injuries, and various cognitive disabilities. The 
training serves to increase awareness of the need to identify students with TBI in the schools using 
uniform screening procedures and to increase the capacity of professionals to assess, accurately 
determine eligibility, and provide appropriate services for students with traumatic brain injury and 
acquired brain injuries. Participants in the training learn how to more effectively participate in Child 
Study Team and Multidisciplinary Evaluation Team meetings and analyze assessment data to 
appropriately plan for in-class accommodations, modifications, and intervention strategies. They also 
increase their knowledge about cognitive and behavioral interventions after a brain injury and expand 
their knowledge of existing resources. 
 
Youth Mental Health First Aid Certification Training 
 
May 20-22, 2019- Tucson, AZ 
May 28-30, 2019- Flagstaff, AZ 
June 10-12, 2019- Phoenix, AZ 
June 17-19, 2019- Phoenix, AZ 
 
The National Council for Behavioral Health, in collaboration with the Arizona Department of 
Education, provided Youth Mental Health First Aid Certification training to Arizona educators. The 
training teaches participants how to recognize and intervene with commonly occurring behavioral 







health issues, how to teach the Youth Mental Health First Aid course with fidelity, and how to tailor 
presentations to diverse audiences and learning environments. Participants who successfully 
completed the training became certified trainers of the standard Youth Mental Health First Aid 
course. 
 
Assistive Technology 
 
During the 2018-19 school year, professional development series known as Az-Tech 
provided the foundation for capacity building and systemic change in schools related to 
assistive technology (AT).  Educators from across the state participated in the fundamentals of AT and 
universal 
design for learning (UDL). At the end of the year, school personnel were better equipped to 
consider and implement AT tools and strategies to support students with disabilities 
and contribute to the training of other education professionals in their local education 
agencies (LEAs). 
One-day public and regional trainings: AT is in the mATh, iPads in the Classroom, 
Executive Functioning, AT Overview, Chrome Extensions to Support Struggling 
Students. 
Individualized in-person and telephone assistance to support teachers and other 
school district staff in the selection and implementation of various assistive technology 
devices, tools, and software to support students in accessing the curriculum was 
provided. These technical support services included text-to-speech software,  
speech-to-text software, SmartPens, mathematics supports, math manipulatives, equation 
editors, physical access to the environment and academic materials, Google Chrome 
Extensions, iPad applications, and Android applications. Technical support also 
included specific research to overcome a specific barrier for individual students and 
included information in the following areas: 
Chrome extensions 
AT overviews 
Training on items that schools borrow from the Lending Library 
AAC support 
Eye gaze 
AAC apps 
Switch access for iPads 
AAC implementation 
AT consideration 
AT evaluation 
AT for writing 
AT for reading 
AT for mobility 
AT for executive function 
AT for math 
Mobile technology (iPads, Android tablets) 
 
Secondary Transition 
 
 
 







Understanding the Post School Outcomes (PSO) Survey: Data Collection, Analysis, and Use 
 
During the 2018-2019 school year, training was provided for those who oversee or administer 
the Post School Outcomes (PSO) Survey. The PSO Survey, conducted one year after students 
exit high school, is required to be completed by districts and charter schools who serve 
students with disabilities ages 16 and over each year between June 1st and September 30th. 
Training included the requirements for the PSO Survey and how to incorporate suggested tips 
and techniques to ensure the data collection was valid and accurate, and results obtained 
were useful. Training was conducted via webinar, individual phone conference, and in 
person. 
 
Secondary Transition: Regional Training 
During the 2018-2019 school year, Secondary Transition specialist provided a 2 day training 
series and reached stakeholders in all Arizona counties.  Topics for the training consisted of: 
 
Day 1  
“Assessments & Accommodations” is a full-day training that will look closely at age-
appropriate transition assessment as the foundation of best practices in transition planning.  
Strategies and resources will be provided to help the IEP team make informed decisions for 
realistic and attainable post-secondary goals.  Day 1 will include a very brief review of 
compliance requirements. 


Day 2  
“Transition Planning Process – Putting It All Together” will be full-day training that will cover 
all five components of a successful (and compliant) transition plan.  Participants will learn 
best practice strategies for development and documentation of the transition plan and how 
to implement the strategies and resources learned on Day 1.  The day will end with an 
activity that will bring the whole process together. 


Stakeholders included public school special and general education teachers, administrators, 
and local agency representatives that provide transition services such as vocational 
rehabilitation, mental health services, and the Division of Developmental Disabilities. 
 
Individualized in-person and telephone assistance to support teachers and other school 
district staff regarding the transition planning process was provided 
Arizona College and Career Competency Team Training (AZ CCCTT) 
The Arizona College and Career Competency Team Training provides ongoing face-to-face 
and online professional development and coaching to educators to embed social-emotional 
learning (i.e., assertiveness, self-efficacy, and self-regulation) into course content. The project 
is a collaborative effort between the Arizona Department of Education and the University of 
Kansas to improve in-school and post-school outcomes for students with and without 
disabilities. In the 2018-19 school year, 18 schools participated in AZ CCCTT. The project 







builds educators’ capacity to effectively and consistently support students in developing skills 
that are vital to their long-term success.  
 
2018 Transition Conference: August 27-29, 2018 
 
Arizona’s 18th Annual Transition Conference, was held at the JW Marriott Desert Ridge 
Resort in Phoenix, Arizona. This unique conference brought together over 900 participants 
comprised of students with disabilities, their families, school-level providers, and 
outside agencies who provide support to families and schools. The 2018 conference 
was especially exciting as the Arizona Department of Education offered more than 140 
scholarships to students and family members through a partnership with the Office of 
Children with Special Health Care Needs (OCSHCN). 
The event provided professional development aimed at increasing post-school 
outcomes for students with disabilities. Session strands were focused on students 
with disabilities, their families and caregivers, and professionals working in schools or 
agencies. National and local presenters brought their expertise to the over 90 sessions 
offered over three days, and keynote addresses focused on self-advocacy and building 
support systems for students with disabilities. 
This conference utilizes the efforts of the Transition Planning Committee, which 
includes ADE, RSA/Vocational Rehabilitation, the Division of Developmental Disabilities, the 
OCSHCN, Raising Special Kids, and PEA stakeholders. The annual Transition Conference is 
traditionally the largest conference that the Arizona Department of Education/Exceptional 
Student Services hosts, and it reaches capacity within two weeks of registration opening. 
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