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Transition Services

In fiscal year 1991 the Department of Education and the Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation provided grants to assist school
districts and adult service providers 1in improving the transition
of severely handicapped secondary youth into adult living and work
settings in rural Alaska. Previously funding was provided from the
federal government for this program. No additional funds will be
available for this program in FY 1992, but transition services will
continue to be provided wunder the low-incidence handicapped
program.

Statewide Evaluation Travel Teanm
This 1is an early intervention project that provides comprehensive
evaluation and program planning for children in rural Infant
Learning Programs. It also provides consultation and support to
service providers and families of those children. These services
are available to the families of special needs children in
Dillingham, Barrow, Cordova, Nome, McGrath and Kotzebue.

Althoug®. SESA has only been in existence since September 1986, some
of the programs described above were provided prior to that time.
Provision of services began 1in 1971 when federal funding was
received by the Easter Seal Society of Alaska for the Alaska State
Deaf/Blind progranm. In 1972, that program helped develop
classrooms for Alaska®s deaf/blind and severely handicapped
students within the Anchorage School District and an outreach model
for deaf/blind students in rural communities. The Anchorage School
District program has continued providing classroom services as the
Alaska State School for the Deaf and outreach services until 1986.

A blind/visually impaired program was established within the South
Central Regional Resource Center (SCRRC) in 1977. The next year
the Alaska State Deaf/Blind Program was transferred to SCRRC and
its name changed to Alaska Resources for the Moderately/Severely
Impaired (ARMSI). Services were expanded to include multi—
handicapped students statewide. SCRRC closed in 1980 and ARMSI was
transferred to the Employment and Training Center of Alaska (ETCA).
In 1982, ARMSI received a three-year grant from the Alaska
Department of Education to operate an outreach program for all low-
incidence handicapped students thus adding severely emotionally
disturbed, orthopedically impaired and other health 1impaired to
those students previously served. ARMSI was disbanded and SESA was
created iIn 1986.

SESA is staffed by 30 employees, 1including an executive director,
program supervisor, 16 education specialists, and 5 support
positions. In FY 1991, SESA received $1,447,295 in state Low-
incidence Handicapped Outreach Project funding. Other state and
federal grant funds totaled $604,436 for a total FY 1991 budget of
$2,051,731.



REPORT CONCLUSION

In our opinion, the Special Education Service Agency should
continue to provide itinerant resource services Tfor low-incidence
handicapped students in Alaska. The public need which prompted the
enactment of CH. 112, SLA 1986, the <creation of the Special
Education Service Agency, remains unchanged. SESA provides these
services through a staff of specialized professionals who perform
formal education assessments, evaluate student®s progress and
recommend 1intervention strategies, instruct district staff on
teaching methods, and perform other duties necessary to assure an
appropriate education to this target group.

The Findings and Recommendations Section describes areas where
weaknesses exist. We have made recommendations which, if
implemented, will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of SESA.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The Department of Education and SESA should work together to
develop formal procedures to identify when a school district is no
longer eligible to receive SESA services and to provide a proper
transition for its students.

Alaska Statute 14.30.285 requires the Department to institute a
statewide program for the education of exceptional children. It is
therefore the Department®s responsibility to assure that the basic
educational needs of those exceptional children are being met.
Alaska Statute 11.30.640 provides the eligibility requirements for
receiving SESA services. School districts may receive services
from SESA if it serves children with specific disabilities that
occur infrequently, that need specialized services not normally
found 1in the school district, and can not easily be provided
because of the low number of students 1in the district requiring

those services. The basic rationale 1in creating SESA was to
provide itinerant services where it is not cost effective for the
district to provide services in-house. There is a point once the

district has certified enough students of a given disability
category to make it more expensive and less practical for SESA to
provide the services than for the district.

SESA has had to work with school districts in this manner, to
identify a point when a school district should be taking on the
responsibility of the services to one or more categories of
students, encourage and assist the district in hiring 1its own
staff, and provide for adequate services to the students during any

transition periods. No formal process has been established that
puts together the skills of SESA staff and authority of the
Department of Education in dealing with such situations. We

recommend the Board and the Department develop a policy to assure
proper assignment of responsibilities for the provision of
services.

Recommendation No. 2

The SESA Board of Directors should amend the agency®"s by-laws to
make the Administrator of Special and Supplemental Services within
the Department of Education a permanent member of the Board.

20 United States Code section 1412(6), states that each state is
required to have a single state agency that is ultimately
responsible for assuring that each handicapped child in the state
receives a free and appropriate public education. It further
requires that programs of special education administered by other
agencies will be under the general supervision of the persons
responsible for educational programs for handicapped children in
the state educational agency. The Alaska statutes provide no



administrative authority to the Department of Education over the
services that SESA provides.

Ambiguities in the statutes prevents the Department from exercising
any type of supervision over SESA. We have previously recommended,
and continue to recommend, that an amendment to the statutes be
sought which would specify the Department®s responsibilities in
relation to the administration of SESA. Those responsibilities
were suggested to include monitoring of program files, establishing
reporting requirements to the Department, comparing planned to
actual service levels, and evaluating SESA"s operations to assure
that they are functioning according to established ©program
standards. The Department agreed to seek such clarification
through regulations. No such regulations have been promulgated.
As an interim measure, we recommend that the Board make the
Administrator of Special and Supplemental Services in the
Department a permanent member of the Board to assure oversight and
a continued working relationship between the Department and SESA.

Recommendation No. 3

The Department of Education and the SESA Board should continue to
look at more efficient methods of providing related services to
low-incidence handicapped students.

Alaska Statute 47.80.100 requires that all handicapped students are
entitled to comprehensive special education services either through
a state-operated program or from an independent agency, dispersed
geographically, designed to minimize institutionalization and
provided in the least restrictive setting. It is therefore
necessary that those services should be provided within the school
districts where that student is enrolled. Past sunset reviews have
shown that the most <cost effective means of providing those
services 1is on an itinerant basis to the rural areas of the state.

SESA was created to provide stability in outreach and consultation
assistance to school districts servicing low-incidence handicapped
students. Although SESA has provided a great deal more stability,
there still may be potential for a more efficient means of using
the state®"s resources. A cursory review of similar services 1in
other states has shown that a form of state agency providing these
services to rural areas on a regional basis has been effective.
There are various alternatives of program administration that have
not been fully explored that could provide a better link with other

similar service groups and agencies within the state. Those
linkages could be through the Department of Education or through
some other type of consortium agreement. We therefore recommend

that the Department and the SESA Board review other means of
providing these services that may be more efficient and effective
in program delivery. We also recommend that the Department prepare
a report to the Legislature with its findings.



ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC MEED

Limited Analysis

The
and
the

following analyses of SESA activities indicate both positive
negative factors as they relate to public need as defined in
"sunset" law. These analyses are not intended to be
comprehensive, but address those areas pertinent to our review.

The extent to which the board, commission, or program has
operated in the public interest.

A.

SESA attempts to meet the needs of low-incidence
handicapped students through an 1itinerant outreach

program as well as through special education
instructional support and training to Jlocal school
district special education personnel. Although progranm

standards defining acceptable minimum services have not
been developed, the Department of Education reviewed
SESA in fiscal year 1990 providing assurances that the
agency is fTulfilling its statutory responsibilities.

The extent to which the operation of the board, commission,
or agency program has been impeded or enhanced by existing
statutes, procedures, and practices which it has adopted,

and

any other matter, 1including budgetary, resource, and

personnel matters.

A.

