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INTRODUCTION

Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student
Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA) [ESEA §111(b)(2}{D} and 34 CFR 200.6(c) and (d})], modifies the provision that
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities may participate in alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achievement standards (Content Connectors). ESSA places a 1.0% cap on the number of
students who may participate in alternate assessments. States that anticipate exceeding the 1.0% cap must
submit a waiver request or waiver extension request, if more than one year, to the U.S. Department of

Education.

The Indiana Department of Education’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement
standards for the 2017-18 school year was entitled the Indiana Standards Tool for Alternate Reporting {ISTAR}.
Per IC 20-32-5 and HEA 1003, formalized recommendations for Indiana’s new assessment system were made by
educators, legislators, State Board of Education members and staff, and IDOE staff. The State Board of Education
supported a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a new alternate assessment and to develop a system of assessments
for all students (August, 2017). The Indiana Department of Administration facilitated the RFP process and the
result was Indiana’s Alternate Measure (I AM}, the new alternate assessment starting in the 2018-19 school year
and Indiana's Learning Evaluation Assessment Readiness Network {ILEARN), the new general assessment.

The alternate assessment participation rates for 2016-2017 that were submitted in our original waiver were
1.2% for English Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics, and 1.2% for Science. Based on this data, the IDOE
anticipated exceeding the 1.0% cap for the 2017-18 alternate assessment administration in ELA, Mathematics,
and Science, and submitted the required waiver request on October 16, 2017. The United States Department of
Education requested revisions to the original waiver request surrounding high school science, resulting in the
IDOE submitting an addendum dated January 23, 2018. On May 7, 2018, the IDOE received notification that the
United States Department of Education had granted Indiana a waiver of section 1111{b}{2)(D}(i)(l) of the ESEA,
allowing the State to assess more than 1.0% of the total number of students assessed in ELA, Mathematics, but
not Science on the alternate assessment.

For the original waiver IDOE used internal staff to analyze participation data related to the alternate assessment,
but not disproportionality data. After writing the original waiver and discussing supports to Local Education
Agency (LEAs) it was determined that, a more extensive data analysis was needed, IDOE contracted with The
Center for Education and Lifelong Learning (CELL) at Indiana University for data calculation and LEA technical
assistance and professional development relating to disproportionality. In June 2017 the statistician at CELL
provided initial thoughts and calculations relating to 1% disproportionality. Additionally, during a quality control
audit in February and March of 2018 it was determined that public charter schools that exceeded the 1%
participation rate had not been included on IDOE’s original waiver. Based on this information, as Indiana moves
into its second year of exceeding the 1% cap on participation in the alternate assessment, it has been decided
that CELL will complete the 1% data disaggregation for all LEAs including public charter schoaols. Due to this fact,
IDOE now has more accurate and complete data, and this updated data will be included in our supporting tables.

Alternate assessment participation rates for 2017-18 were 1.21% for ELA, 1.21% Mathematics, and 1.26% for
Science. Based on these data, the IDOE anticipates exceeding the 1.0% cap for the 2018-19 alternate assessment
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Requirements of the 1.0% cap waiver request
The requirement that LEAs provide assurance that they are following alternate assessment
participation criteria and justification for exceeding the 1.0% cap

o Timeline for waiver activities

Alternate Assessment Participation Criteria IDOE updated the alternate assessment criteria section in
the electronic IEP system (Indiana IEP). Criteria documents explaining participation in the alternate
assessment are posted on the website.

Office of Student Assessment Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) The TAC has provided input on the
Cognitive Labs. These labs are being implemented in order to make sure the test is valid for students
who have significant cognitive disabilities.

Results Driven Accountability {RDA} In November 2018, IDOE adopted a new way of monitoring LEAs
based on the federal RDA system through the Office of Special Education Programs. LEA RDA
determinations will include areas of compliance as well as results and data timeliness. Within the
assessment calculation, IDOE looks at growth and proficiency on state assessments, proficiency on
IREAD-3, and participation in the alternate assessment. LEAs were informed of the points possible out of
each category, how many points their district received in those categories, and an overall percentage
that correlates to one of the three Technical Assistance Tiers. IDOE will provide data retreats in the
winter/spring of 2019 that will take place in each of the ICASE roundtable regions.

