Iowa Special Education Advisory Panel
May 6, 2016 
Facilitators: Nancy Ankeny-Hunt
Panel Secretary: Cayanna Reinier

Present:  Craig Barnum, Carma Betz, Jan Collinson, Donita Dettmer, Margaret Joan Ebersold, Susan Etsheidt, Amy Liddell, Susie Lund, Larry Martin, Melanie Patton, Beth Rydberg, Emily Sopko, Karen Thompson, Kelly Wallace, Valerie Baker, Kenda Jochimsen, Julie Aufdenkamp, Sandra Smith,  Joel Weeks, Doug Wolfe,

Department Staff Present: Barb Guy, Nancy Ankeny-Hunt, Cayanna Reinier

Guests: Pradeep Kotamraju, Maggie Picket, Deb Sampson, Mike Cavin, Julie Jensen, Shelly Menedez, 

Not Present: Kurtis Broeg, Billie Cowley, Cari Higgins, Ron Koch, Aryn Kruse, Amy Petersen, Mary Stevens, Kathleen Van Tol, Jason Yessak, Ruth Frush, 

Minutes 

Minutes from April 8, 2016: Doug moved to approve minutes; Craig seconds approval.  All in favor; minutes approved from the April meeting.
 
CTE Legislation Update

Career Pathways Handout

House File 2392

Iowa Intermediary Networks

The last time Career and Technical Education (CTE) in the Iowa code was reviewed and discussed was 1989 when Chapter 256, Vocational Education was put in place.  In recent years a task force was formed to look at secondary CTE.  The CTE landscape now looks different now than it did in 1989 because there is now a shortage of workers in Iowa.  Also the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) calls out requirements around career and technical education so there is a lot of talk around CTE at the federal.
What does CTE look like now in Iowa?  Currently we have high pockets of high quality CTE programs across Iowa but we have just as many if not more CTE programs that are barely making it in some sense for many different reasons. One of the focal points that the CTE taskforce is looking at is how to level the playing field for secondary CTE across the state. The CTE bill updates language and definitions as well as provide currency. Areas the CTE taskforce are focusing on are: career guidance, career academy, work-based learning, instructor quality, and regional partnerships, collaboration and centers. 
The plan that we are discussing right now is that as students start 7th or 8th grade discussions will begin and the creation of a career and academic plan will happen.  This will allow the student to know what course work is needed to reach their goals.  We are focusing only on the career and technical education piece, we are assuming the all other required education pieces will be there.  Also keep in mind that career and technical education is an elective in schools today; it is not required and they can take as much as they want or as little as they want.  
Starting in 9th grade students will have the opportunity to begin taking exploratory courses. Concerns have been raised as many districts no longer have the funding for exploratory courses and have done away with them; but there is language in the amended bill, specifically around family and consumer science, as well as many other courses, linking it back to the twenty-first century and requiring these courses to be offered.  
Data Collection for B13

We have been collecting B13 which is the percent of IEP’s that include transition and requirements.  There are six critical elements that the IEP’s must include in order to meet the criteria for B13 post-secondary transition. The six elements are: interests and preferences, assessments, post-secondary expectation, course of study, goals, supports and services.  We collect the data currently on a sample of districts which use to be the five year cycle for districts.  We sample the IEPs in that rotation at a 95% confidence plus or minus with a margin of error 10%.
As we move to differentiated accountability we are trying to get to the markers and data elements annually if not more frequently.  This will set the tone that this is important and we are looking at this, as well as moving us away from just procedural compliance data so we are maximizing resources. 
B-14 is our outcome data, one year out from high school.  We have to report to the fed the percent of students that were competitively employed, attending in post-secondary, or engaged in some other activity one year after high school. The way we have been collecting the data is through a follow-up survey with the districts on the five year cycle.  If we can get data from the longitudinal data set it allows us to tap into workforce data, transcripts data, and we can get the data every year on a census.  There are some draw backs to doing it this way so we are pulling them both ways this year to see which way has the least effect.
Beginning next year we will move to a three year cycle or a four year cycle depending on how you count it and in year one we will collect the data from B13 from every district.  We will change our sampling to confidence to 80% with margin of error at 10%.  Based on that data we will assign schools to levels based on a multi-tiered level of support.  The schools will be placed in the levels for the next two years. 
AEM