Our review did not find SESA legislation restrictive or
overly broad. There have been incidences where years
have transpired between the time SESA determined that a
school district is no longer eligible for its services
and when that school district has assumed that
responsibility. A clarification of procedures and
responsibilities is needed to alleviate confusion and
expedite the process (see Recommendation No. 1).

Since the last sunset review SESA has had difficulties
in accounting for the finances of the agency. SESA has
worked with their CPA firm in establishing an in-house
accounting system and documenting financial policies and
procedures. The past financial difficulties appears to
have been dealt with in an adequate manner.

In February 1990 the certified staff requested
affiliation with the American Federation of Teachers
(AFT). This action has resulted in more representation
by staff at board meetings, stability and equality among
the certified staff, additional administrative time
spent in negotiations, and increasing budgetary needs co
meet growing salaries.



D. Data collection problems have continued to plague SESA.
No annual reports were prepared for FY89 or FY90 due to
a lack of confidence in the statistical reports. Both
the Department of Education and SESA are working on
revamping data collection procedures 1in an attempt to
rectify the situation.

The extent to which the board, commission, or agency has
recommended statutory changes which are generally of benefit
to the public interest.

A. No statutory changes have been recommended regarding
SESA.

The extent to which the board, commission, or agency has
encouraged interested persons to report to it concerning the
effect of its regulations and decisions on the effectiveness
of service, economy of service, and availability of service
which it has provided.

A. Annually consumer satisfaction ratings surveys are sent
to administrators, teachers, paraprofessionals, parents
and related services personnel at each site served by
SESA. The results of the most recent survey are
included in Appendix D to this report. Additionally,
the executive director participates in the Alaska
Association of Administrators of Special Education and
the Alaska Association of School Administrators 1in an
effort to receive feedback on SESA from special
education directors and school superintendents.

The extent to which the board, commission, or agency has
encouraged public participation in the making of 1its
regulations and decisions.

A. No state regulations have been promulgated as a result
of SESA action. Agency personnel have been involved in
reviewing proposed Department of Education regulations
affecting either SESA or the special education system.
AlIl meetings of the board of directors are noticed and
open to the public. Board meetings agendas 1include a
time for public comment.

-10-



VI.

VII.

\ARN

The efficiency with which public inquiries or complaints
regarding the activities of the board, commission, or agency
filed with it, with the department to which a board or
commission is administratively assigned, or with the Office
of the Ombudsman have been processed and resolved.

A. There has been one complaint that was presented to the
Board. A letter of apology was sent to the school
district that made the complaint andSESA administration
is developing guidelines that will avoid any similar

incidents in the future. SESA is not within the
jurisdiction of the Office of the Ombudsman, therefore
complaints would be referred to DOE. DOE has received

no complaints concerning SESA and its board.

The extent to which a board or commission which regulated
entry into an occupation or profession has presented
qualified applicants to serve the public.

A. This point of analysis 1is not applicable to SESA as it
does not regulate entry into an occupation or
profession.

The extent to which state personnel practices, including
affirmative action reguirements, have been complied with by
the board, commission, or agency to its own activities and
the area of activity or interest.

A. SESA employees are not in the State service and are not
subject to the State Personnel Act. Hiring, termination
and grievance procedures are enumerated 1in the SESA
procedures manual and are in compliance with EEO
guidelines.

The extent to which statutory, regulatory, budgeting, or
other changes are necessary to enable the agency, board, or
commission to better serve the interests of the public and
to comply with the factors enumerated in this subsection.

A. Please refer to the previous section, Findings and
Recommendations.

-11-
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APPENDIX A

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCY
SCHEDULE OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
For the Period July 1, 1990 through June 30, 1991.
(Unaudited)

(Note 1)
Revenues (Note 2)
State Grants (received to date) $1,882,712
Federal Grants (including receivables) 155,773
Total Revenues as of 6/30/91 $2,038,485
Expenditures (Note 2)
State Grants $1,882,508
Federal Grants 155,773

Total Expenditures as of 6/30/91
Note 1
The information included 1in this schedule was obtained from SESA
records. This information has not been audited by wus and
accordingly, we express no opinion on it.

Note 2

SESA has been authorized to receive and expend $2,051,731 in
Federal and State grants for FY 1991.
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APPENDIX B

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCY
SCHEDULE OF ESTIMATED REVENUES
For the Period July L, 1991 through June 30, 1992

(Note 1)
State Contract $1,518,780
Infant learning Program 207,453
Deaf/Blind 134,995
SETT - ILP 315,000
Assistive Technology Grants 74 ,859
Total Estimated Revenues for FY 1992 $2,251,087

Note 1

The information included in this schedule was obtained from SESA
records.
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APPENDIX C

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERvV/ICE AGENCY
LOW-INCIDENCE OUTREACH PROGRAM
CURRENT STUDENT CASELOAD BY DISTRICT
June 30, 1991
(Note 1)

DISTRICT B/VI HI SED MHZOH TOTA

Alaska Gateway

Aleutian Region

Aleutians East

Annette Island 1
Bering Strait 2 2 10 1
Bristol Bay

Chatham 1 1
Cupper River

Cordova 1

Craig 1
Delta/Greely 2
Dillinghanm

Fairbanks North Star 1

Galena 1
Haines

Hoonah

Hydaburg 2
Iditarod 1
Juneau 3 1
Kake 2
Kashunamiut 1 2
Kenai Peninsula 2
Ketchikan Gateway 1
Klawock 2
Kodiak Island 2

Kuspuk 1 1
Lake & Peninsula 3 1
Lower Kuskokwim 5 9

Lower Yukon 1 4
Matanuska-Susitna

North Slope 6
Northwest Arctic 1 1
Pelican

Petersburg

Pribilof

Railbelt 1
St. Mary-"s

Sitka 3 1
Skagway 1
Southeast Island 1
Southv/est Region 1 1
Tanana

Valdez 1 1
Wrangell 1
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DISTRICT B/VI til SED MH/OH TOTAL
Yakutat 3 3
Yukon Flats 5 5
Yukon/Koyukuk 4 7 11
Yupiit 2 1 4 7
TOTALS 26 33 84 169 312
Note 1

All information obtained from SESA "Annual Report Fiscal Year

1991".
LEGEND
B/VI Blind/Visually Impaired
HI Hearing Impaired
SED Seriously Emotionally Disturbed

MH/0H Multihandicapped/Orthopedically Handicapped



APPENDIX D

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCY
CONSUMER SATISFACTION RATINGS
July 1, 1990 through June 30, 1991

(Note 1)
AVERAGE
RATING

The contact by this Education Specialist
prior to each on-site visit was helpful to
establish why the person was COMING coeoiriieieeanecenaanann. 3.57
The assistance provided was helpful 1in
meeting the needs established... .. .. .. . . oo, 3.54
Assistance provided was helpful to the CST
for establishing goals and objectives for
L0 1= 3.57
Student service reports sent to me after
each visit were:
1. Clear, concise and easy to follow . ... .. .. . .o .. ..., 3.72
2. Received within an appropriate time

span after each vis it .. .. i i i, 3.68
3. Helpful to my working with the student ................. 3.53
Materials or other follow-up activities
agreed to during the visits were delivered
within a reasonable amount of time .. .. .o iiiiia.-.. 3.61
This Education Specialist:
1. was sensitive to student and district

= o 3.62
2. maintained useful contact between on—

site visits via ......... 3.53
3. was available for contact between

Vo S T b S i et e et et e et e c e ae e e aaaaaaan 3.58
4. was an effective resource for the

educational program(s) for the

student(S) served . . . . e aeeeceecaaaaaa- 3.64
5. 1s someone with whom |1 have, or expect

to develop a good working relationship ... ... ..... 3.72
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AVERAGE
RATING
G. Overall, the assistance provided by this
Education Specialist met my needs to
better serve the student(S) .ouiiimimr oo aeceaanaann

Mote 1

Data was obtained from SESA "Annual Report Fiscal Year 1991".
Various consumers were asked to rate SESA services on a 4 point
scale, with 4 being the highest rating. Those consumers responding
to the survey included administrators, teachers, paraprofessionals,
parents, speech/learning specialists, psychologists and counselors.
151 responses were received.