Communication Community of Practice (CoP} IDOE collaborates with PATINS, an assistive technology
and accessibility resource center, to facilitate a Communication CoP that focuses on students with little
or no mode of communication. The CoP is comprised of Speech Language Pathologists, Special
Education Directors, teachers, resource centers, etc. and meets 3 times a year to provide assistance to
educators in order to increase the number of students with a mode of communication so they can
participate in the classroom and on the alternate assessment.

Content Connectors Revised In June of 2018, the Indiana State Board of Education approved the
adoption of new Content Connectors. A systematic process was followed to ensure they are
appropriately aligned to Indiana Academic Standards and readily available to teachers, parents, and
students across the state. The revision was led by IDOE and Project SUCCESS, a special education funded
resource center that assists educators who work with students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities.

Accommodations-Modifications Guidance Updated During the summer and fall of 2018, IDOE and
various special education resource centers (which includes our Parent and Training Information Center,
INSOURCE), revised multiple accommodation and modification related documents in order to assist
educators in providing the most appropriate accommodations and modifications in the least restrictive
setting. This should assist Case Conference Committees in making appropriate assessment decisions.
The Accessibility and Accommodations for Instruction and Assessment Toolkit was collaboratively
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Requirement 3 {§200.6{c}{4)(iii}): Assurances

A. State Assurance that LEAs Followed State Alternate Assessment Participation Guidelines

1% Cap on ISTAR Participation Survey LEAs that exceeded the 1.0% cap on alternate assessment
participation during the 2016-2017 academic year completed the 1% Cap on ISTAR Participation Survey
in spring 2018. The 1% Cap on ISTAR Participation Survey required LEAs to submit justification for why
they anticipated exceeding the 1% cap alternate assessment participation rates for the 2018 spring
testing window. The LEAs that anticipated exceeding the 1.0% cap on alternate assessment
participation provided assurance that appropriate LEA staff were trained on the alternate assessment
participation guidelines as well as reviewed their eligibility data.

Part B Grant Application Beginning with the July 1, 2019 Part B grant application, an assurance
statement on the Indiana Part B Grant Application will include assurances on alternate assessment
participation guidelines. All LEAs must provide assurance that their staff are following the alternate
assessment participation guidelines when making decisions about qualifying students to take the
alternate assessment regardless of their current or anticipated participation percentage. The statement
will read:

The LEA agrees and assures that they have followed the State’s guidelines for participation in all
assessments, ensuring that only those students with the most significant cognitive disabilities are
assessed using alternate assessments. This assurance is pursuant to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) section 1111(b}{2){D){i){1}, which limits the number of students with the most
significant disabilities participating in alternate assessments to 1.0% of the total number of students
assessed in that content area in the State. If LEA exceeds the 1.0% cap on alternate assessment
participation in any content area the LEA will submit a justification explaining the need to exceed
the 1.0% cap to the State Department of Education, if notified of this status. ESEA section
1111{b)(2}{D}{i}(I} requires that the State Department of Education make LEAs’ justifications for
exceeding the 1.0% cap publically available, provided no individual student’s personally identifiable
information is revealed.

[ Yes (Assurance is given}

1 Mo (Assurance cannot be given)
B. State Assurance that LEAs will Address Disproportionality of Subgroups

Indiana received the 2016-2017 disproportionality data, disaggregated by CELL, in June 2018. After IDOE internal
review, it was determined that more time was needed on how to address this new component of ESSA before
presenting it to LEAs. Beginning with the 2017-2018 LEA data notifications, disproportionality data will be
included in addition to general alternate assessment data. The IDOE will utilize a relative risk ratio to analyze
alternate assessment participation data for disproportionality for all subgroups of students. Below is a list of
subgroups included in the analysis.

1. Racial/Ethnic Groups

a. American Indian or Alaska Native
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were informed of the points possible out of each category, how many points their district received in those
categories, and an overall percentage that correlates to one of the Technical Assistance Tiers in thi:

In addition to individualized RDA tiered support, IDOE will provide universal support by offering
regional data retreats which will be open to all LEAs in the winter/spring of 2019. Alternate assessment

participation data will be included in the data review.

During the 2018-2019 school year a new system of school accountability was rolled out in Indiana. Part of the
system involves subgroups. If a school received a Targeted School Intervention (TSI} designation it meant that
the school did not meet the threshold for a specific subgroup. Ninety one percent (91%} of TSl schools did not
meet the threshold for the special education subcategory. IDOE will collaboratively work across departments to
assist TSI schools that both did not meet the threshold for special education and whose LEAs exceeded the 1%

cap on participation in the alternate assessment.
In addition to IDOE, the IRNs will provide support to LEAs that exceed the 1% cap.
Universal Suppaort includes activities for all LEAS, as outlined below.