Presentation AIM vs. AEM

Brainstorm Activity

About twelve to eighteen months ago OSEP provided language that changed Accessible Instructional Materials (AIM) to Accessible Education Materials (AEM).  AIM is a consideration checkbox that is on the IEP where the evaluator examines if the student with the IEP can or cannot use the same instructional material that students without the disability can use.  Historically we have provided specialized AIM formats to those students through Braille, Large Print, Audio, and Digital Text, but as the changes occur we are going to look at accessibility on a larger scale.  This change has not been added to the Iowa code yet so this gives us time to be innovative and really identify things that Iowa students need as this work moves forward.
Through AEM developers are exploring more about the content and the delivery and how they work together.  Some specific areas they look at are web content, accessibility, and guidelines.  They also use POUR which is perceivable, operable, understandable and robust. With perceivable content the user can receive the content in an understandable context to them either through site, sound or touch. Operable relates to how the user navigates their way through the content and how they interact with the information. When the material is understandable that means it is structured in a logical, predictable way that provides learning supports that can be used by everyone. Robust content can be used on many difference devices and can interact with many different types of assistive technology. 
PEC Redesign

Implementation Timeline & 5 Year Plan

Non-Negotiable Expectations 

New Logo 

For that past year the PEC Redesign has been looking at a new system that will provide services and supports with the emphasis on the partnership between parents and educators.  We want to come to a point where we can identify what are some universal services and supports, what are targeted supports, and what are intensive levels or supports.  We also want to discover the triggers that move families back and forth between each level.
While we have many changes and information coming out within the next year, one of the biggest changes is changing the name from PEC to Iowa Family & Educator Partnership.  Work in the Iowa Family & Educator Partnership focuses on the following components: high expectation, effective communication, active involvement, and support student learning.  In order for Iowa students to have successful school experiences and positive outcomes:
1. Partnerships between families and educators need to be strengthened
2. Connections and collaborations between groups that support schools and families need to be established, strengthened and maintained locally, regionally, and statewide  
3. Consistent and accurate information is accessed by families, educator and students.
As we were working on the re-design we discovered some things that needs to be streamlined and consistent across the State.  In order to do this we have created a list of non-negotiable parameters that need to be followed across all of the AEA’s: 

· Each AEA will use the title “Family & Educator Partnership”
· We will use the same titles for 2 roles (Parent and Educator Coordinators, possible Family Partner and Educator Partner)
· Follow Part B Update and Final Report Process
· Participate in development of the parameters of  Universal, Targeted and Intensive Tiers
· Complete development for the structure of Universal, Targeted and Intensive Tiers
· Provide clear and consistent information to parent, students and educators across the state
· Ensure our communication with parents, students and educators is focused on building partnerships for improving student performance.
· Focus on building partnerships with parents, students and educators for improving student performance.


Nullification of BoEE Sped Endorsement Rules 

The Legislature about half way through the session passed a law that nullified any rights the Department had to develop any new special education authority K-12. The Director had a meeting with them but the bill had already been passed and signed off on.  The concept of the K-12 special education generalist is gone now.  We getting together a task force that will be looking at special education in general and licensure will be part of this; we are hoping to get data gathered that we can take back to the legislature to ask for the authority over this again. 
Update – IEP/IFSP

IEP/IFSP Tier Update

Programmers are working on bring IEP and Iowa Tier system all together as one.  In January 2016 a sample prototype was presented to the TIER Oversight committee.  They sent feedback and recommendation to the programmers on changes that needed to be made.  In April 2016 we again reviewed the prototype and sent back feedback and changes to the programmers.  We also held meeting with AEA staff that have the primary responsibility of current IMS system so we can start to plan for a transition to the new system. 