Child Study Team
Individualized Education Progranm

CST
IEP

-15-



WALTERJ HGH., GOERN\CR

GOLDBELTPLACE
001 WEST 10THSTREET, SUITE 200

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION JUNEAU, ALASKA 09801 1094

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

January 7,1992

Randy S. Welker

m m
Division of Legislative Audit JAN 7m

P.O. Box W
Juneau, AK 99811-3300 LEGISLATIVE AUDIT

RE: Audit Control Number 05-1397-92
Dear Mr. Welker:
This is a reply to your con'idential preliminary audit report for the Department of Education

Special Educational Service Agency dated November 13,1991. The department has reviewed
the findings and recommendations and provides the following response:
W *

'_A A

Recommendation No. 1

V The Department of Education and SESA should work together to develop formal procedure to

identify when a school district is no longer eligible to receive SESA services and to provide i

X? \7, proper transition for its students.

The department concurs with Recommendation No. 1. The department will work with the State
Board of Education and SESA to develop a policy to assure proper assignment of responsibilities
and formalize the process for providing se' /ices.

RecflmmendatiQn No-2

The SESA Board of Directors should amend the agency’s bv-laws to make the Administrator of
Special and Supplemental Services within the Department of Education a permanent member of
the Board.

The department concurs with Recommendation No. 2. The department will take the necessary
steps in working with SESA to appoint the Administrator of Special and Supplemental Services
within the Department of Education permanent membership on the SESA Board.

Recommendation No. 3

05-EI3LH



Handy S. Welker
Page 2
January 7, 1992

Iha.nepartmgDLQLEducalion and the SESA Board should continue to look at more efficient
methods Of proyjdingielaled services to low-incidence handicapped students.

The department concurs with Recommendation No. 3. The Administrator of Special and
Supplemental Services has been assigned to work with the SESA Board to review the current

methods of providing services, explore alternatives and prepare a report of findings and
recommendations to the Legislature.

Sincerely,

Commissioner

cc: Brenda O'Donnell, Assistant Director, Adr nistrative Services
Mike Maher, Special Assistant
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SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCY

INTRODUCTION

Purpose

The Special Education S SES bI fit
aut orPeCdaana f%%%ieanb ?ﬁ%“’/ﬂa K3 S Cl%te( LeA?gIe;%uraeE& elgﬁr: nlLP e genﬁé

Intent o% tlon IS 10 twr%\ﬁldeoﬁstsﬁka ce 1o 3 d|str|cts and rura

se v1cegshavsaélg

educa |onap atte%ldgance ‘%rtee%s qaska In. making more

e educatwn nd re ¢ suate 0

e 10 Siu ents GXP [ENCIN %evere

ncidence Icappin itions ecifically provides itinetant low
Incidence outreac 8 pcor?suﬂanon assistance tg yP
-De / earln 8a|red "Blind/ |3|on Irﬂ aired
ﬁ pﬁ ‘Severely M H? %rded
OLP? ica ?IC g '‘Other Healt alre
er|? S tlona 3/ urbed reschool Developmentally Delayed
ually ensory Impdired

In_addition fo providi ncidence Hangicap OQutreach Se vices as above
SESA also ol1 erga number o¥vot|her programs unggd% |t|ona state or fedp ral
grants as described on pages 34

Organization

SESA is governed by a Board of Directors that is rre tly. comprised of 5|
members ?the Gov rm ann on the Handlca él C):(erdﬁéqs) q
one rePresen ative each trom the Alaska Assouatlo ? dm|n|stra 0
Education, the NaHona Education Assomatlon of Alaska, and the
Assoclation of Sc 8I |n|ns rators. additian. 'to m}g
k res ntatives ar membe i redpresent ghe Division 0 ocat|ona
|tat|on t e e artmentq Health and 8|al erwceFa g the Degart ent
ucatlon eS ecutdve Director of the GCHG s included as an ex officio
mem er on the SESA Boar

Dweater resg1 onsible to the SESA (?é)agd &e Executive Director who plans,
coordinat m|n|ser the D tate ontractfa ot er#a]nt programs.
He Is a33|ste |nt IS tas lyan executive secretary, finance staff. low' incidence
program supervisor and part-time grant coordinators.



SESA Organizational Chart



Special Education Service Agency
Grantsand Contracts

1990-91

DOE StateContrbaftFor owlnmdenceHandtcap edOutreach Services: Th?
EnmarP/ responsipl ta/oft e DOE. St[ate Contract | owéte |t|nera t specia
ducation consultat| n and techni asmstanc% {0 sc IStricts t at serve
tu ents with low mm%encetdtsabl Ities, ages three th rouglh thent -0ne ars
Qw Incidence “eac staff members ‘ar certt led special education tedc i
with.advanced skills and s emaﬂ}zed tra|n|n th i (Prow e .assistance to Sﬁ

districts t rou%itouteth ers,

work ol adminjstrators, tea

araprofession ted, Services gersonne S and otlters I devefo In
gtt)ﬂgﬁgv%g Po v{/V|In<l:J|%t?er%c% 3%tégnltﬁgggrams (IEEss t[or students wfto exper ncg
g
ertously Emotio aII{y Disturbed OrthopedlcaIYy ndlcapb/ed 4

tje&tlve ea:rglo(l) nservmes of the various Low Incidence Outreach Program areas are

Alaska Services for Infantfs Children, and Youth LSensoLy
Im atrment? This s a federall unded gra ung |as

De artment o ﬁducatlop and the Un|td tates O ducatl ItS Rurpose IS
to provig esép”p emental technical asswtaHCb 0 sc oo |cts and other public
or private agencies that seiwe persons with both vision an earmg Impairments.

Blind/Visually Impaired -Infant Learnin o is early_intervention
? rt/deg] B the Alasga Deﬁartmen ng th ancr go ?a|y5erV|ces

rogram .Is
ur@o e 15 t0 assist ar?nts an rl)fa tIeaerg teacher throu% out the state ”i
mpalrlrrr]tgeﬁ?rVICeS to Infants ages dirth to thre& years who are at risk of a visua

mterventhon ram fund )% aDgE%rtment of Health and 0G
Serwce% as [us ? mplete |ts |rstsyear with IS ur 0Se |§[. Rr?
compre HSI o eva]ua lons and assistance with Prggram a] ning for children
ages birth through three years who are enrolled™in rural Infant Learning

Programs.