» LEAs receive alternate assessment participation data. This report contains the LEA’s alternate
assessment participation rate data and disproportionality data for the past two years.

e |IDOE will confirm that LEAs have made assurances in the State Application for Part B funds that LEA staff
have accurately applied the alternate assessment participation criteria when making participation
decisions.

e |IDOE will confirm that LEAs complete the online Alternate Assessment Assurance and Justification
Survey. This survey requires LEAs to project whether they anticipate exceeding the 1.0% cap for the
present school year. If yes, the LEA provides justification for needing to exceed the 1.0% cap and
assurance that they will review disproportionality data of students in any subgroup taking the alternate
assessment. Assurances are also made that relevant general and special education staff will participate
in the Alternate Assessment Participation Decision-Making Webinar. If LEAs do not anticipate exceeding
the 1.0% cap, the LEA signifies this in the comment section of the survey.

e An optional data workbook will be developed in order to help LEAs disaggregate data in multiple ways
(i.e. eligibility category, school, grade level}.

» Voluntary participation in live and/or recorded 1% Cap webinars for special education directors and
educators will be offered. Topics will include understanding | AM repaorts, reviewing dispropaortionality
data and utilizing data workbooks. We will also answer any general questions. IDOE and the IRNs will be
involved in the creation and facilitation of these webinars as well as available for follow up
conversations or in person onsite visits afterwards.

» Supports will be offered to TSI schools whose LEA exceeded the 1% cap on participation for the

alternate assessment.

In addition to Universal Support, LEAs may participate in Targeted Support activities outlined below.
» An optional data workbook will be developed in order to help LEAs disaggregate data in multiple ways

(i.e. eligibility category, school, grade level}.
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small populations. Years ago, the “cap” was hurtful to a small K-12 inner city charter school with three kids wh
ipulation, that means pursuing a Certificate of Completion and being Alternately Assessed rather than a diplom:
with the new requirements, is the best option for some students. Limiting the number of students to 1% is det

s with significant cognitive disabilities. Great services are provided here and numerous families move here to a
ia for the alternative assessment. It is unfair to penalize a school for the number of students with significant co;

sment. | would like to know the statistical analysis used at the federal level to determine that 1% should be the

s poverty. Schools in high poverty areas already have enough hurdles to contend with. I'm glad we as Hoosiers
ferences with parents and have discussion about their child receiving a certificate of completion or a HS diplom
ipate on ILEARN. Qur corporation has more than 1% of students who qualify as "mild cognitive" or "Life Skills”.

native assessment, | don’t agree with this being a “limit”. Some schools and corporations may have a higher nu
appens to have more than 1% of the population that meets the criteria, they shouldn't be punished for that. Th

1s required local districts to implement are working toward reducing the total population of students participat
tudents to take an assessment with no chance of success simply to meet a random threshold seems counterpr¢
courage you to allow the waiver and to increase the 1% limit because this is in the best interest of our students

for the students who we continue to serve. The severity of the population in our districts has become increasin
s come into their district with needs that the professional IEP team deem require taking an alternate assessmel
ually have a larger percentage of students with significant cognitive disabilities. Qur corporation strives to meel
nt only, especially when predictions show that the 1% rate will not meet the needs of what is planned for at cas
sessment is important, but doesn't define a whole student. It's a piece of the pie. Educators are just trying to gz
1al disabilities. We exceed 1%, but in every case, the case conference committee has determined the child is eli
isabilities who should not be tested using current standardized testing mandated by IN. Many of the students |
:exist. The intention to place a cap on alternate assessments {and thus, trying to prevent an abuse of the syster
ts, with or without accommodations. However, there are some students for whom even with accommodations
35, Great services are provided here and numerous families move here to access these great educational oppotr
«d first-hand many physically and mentally-disabled students take the ISTEP+ and be unable to complete it due
sophy means that we are exceeding the 1% cap on alternative assessments. With a district special education pa
1 arbitrary limit on the number of students who have severe academic challenges is unacceptable to me. Please
‘e assessment regardless of if it's over the 1% or not. State level officials do not know what is going on in classrc
ave many students with a diagnosis of a cognitive impairment who are unable to take the "l am" test because ¢
not have to take the state assessment, | Learn. Having such students take | Learn will cause more frustration al
vs these students to take the most appropriate assessment. | question the data used to determine the 1% cap.
1 1% and 3%. It would stand to reason that this number is not static year to year. In some years this may includs
sophy means that we are exceeding the 1% cap on alternative assessments. With a district special education pa