In May 2016 IEP Alpha testing occurred in Des Moines, Dubuque and Sioux City.  Teams were created to review various extra forms and functionality of the system.  Next we will be receiving input from these teams and will review suggestions and changes with the programmers.  Once this is complete prototype testing of the transition of the IMS system to the new system will occur as well as Alpha testing for IFSP.  We are anticipating that the new system will be in place by the 2017/2018 school year but a timeline has yet to be determined for sure. Things that we are working on is giving parent’s accessibility through the system to the student’s IEP, as well as general education teachers. We are trying to make the tool as flexible as possible so we can get the IEP digitally based, that will allow for feedback from teachers, parents and maybe even students.
Evaluator Findings – Usability Sites

Usability Sites Visits

The usability site visits was to provide the Department as well as the key stakeholders with ongoing feedback to support decisions that were made for this grant in our effort to improve specially designed instructions for our schools. Six out of the twelve of the sites were invited to participate.  During the visits Shelly interviewed school administrators, internal and external coaches (school and AEA-based) as well as special education teachers.  The interview questions focused around four main areas which are: context and preparation; perception of SPDG grant activities and support; implementation of SDI and grant impact; and reflections on the participation and moving forward.
There are various levels of MTSS implementation throughout the sites.  Regardless of where they were at in the MTSS implementation all schools had pretty good knowledge of the alignment between MTSS and SDI.  Most schools understood their roles as a usability site and the purpose of the grant.  Some schools also created more opportunities for PLC times that included collaboration between general and special education teachers. They also provided professional learning opportunities, materials, and resources that were useful and practical to educators as well as allowed the coaches to participate in the webinars and work with the Project Coach when they were onsite.   Professional learning opportunities were perceived as high quality as well as practical and useful; many felt that it gave them a foundation and it allowed for them to use the work to dive right in and address their student’s literacy needs.  They were also very pleased that the work was grounded in evident based practices because it gave them validation and guidance when writing goals.
One other big theme that was appreciated was the model.  The model included the context sharing out that was provided on the monthly webinar that was then followed up by the coaches.  They all felt there was a big need for the project coach to not only follow up on the webinar with the sites but come onsite and provide additional guidance. 
With the SDI implementation many of the schools felt like they were: 
· Increasing the use of diagnostic assessments and drilling down to accurately diagnose students’ needs
· Teachers felt like there was a deeper level of collaboration and design instruction that aligned with the students’ needs 
· Better identification of appropriate supplemental and intervention materials to “fill the gaps” in their curriculum
· Felt like there was improvement in writing IEP goals 
· More focus on, and intensification or, literacy foundational skills. 

All six school felt like there was an increased sense of urgency to focus on integrating general and special education as the grant set the direction to be more purposeful in doing that.  The grant also allowed the schools the opportunities to create more consistency and to building continuity especially when it came to IEP’s goals. Funding support from the grant also helped fill the gaps in the curriculum that allowed to have a bigger basket of materials to address the needs of each student as well as provide exposure to new interventions and supplemental materials.  The final point that was made by all was that the grant helped provide language and evidence-based practices that can be shared with parents.
Moving forward we need to consider the: 
· Need to create more time for general and special education teachers to look at student data and talk about students’ needs
· Need more involvement from general education and provide more opportunities for integration for the special education students 
· Success with this grant and with the work of SDI needs a shift in mindset from “your” students to “our” students.
Vice-Chair Election and New Member Announcement

Margaret Joan Ebersold has accepted the Vice-Chair for next year.
 We have three new recommendations for members Christina McFadden, Jennifer Denne, and Kate Cole. Amy Liddell made the motion to approve all three members, Karen Thompson second; all approved, no oppose.
We have three members who terms are over on the panel; Emily Sopko, Ron Koch and Emily Higgins.  Thank you so much for their service to the panel. 
Next Meeting: 

September 9, 2016
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 
Grimes Building B-100
 