InfantLearntn Program Sta eW|He Evalﬂatmn TraveITea{n This second ea%?r
g



4

Alaska Consortium fqr Transition Services: This w athre ear federa| et
fun(? c? by the Oﬁéce o(%S e |a? Etiuc%tmn and Reh ] tatlon VICGS o ﬂ]ép §
Department of Education through t sc ool year. owe Ssg%ma
ext n5|on Wf\s rante to. contin etralnm(\;lV activities urm t|s cho
ear. 10 help SE contmue {0 offer statewide trainin a33|s
tr nsmon anmng *he Alaska Division Vocatlo thlop an
P] ent™ o Educatl n have also nha ung vallable.
co aborauo tﬂ,gf %n feder fun mg as .allowe (5 (?ontlnue t
d|ssem|n|a IO&ES maerlas and stra eg|es to Intereste: Ilstncts an

ersonne A transjtion training IS tru artnersnip, involving schoo
HISUICTS state agencies, local ana private QTOUKS pgrents andpempYoyersg
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Whatthe Law Requires

Since 1975, children e perrencrng drsabrlrtres w ether sical, emotiopal,
88nrtrve or perceptual, B e heén uar nt the rtg 0ana pro rrat
catron as. result of Public Law eE ucation 0 éh ndrc
rf ifficult to define a rrate srnce egch individuals nee ﬁ
di renth ut an a pro rrate uc ton or any student 1S one om whic

stu ent as an oppporfu Ity to enetit

Sa of PL %4-142, an student who meets the criteria for ecific
entrtre nandrcap m condition 1. entrnesn to special treatﬁn tafro?n P
educatron communt or er t0 achieve his/her potential to the same. extentf
danon handicap dpeer Specia dtr%atlron IS not simp tI rovision o
eﬁl tional teachers or tutors fo tr an those ftudens earn the same
brn s that a[] ein pr?sent n eneral educatio tassroom
ndrngDont esve t the disab n condition, that enera |n ormation
? (I nty S No r]oprr te 1 e %ecom
%u(fcess ul adu fs Ar} at, ater all’ |sw ucadt oy ecra
catroH Imp Aes different content, apgroac es and/or mat rra eﬁur ment

to meet the needs and challenges presented by the special needs stude

Professional Availability

Thg g)redo inant rar rn |n Special Education teacher preparatron C|% 5es

a $5es enee so m voIved udents rrm rrIy earning disa

1S mgkes sense since m of the st nr ducatrop are dy

|nvo e an% experience a eanrn disanl |tyo 38 Most large sc o?s
e anle to hire the perscfnne ne essary to ‘provide agproprrate% ucations fo

these students Most large sc oos e even ab hire, the personne

Qrecessar 8 or wrth thg 0re 1nvo

ved stugents, even tho%gh the nt/ are rare
‘o find, However, her |n Alaska, ¥v% ave any smal
rural remoes 0 not have the luxury of hel
{ t
| t |sa lin particu

ire

specralrsft or a conditions that occur, rt/ Egset at
ccur Infre uenH no ong teacher, even. if s/he is traing \( ressin
the neeriso students with Jow | hncr ence conditions, can possinly know what t

|n L éallngsrtuatrons That Is why the Special Education Servrce Agency came



As a public, non- roﬁrt aqenc SESA can hire education specra}lrsts wrtg
expertise In' Speci f] (f ncjdence handicap areas to rvr e the neede
ﬁ stancF across schoo drst ct lines. Thig servr&e model sa sure that

eligible students and sta have access 0 needed pro es?ro nowled e

and methods of assistance. It IS a re ef rcr ntueo scarce eco
an uProﬁess onal resources than Pdabet Case r% eacﬁ district were Peftt

%cg esucﬁ stafr( on t[rerro n. V\éorrucatron gpecralrsts are exposed t0 a b rog
ase. 0 nees srtuatrons and collahorative opfforgunrtres Cross the state sy
contrnuous yexpandrn r}errowns |IIs theg re nefter abeto assrst teacher
adminisgrators, parapro essrena? rents |r]n the local schools and

ﬂmmunrtres trainin ri ocal staff in ﬁff ctive techniques and practices, the g
allow even rem }e schools 1o dp ?vrde the appropriate ‘programs necessary t
meet the needs of our very special students.

The Referral Process

*A primary teacher in Ie vrIIa ein western Alr? ska has tefn chrldr nin
her'¢ assr OIEn ran rn r ent th rage Nrn t stuets
are ski one rs d o a au asran teac er o of the
stud en nctronransqp rcanty below the per ormance Ieve of therr
peers and ave een identified as Learning Disabled.

There If a famr In tEe vrIIa e with a child Wir IS mo% Ir(atleslgsmvolvedegrth

cere r% pa(!sya IS abouf to urnt ree earso The ¢ )ﬁ na
spea ? ake voca sou ds.in an td;empt to co municate. erwaf Itfle
ofor control, but some musce tone and appears a ert with eyes following

activity within close range.

The, primaj }/ teacher has Pever had ti' arnrng to, work with special neﬁds
studerats Tixere 15 asgecra dlcatron tea er#]n the schoo# who also teaches
secon ary math and hi rer fime. Alt ne 1S ertr ?rn the stafte of
Alaska to eacrbs ecra ucation reschoo roug (I]'”
exp errence een at th e rnterme ﬁte and secon ar ﬁl t mil

O[n %i ents Not on% IPr d no exgerlrg with moi‘e sever
1Sa01 rtres e has never worked with such young children.

Since this chrldsé)rrtg the fagae ry ha}se Xe%er\rfd assistance from the Infant

earning Progi‘am(l In ordert acilitate a smooth transition Int
te h% tmtellaPteac r%srpeq 8ametrn Wit rreschoq
sta e family to discuss t e child’s a rtres and needs. Durrng the

KIThIi IS not a case study, but rather a representation of a typical situation in rural/remote
aska.



lack .of knowledge, of the. educ lonal needs of this child, but also the time
i e progeam 1o hi

recrurreme ts deve carr |n out a s itable, program for
! eso SLH) or ssem that will necessar and

% scu sion 0 ﬁ
avarl le, t% P teacher %%estst t the sc oo contact A fo fraiing,
on-going technical s é)ort and program monitoring. A phone ca| IS made

and”the"process has b

Th teacher IS sent a reterra\) acket whrch consists, of a descrrptron of the
ser\rrce that are available, a referra with pertinent In rmatr n
identl Heeded SV Rort data medrca |n ormation, rep ors

?cu atronal an ﬁ]hyshca therapists an the aut %rrz tron for ex n
In ormatron with other %g%n les that ust esr ne arent

thrs Information frecerve lﬁ grven t an a g)ro ate e ucatr n

?pecrahst who will then contﬁ\ctt e schoo arrange L art urrn e
irst visit, the sPecralrst will spend time 0 servrn [] e ch)

settrno and perfo unctronal a]ssessmento hild's a Ltres in order tﬁ

?ftabl sh a asglrnﬁ a |I|t}/ rom nflrcn {0 Work tthatt et esg 8rah}tw

S0 meet wit esta and cial educatjon director eve
ﬁ Eou Il h htres 0 (H)oth

ec Assistance Agreement er responsinj
&% secréhst ang e ph trict anrc}gogeterﬁrne the numper, of
vrsrts or ot eso technic assrstancet at will be necessar urrng
esc oo ear. vatrons ctivi mm rresg recommendations ar
Written oI Win eac site VISIt t ro orma St ent Service Report (SSR).
Samples of TAAS and SSRs are avar e in Appendix C

As the vear ﬁgresses the SESA sipecréths rovroes individu ’ and rou
training for school prostsron [r) ﬁgro essronals affs: pro rde
materials. and e Hrpme t'to be tried out fo tiveness sot e dis rct c
make well-select gurc ases P [0 rralte to the student’s g%u atl na ne
assists wrtht e dev Iopmento the sc ool
connect wr}\ outsrd encre ement the]rr
S ember of t

aresut t e stu ent can beco
n the foIIowrn pages are listed the types of assistance available to school
8| ! 1 ¢ d i o

nd objectives; an
nd tindin ﬂt
Echg ol community to the greatest extent possible
strict mpersonn parents under tne Low Incidence Handicap Qutrea
Progra