isahilities and a lack of parent involvement. Every year, we have more and more students who are incapable of
‘nate assessment. Indiana typically has 1.2% students who fall into this category. Itis unrealistic to think that Ir
: participated in the ISTAR assessment. Unfortunately, this effort has not helped students nor has it helped give






Completing a IOI'IB, detailed test (SUCh a- ICTEN b isvhnm bl arn ssmms e thinlrnee 1 ic fn nwrneeicn in Frirbeatie
1diana can get under the 1% cap. Thank
a true picture OfWhat Our Students Can WY 1L 11an .')IIII'JI)‘ JUYWOIOW LT TTUIFIRCT W LTI IR Lar\|||5 LIS LAl aso5Cy



es. The school couldn’t force them to leave as they were over the allotted percentage, not should they have. 7

ents move in from out of state or out of our district to access the services provided in my classroom each year.

o be data driven and use data to drive instruction, it would be helpful to see the data from OSEP as to how the

ar, within the same conversation we also have to say that either way we go the student will still be responsible f

ised, we may be unnecessarily putting students through testing. The students | am referring to are those who al

ices in place and make needed change. There are some practices that local district can make immediate change

OFESSIONAL EDUCATORS who make these decisions rather than some RANDOM percentage they have chosen
ate to severe or profound cognitive deficits presents a higher percentage of our total population. For example t

innot exceed 1%, we are diminishing the case conference committee's ability to make decisions based on the in
ased questions. We see our students communicate with us in multiple ways, for example indicating things he/:
needs children in each system. Poverty contributes to a lack of prenatal care, a lack of knowledge about child ¢
students be assessed appropriately based on their needs and not be denied access to it due to an arbitrary nur
sing current "standardized testing" mandated by IN. Numerous students in my buildings (i.e., Essential Skills ca
waiver. Due to her treatments, she was deaf in one ear, blind in one eye, and had severe cognitive challenges ¢
lents. Why should some students continue to take an assessment that is inappropriate for them just to meet a

they should. We are talking about students who will more than likely not be living independently as adults. It n
:ommodations. They are already receiving inclusion services to improve their academics, but even with these s¢
Jividualized goals, education, and some have minimal access to the full general education curriculum meaning 1

1 toinclude all of the 1.2% of people this year who deserve this opportunity. In fact, it seems that the 1% cut-of
lents. Why should some students continue to take an assessment that is inappropriate for them just to meet a



in and makes them feel even worse about themselves. We need an exception to the 1% rule to account for the

ssment. There is no magic number or percent of students who are non-verbal, who have severe/ profound disal









3 “cap” at the time, the school was told to do what is right for students and that is what was done. The new “c:

na. Numerous students in my buildings (i.e., Essential Skills) cannot respond to curriculum based questions. M

g for a diploma, but must be assessed as if they are. School corporations cannot influence which families move

-ators tell them “this test is required to graduate” while the educator, the student, and the student’s family all

igogical, cultural and instructional beliefs and practices require a longer amount of time to see the effects and il

ial count day). The number of students we have enrolled with significant disabilities in the same grades is 18. T

rhow he/she is feeling. In our world of essential skills, this student is communicating and therefore hasa "mod
:d about these issues than many parents living below the poverty threshold in an urban district. This concept e;

vocalizations, movements, etc. to environmental stimuli and CANNOT answer academic or even life skills quesi

:gulated to meet the same guidelines, when we are clearly not the same? | support the increase in the 1% cap i

h typical development. It can be very stressful for these students to be asked to take a test that it so far above 1

agulated to meet the same guidelines, when we are clearly not the same? | support the increase in the 1% cap i



1 cap set. Should we have a cap set on the number of girls who take the state assessment? Should we have a ce












atter how students are learning, if they had a better assessment that assesses kids where they currently are at ¢






ne given moment in time and then assesses them again at a later date to see how they've grown. The part tha



nication" choose an item whe

important and necessary onl



t is missing is the ac