0urces .o su
e a participatin



BLIND/VISUALLY IMPAIRED (B/VI) PROGRAM

Objectives

SchooVDistrict-Wide Training/Assistance

101 Conduct nservme/workshow Euic]:atmn strategies.
onquct low vision inservice/works g
g onquct vision screemHg BeerICEIW rkshRBOrk

onquct orientation an ty Inservice ho
onguct mserwce? i % i e%l equipment/materials.

e Uuse of speC| ﬁ
on uct Jnservjce wor s o on comgensator
0 on uct inservice/workshap, on (iare [ vocatona and transition issues.
SSIstJn ev Io ment of B/VI cassroo {R%q{
Assist in mentoforlentatlop 0 | XProgram
Prov| esc oo strict-wide pre-referral consult éo
11 Provide co sultation of professional materials and specialized

uJ mentmaterl S.
112 &% gtdlStflCtS In obtaining specialized services not available directly through

ssist in special training requests.
2 Provuﬁe teghnlcal assmta%ce 0 district B/V! teacher(s).

StaffTraining and/or Assistance
%%0 Assist in cl ssrgom? (flgn and Prochures

1
1
!
1
|
1
|
|
l

1 Recommen e professional materials and specialized
equipment/materials

132 Provide ongoing consultation in B/VI educatlo alsrt egies.

133 Provide ongoing consultation in orlentatlonP technlques

134 Provj eh rm t|on and resources on speciric B/VI |ss

135 Provide pandicap awareness activities,

136 Provide inservice in Model Demonstration Training (MDT) program.

Ancillary Assistance

( ASSIS'[ in coordlnatm% anmJ’arIy Services.

15
151 Assi coordinating ancillary communications.
15 3(5 '}] ensator %u?l areas.

2 Provl me Instruc onlnco
153 ASS\I[S'[ anc? gvl|se |rn Chl|d Study eam? ST) meetings.
Education Program Developmentand Implementation

160 Provide educational/compensataor ny assessments with recommen a1 ons.

161 Introduce speciic (nstructional Interventions In Compensato ey

162 Introduce specific instructional interventions in academic areas.

163 Introduce specific instructional interventions in
career/chatlonaj/trans|thn areas

164 Introduce S eC| IC |r]struct|on interventions in the use of specialized

uipment/materials
165 ﬂmgt gever opment of [EP goals related to Compensatory Skills.
166 Assist, |n evelo Bment of IEP %oals related to academic areas.



167 Assist )n development of |EP (I;oals related to

areer/vocational/transigiqnareas. - . .
168 Assist in 8eve(10 ment o{ Ioﬂ3 goals related to specialized equipment/materials.
169 Develop mainstream goals and strategies,.
{0 Develop transition godls for UPC ming’ school Xeér. .
(1 Provige direct Instruction to student relative to Compensatory Skills.
{2 Provide qurect Instruction to student relative to academlc? .
72 Provige girect Instruction to stugent.in ﬁareer/voc?tlona/transmonal areas.
[ Prg\t/é riea Irect instruction to student in the areas of specialized equipment and

|
1
1
|
1 |

175 B]rowde Functlonal vision assessment with recommendations.



HEARING IMPAIRED (HI) PROGRAM

Objectives

1 A st i e posen,
commynication.

VIS
%82 Browge rainin anua
rovide trainin to sta |nt function and proper use of amplification systems.

Staff Training

%g? ssist in ¢l ssrgom deélgn and procedures,
ecommen rovide” resource materials.
ro Ide Information an resourcsop eanP Palrment
rovi eonﬂonﬁ; consPItaU n t0.develo P rhterventmn strateqies.
ovide conhsultation tor egucat onﬁl | t%rp ?tl % echn %ues and procedures.
onitor students and staff needs through ‘telephone contacts on an ongoing

asls.
236 Use available technologies to provide distant delivered staff training.
Ancillary Assistance

) RSO ok e s
250 Assist anc!n adise n Chld Study Team (CST) meetings.

Education Program Development
J functjonlng
t

Assist in assessing stydept’s current le
?Assmt ancf1 c? VIse T &Lh f tS d?]eeamy mee%lngs
2 Ass|st In development of | als and o |vesP ocational programming.
ASS|st In gevejopment o IEP ?]s and o jectives for anguage r ogramming.
SSISI In gevejopment 0 aspé c{;

ss)st IP evelopment of an ay t9ry ralnlngep

eve op to a_comraunicati/-lan uaq [0 ram

SSISt In opment 0 ‘¢ academics program.
| s,
§ smﬁt Ll)n ada tlnﬂ nheg Tare ucat on m for student participation.
Develop transitio goals 0r upcoming sc | ear

OO
SHOOHYOHOHOOD
=~

OO OPNOPNOPOPOPNOPNY
—~—1CHGCHGSHGSHOY



M

ULTIHANDICAPPED/
ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAP

(MH/OH) PROGRAM

_U
M
O o
—

Objectives

School/1)istrictrWide Trainin®Assistance

218% Provige inservice/wortéspo on functional a sessrpent. . .
Pﬂ?}/{cglbnr%ervme/worso on selecting and implementing appropriate
%row e Inservice/workshop on IEP develop@ent .
Provjge Jnservjce/wor snog on commum%)(—. ased education.
DTovids IRemcEMoranoh on JokuioreC e
Provide (nservice/wor spoB on transition Tannm'g.
DIoVdE fHéSF%‘SS’tVrVa%J%“‘J%nOQis”sﬁ{ﬂ%tr%%va'rﬁﬁ'e s
Provide Inservice training on the utl |23t|on 0 aéa'ptive equipment.

Trailing
Assist in. conducting ecological inventories and functional assessments.
Asswtwﬂ% .ﬂm Jev%lo me%t .antp,lm Pem.enta 10N o?mstru tional Programs.
Pé%\t/égte assistance and training in functional assessment/curriculum
Provide assjstance and trajnjng In comTuElw—based Instruction.
Provige assistance and tratnind in social skils instruction.
Provide assistance and training in home pro_%rams. . .
Provjge assjstance and training .in .communication skills programming.
Provide assistance and training (n jnteqration programs.
Provige assistance anéi training In bteh vior Jn na Tement programs.
Provide assistance and training in liftin transfer techmci es. .

an
Provige assjstance ang training in di a& Ity awareness programming.
Prov|de assistance anéi training in In |V|c!uglarran3|t|on%la% (I%B )

Beve 8gmen. L . .
442 Provide assistance and training in Ielsure/recreanon_Rrogrammlng.
43 Provll_de assche and training.in feeding programmi g

444 Faclitate ?t/a arent participation n] % rwie ang W rkshops.
M5 Assist staft/parents to implement skills ge from training.

Ancillary Assistance

450 Arcotvz}aeasliaison between student/family/school and ancillary service

45] B\sswt Jls'tr(ict with networking. . . . .. _

ﬁg% Review. stu enthlstorey_an r%wde eI|9|b|I|ty and nPlacement consultation.
Assist in securing medical and educatonal documentation.

SSESSS=S

EERERR B8

nowie



Educational Program Developmentand Implementation

Assist in the development of the Individyal Edu t|o Plan
ﬁ A33|st m tne Fmp entattlon 01? I,ﬂ3 goasan ?ectR/es%n E%endent

living skills.
ssl e %glementatlon of IEP goals and objectives in vocation

f
aimnin 9 ments
‘&smstq Jt e’m fementatlon of IEP goals and objectives in

elsure/re reat|
44 Asslst In the |mpqementat|on of IEP goals and objectives in integration

CtIVI IEs.
obfectjves in social skills.

SSISt In the JmpJementation of |EP goals an
Assist In tne |mB|ementat|on o{ IEP goas ang objectives in home

rogram
Osl%?% dﬂ:lhelgmpllementanon of IEP goals and objectives in
463 /&smst In the |mpiementat|on of IEP goals and objectives in functional

cademi
469 ss?st In ‘S\we implementation of IEP goals and objectives in fine/gross

otor skills
40 Rssmt in the development of IEP goals and objectives in behavior

41 ssmgm tﬁe |mﬁlementat|on of IEP goals and objectives in community-

sed ms rum
4 SSIS ir. edeveleﬁment ofan | dmgual Tr?nsmon Plan TP?
ﬁ Assist in~ the implementation of the In |V|gu3 TransitionPlan(1TP).
Assmt In lassro m/scho acceBS\ it es
Ass|st n evelopment o ?dlsa |kY wareness ro ram.
47 Assist In evelopment 0 eedm(g Il trammg rodram.
aptive e%w ment Intd program as née

Incorporate a
ASS(J (Em monit rneq é nt pr ?%TESS {0 Uetermine mterventlons or

cations to, t cational program.
4 Recommend and provide resource materials.



SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED (SED) PROGRAM
Objectives

School/District-Wide Training/Assistance

Cond ct behavior management inservice/worksh
% Intro uce som knilas carr cuqF (50 staﬁ{ Prou ?Pmserwce/\ﬁ/%
|§ In deveo mento schoo ed|s<:|p Ine program (WOrks
uct tres ana[g %n EIBW
smst In eve men 0 assro ?
rovl e sc ooI stnct ~Wide re referr onutatlon
row e consulta t| n on. reso rce materials
Assist district in obtaining specia ze SerVIces.

Pre-Referral Assistance

Rewew stugent history/ |ve Iacement consultation.
ecommen aH/ In er n strateqies.
Assist In 1m eng %ear mte ve lon strategies.

Monitor progress of high-risk student.

Staff Training and/or Assistance

Assist in cl ssrgom deqlgn and rocedures

Recommen Erow & resoyr %rﬂaterlas
Provige on eqom onsu ehavior management techniques.

allon In ?
ntroduce r [(?P tecﬁnnlques IN Classroom.
ncrease s?ua 1S an geer Interaction,

Provide inforpation and resqurces on specific mental_health issues,
% Facilitate staﬁpartlmpatlon In ode? I%pmonstratlon Training %K}BD
Ancillary Assistance

Asslst In coord natlmg ancnlary SEIVices.
nSsStIrSuc? (ﬁgrgn/es C| nO hovr?gr] unq Ie?r? aI 0enment niques.
A33|st an C%Hd Study Team (C% Ceetmgs

Educational Program Develonmentand Implementation

advise In

30 Design individyal behavior management 0gram
% Introduce s empc behﬁvmra Intervention gomg)
Monitor and refine be va mana?ement s‘ at
Assist In development ot he avmra %o?
Assist In development o{aca emlc F
Assnlt In development 0 vo<iat|on IEP 0als
Deveop majnst eamm goals an sraegl
m for stHdent

e reqular e ucat| nac dem|c ro
eve] o(‘b ? p ent

= of cassro m aV|or og % l‘or stu
eve SE Jranm 10N s for upcom ng school year.
310 Provide direct Instr ctlon tosu ent.



371 Provide information ang feedback on functioning of academic program
Bnd rHake suggestions OF pr%%r?(m revIsion. . .
32 mrgll/el gulnfgsrnoar%lso?ofrmdoereg (r:V?Snlounctlonlng of behavioral program and
373 Provide ﬁﬁormatmrf] ar% f%eomacﬁ on mectlonmg of vocational program and
make suﬂgestlons or program revision, .
374 Assist In'securing appropriate aca ?mc aterials
3 Ass|st |nsecur|ng a a ?

ropriate soclal skil curncuITm.
36 Assist Insecuring a

riate coping skills curricutum.

o



SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCY

Low Incidence Qutreach Technical Assistance

DUHHP |s 1991 fiscal ear fifteen SESA Education SpeC|aI|sts rowded
stuaents e en neim incid en

a33|st nee
nntpcappln con |t|o %glstncts throu utt e stdte of Alaska.
foll wmo P%r? pro %e current case oﬁd In orma jon as well as ata on
student als'and discontinuations throughout the year.

This data reflects ta]enumbe[rhof student%efor Whom Services were

Iscontinued ear ar. This occurred because in thase district

ﬁ 8|capp|nﬁ nd|t|onfy8 cribe ceaseg o% ?ow Incjdence ancst tne
|str|cts C entg/ [n oy thelr ow ec, |sts r, as In at least one
sityation, the specia F t

Pd cation teache con e?t enou WIth past

a33|stanet at she coulg meet th educat aI needs P ?ents on_ her
g anoes In .caseload Hum ersfa |str|ct sta WI| alwa s af ect
As con Fct wit those IStricts from year to year. Even q

gem IC populatio |scont|nued phane contact continues for a Time

ensure d smoot tra SItIOﬂ 0T SEIVICES.



SESA Low Incidence Outreach Program

Students

DISTRICT

*Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
< Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham

<« Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Dillingham

Fairbanks North Star

Galena

Haines

Hoonah

Hydaburg

Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
< Nenana

< Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican

CURRENT CASELOAD

June 30, 1991

Served During

B/VI HI
1
2 2
1 |
1
1
2
1
1
2
1 1
3
1
2
1
2
1
3
5 9
1
1

1990-91

School

SED

10

N oW . ©

Year

MH/OH

—

O s

e L = S ™ A~ b o

- L

TOTAL

13

mHHZQO

'—‘w;w.hc)woo

o ©o o u,
o

— 0



Petersburg
Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Mary’s
Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana
*Unalaska
Valdez

Wrangell
Yakutat

Y ukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

TOTALS

li/VI HI
26 I 33

SED
84

PO R NN W e e

MH/OII
169

1

TOTAL
312

*During the past year SESA has not provided technical assistance to these school districts
either because they have not requested it or because they have sufficient qualified staff to

meet student needs.



New Enrollment

First Quarter

Blind/Visually
Impaired Hearing Impaired
2 1

TOTAL =18

Second Quarter

Blind/Visually

Impaired Hearing Impaired

TOTAL =25

Third Quarter

Blind/Visually
Impaired Hearing Impaired
3 2

TOTAL =20
Fourth Quarter

Blind/Visually

Impaired Hearing Impaired

TOTAL=6

FY 91

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

14

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

10

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

-0-

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

11

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

2

18



Referral by District

First Quarter

DISTRICT VI

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham

Chugach

Copper River
Cordova

Craig

Delta/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena

Haines

Hoonah

Hydaburg

Iditarod

Juneau

Kake

Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula 1
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nen ana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican

FY 91

HI

Toted -18

SED

MH/OH



Petersburg
Pribilof
Railbelt

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Flats

B/VI
TOTALS

SED

MH/OH



Second Quarter

DISTRICT

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach

Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawcck

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Mary’s

Sitka

Skagway

Total=25

HI SED MH/OH



Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Flats

i

TOTALS

SED

MI//0U



Third Quarter
DISTRICT nivi

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach

Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Mary’s

Sitka

Skagway

hi

Total= 20

skd

—

1

tvni/oii

23






Fourth Quarter Total=6

DISTRICT 1 B/VI | HI SED I MH/OH

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway

Aleutian Region

Aleutians East

Anchorage

Annette Island

Bering Strait 1 2
Bristol Bay

Chatham

Chugach

Copper River

Cordova

Craig

Delta/Greely

Dillingham

Fairbanks North Star

Galena

Haines

Hoonah

Hydaburg

Iditarod 1
Juneau

Kake

Kashunamiut 2
Kenai Peninsula

Ketchikan Gateway

Klawock

Kodiak Island

Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula

Lower Kuskokwim 1
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna

Nenana

Nome

North Slope

Northwest Arctic

Pelican

Petersburg

Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Marv’s

Sitka

Skagway



Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Yukon Flats

DIVI
TOTALS

SED

MH/OH



Discontinuations

First Quarter

Blind/Visually
Impaired Hearing Impaired
7 1

TOTAL =63

Second Quarter

Blind/Visually
Impaired Hearing Impaired
1 3

TOTAL =37

Third Quarter

Blind/Visually
Impaired Hearing Impaired
1 -0-
TOTAL =10

Fourth Quarter

Blind/Visuallv
Impaired Hearing Impaired
5 5

TOTAL =29

FY 91

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

25

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

14

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
1landicapped

30

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

19

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

Multihandicapped/
Orthopedically
Handicapped

13



First Quarter

DISTRICT

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Dillingham

Fairbanks North Star

Galena

Haines

Hoonah

Hydaburg

Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican

Discharge by District

FY 91

B/VI HI
1
1

1
5

Total =3

SED

MIl/OH
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Petersburg
Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Mary’s
Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez

Wrangell
Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

B/VI

TOTALS

11



Second Quarter

DISTRICT | um

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians Hast
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach

Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim 1
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Mary’s

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island

Total= 37

SED

MH/OII
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Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

TOTALS

B/VI
1

Hl

B

MII/OH
19



Third Quarter

DISTRICT
Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol B
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova
Craig
Delttt/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena
Haines
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod
Juneau

Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican

Petersburg
Pribilof

Skagway

Total-10

MI1/OH
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Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

Y
1

TOTALS

HI

SED

MII/OH

8



Fourth Quarter Total =29

DISTRICT I H/VI 1 SED | MH/OH

Adak Region

Alaska Gateway

Aleutian Region

Aleutians East

Anchorage

Annette Island

Bering Strait 1
Bristol Bay

Chathanm 1 1

Chugach

Copper River 2

Cordova

Craig

Delta/Greely 1

Dillingham 1
Fairbanks North Star

Galena

Haines 1
Hoonah

Hydaburg

Iditarod

Juneau 1

Kake

Kashunamiut

Kenai Peninsula

Ketchikan Gateway 1
Klawock

Kodiak Island 1

Kuspuk.

Lake & Peninsula

Lower Kuskokwim 3

Lower Yukon

Matanuska-Susitna

Nenana

[N ORI )

Nome

North Slope 1
Northwest Arctic

Pelican

Petersburg

Pribilof

Railbelt 1
St. Mary’s

Sitka 2

Skagway

Southeast Island



Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

TOTALS

B/VI

SED

MH/OlI

13
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Low Incidence Outreach Program
Consumer Satisfaction Survey

1990-91 Summary

In Februar 199f1, s_atis‘action ratin%s SU(veys were sent to administrators,
teachgrg, %%rg&ro ?]smnas, garents and related ser\uﬁes gersorf]nel at each site
Serye % . The res OH es ¥ver.e verz/ positive with many of the respondents
taking time to comment on the efrectiveness of SESA services.

The types of assistance that were particularly appreciated and well received
inuded: P Yy app

e Programmatic recommendations for IEPs

Availability. of z%n ?.utside proffessional v.vitli\ wham to brainstorm ideas
(counteracting Teelings of professional 1solation

Provision of materials
Practical/workable solutions to programmatic problems

Staff training with focus on individual students as well as school-wide
systems

 |deas for Transition Planning
 Liaison work with families and community agencies
 Functional student evaluations

e The consistency and follow-up by someone who is familiar with the
students ancpt eHIStrICt =

Concerns were expressed about the following:

 Not enough specialist time on-site

 Facilitation of communication among school district personnel with
SESA specialist

 Need for a hroader scope of services to include other than low
incidence

n addition to the. written, %o ments on .%he survEgs, re(iluests ave come from
ar%@r school d'%f”ﬁts’ which do not gu1|| eyfor A seryjces, for assistance In
stalf traning and the provision of specialized student specific information.



CONSUMER SATISFACTION SURVEYRESULTS

Distribution/Return:

Total number of SUIVEYS SeNt....iieeeees 250
Total number of surveys returned.........i. 151
RETUIN  TAlE e 59%
Respondent breakout:
AdMINISTFATOTS i 42
T RACKH OIS s 74
Paraprofessionals..... s u
P AT N LS it 1
Other (Speech/Language, Psychologist, Counselors, etc.).......cccccouun... 13

The survey was comprised of thirteen statements with a scaled rating from 1to 4 (1 =strongly disagree; 4
strongly agree).

Distribution ofratings from a total o f1,846 responses:

BATING NUMBER OF RESPONSES PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
1 48 3%
2 85 5%
3 393 21%
4 1320 1%

Percentage breakdown and average rating by item

ITEM RATING 1 AND 2 RATING 3 AND 4 AVERAGE RATING
A % 92% 3.57
B 9% 91% 3.54
C 11% 89% 3.57
DI 3% 97% 3.72
D2 4% 96% 3.68
D3 9% 91% 3.53
E 6% 94% 3.61
Fl % 93% 3.62
F2 9% 91% 3.53
F3 9% 91% 3.58
F4 6% 94% 3.64
F5 8% 92% 3.72
G % 93% 3.59

OverallRating Average: 361
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Low Incidence Outreach Program

1990-91 Revenues and Expenditures

Statutory Funding Formula

As 14.30.650 establishes alternative formulas for the low incidence outreach service:

Each fiscal year the department shall allocate to the agency not less than $85
for each special education student in the state in average daily membership
or the equivalent of two percent of the funds appropriated for special
education for that fiscal year, whichever isgreater. The amount allocated to
the agency shall be reduced each fiscal year by the amount contributed by
the department to the Teachers’Retirement System (AS 14.25) or the Public
Employees” Retirement System (AS 39.35) on behalfof employees of the
agency.

Using the $85 per child method, revenue provided for the 1990-91 program was
$1,447,295. Itis important to note that though the SESA funding calculation does use the
statewide handicapped child count as submitted by school districts, SESA funds do not
come from the foundation program. The low incidence outreach services provided by AS
14.30.600 are in addition to the school districts’ programs, as funded through the school
foundation program.
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1990-91 Low Incidence Qutreach Program Staffing

SESA staffing assignments as funded through AS 14.30.600 in FY 91 included:
Administrative Staff

Agency Executive Director 47 FTE
Low Incidence Supervisor 1.00 FTE
1.47 FTE

Certified Staff

Education Specialists

Multihandicapped Program 7.75 FTE
Serious Emotional Disturbance Program 400 FTE
Deaf/Hearing Impaired Program..........cccecuvverenieiiesieeneeseennenns 2.00 FTE
Biind/Visually Impaired Program 1.00 FTE

14.75 FTE

Finance Staff

ACCOUNTANT. ...t 1.00 PTE
Accounting/Payroll CIErK.........ccoveveeiiiiiieeie e 66 FTE
1.66 FTE

Support Staff

SECIELAITAL ...t 3.44 FTE
ReCePLiON/CIErK... ..o 90 FTE
(IR oY = 1= 1o DT TTURRRRT 1.00 FTE

5.34 FTE



1990-91 Expenditures

Budget Information on Table

Personnel: |Includes all personnel costs: administrative staff, certificated staff, classified
staff, and fringe benefits. Fringe Benefits include: Life and Health Insurance,
Employment Security Compensation, Workmen’s Compensation, Medicare, TRS, and

PER S.

Travel Includes all travel and per diem costs. Covers costs of employees traveling to
rural sites in Alaska to provide service to school districts. This category covers out-of-state
travel for travel that is directly related to grant activities. Also includes necessary board and

administrative travel.
COI’ltraCtua| Includes costs for professional, technical, and legal services.
Rent/MalntenanCG Includes costs for the Class B office facility leased by SESA.

Equment Includes furniture and major equipment expenditures. Covers the costs of
buying new office furniture when needed and any major equipment needed by the grant.

COmmOdItIeS Includes communication, insurance, office equipment, equipment
maintenance, printing, educational materials, office supplies and materials and professional

materials.

Personnel FTE Salaries Fixed Cost / Total % of
benefits Total
Expenses
Admin 1.47 75,981. 16,248. 92,229. 6.4%
Certified 14.75 597,226. 127,840. 725,066. 50.1%
Classified 8.00 160,927. 34,460. 195,387. 13.5%
24.22 $834,134. $178,548. $1,012,682. 70.0%
Other Amount % of Total
Expenses
Travel 240,579. 16.6%
Contractual 54,182. 3.7%
Rent/Maintenance 58,071. 4.0%
Equipment 2,317. 2%
Commodities 79,464. 5.5%

434,613. 30.0%



Average Cost Per Student Served:

Total Served During 1990-9 1 . ...t c e 312
Total Program CoOSt ...t e et s $1,447,295.
Average Total Cost Per Student. . ... .o it i c e $4,638.
Specialist Travel COSTS ..ottt e e e e $191,813.
Adjusted Program Cost (Total less specialist air fare andper diem). ...$1,225,482.

$4,024

Average Cost Per Student Exclusive of Air Fare and Per Diem ... ....... s
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DISTRICT

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutian East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach

Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
[ditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak

Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petershurg
Pribilof

Railbelt

Expenditures

ENROLLED
0
13

1
2

o

— —_ ~
OOQOU"M O ~ — 5

LW P~ O W LW O — —

— —
N o

S~ .

FYy 91

NON-TRAVEL

0

$52 312.
4,024,
8,048.

0

4,024,
100,600.
4,024.
28,168.

0

60,360.

8,048.
20,120.
36,216.
52,312.

4,024,

4,024.
32,192,
12,072,
12,072,
24,144,
16,096.
12,072,
64,384.
12,072,
48,288,
20,120.
36,216.
36,216.
32,192,
56,336.
32,192,

4,024,

0
0

48,288.
44,264,
4,024,
4,024.
4,024,
16,096.

by District

AIR & PER DIEM

0

$3,649.
1,116.
3,122.

0

789.
28,665,
1,126.

1,400
0

4,863.
619.

7,823

3,021,
3,588.
3,099,
1,697,
3,738.
1,400.
2,312.
3,193.

pass through

4,554,
2,623.

347,
4,556.
5,822.
6,474,
6,449,
1,126.
2,923.
1,631,

personal car
0
0

8,100.
8,585.

628.
7,768.
1,460.
2,995.

TOTAL COST

0

$55,961.
5,140,

11,170
0.
4,813.
129,265.
5,150.
29,568.
0.
65,223.
8,667.
27,943,
39,237.
55,900.
7,123,
5,721.
35,930.
13,472.
14,384,
27,3317,
16,096.
16,626,
67,007.
12,419,
52,844.
25,942,
42,690.
42,665,
33,318.
59,259.
33,823.
4,024,
0.
0.
56,388.
52,849.
4,652.
11,792,
5,484,
19,091,



St. Mary's
Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tatiana
Unalaska
Valdez

Wrangell
Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

I

—
1w O w O NG

—
— =

312

4,024.
60,360.
16,096.

§,048.
48,288.

8,048,

0

12,072,
36,216.
12,072,
20,120.
44,264,
28,168.

$1,255,488.

758.
10,970,
3,638.
2,265.
6,251.
1,478.

0

1,022,
7,656.

102.
3,739.
9,887.
2,186.

$191,813.

4.782.
71,330.
19,734,
10,313.
54,539,
9,526.
0.
13,094,
43,872,
12,774,
23,859.
54,151,
30,354.

$1,447,301
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Travel

DISTRICT

Adak Region
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage

Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham /Hoonah*
Chugach

Copper River
Cordova

Craig *
Delta/Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks North Star
Galena

Haines

Hydaburg

Iditarod

Juneau

Kake

Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan Gateway
Klawock

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake & Pen/Bristol Bay*

Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican

Petershurg
Pribilof

Railbelt

St. Mary's

Sitka

Skaaway

Expenditures
FYy 91

| AIRFARE

1,444.00
1000.00
2,166.00

632.19
20,420.27

1,824.00

753.00
194.00

1,410.00
1,845.00
1,050.00

984.00
1,664.00
1,100.00
2,282.00

2,552.00
2,077.00

3,082.20
6,811.09
2,104.00
4,769.00
1,430.00
1,844.64
1,267.00

4,252.00
6,158.00
504.00
4,005.20
978.00
1,486.00
558.00
5,757.00
2,218.00

Per

PER DIEM

2,205.30
) 16.25
955.50

156.95
8,244.50

975.49

4,110.30
425.16

1,610.52
1,743.00
2,048.78

112.72
2,074.00
1,211.75

910.60

2,001.95
546.00
347.10

1,473.38

6,834.24

4,370.01

1,679.64
822.00

1,078.02
364.00

3,847.50
2,426.64
123.80
3,762.76
482.00
1,509.21
200.25
5,213.00
1,420.29

District

TOTAL

3,649.30
1,116.25
3,121.50

789.14
28,664.77

2,799.49

4,863.30
619.16

3,020.52
3,588.00
3,098.78
1,696.72
3,738.00
2,311.75
3,192.60

4,553.95
2,623.00
347.10
4,555.58
13,645.33
6,474.01
6,448.64
2,252.00
2,922.66
1,631.00

8,099.50
8,584.64
627.80
1,767.96
1,460.00
2,995.21
758.25
10,970.00
3,638.29
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Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

TOTALS

*These sites are

1,185.20
3,099.29
1,200.00

558.00
4,339.94
312.00
2,439.00
6,664.80
1,486.00

AIRFARE
$111,905.82

served simultaneously and

1,079.99
3,152.19
278.22

464.00
3,315.71
390.00
1,299.68
3,222.57
700.27

PER DIEM
$79,905.24

no breakdown

2,265.19
6,251.48
1,478.22

1,022.00
7,655.65

702.00
3 738.68
9,887.37
2,186.27

TOTAL
| $191,811.06

was available.
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Blind/Visually Impaired - Infant Learning Program

Th following material describes SESA's Blind/Visually Impaired - Infant Learning
Program (B/VI-ILP) as operated during FY 91. This project offers assistance to
families and regional ILP staff statewide.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Goals Statement
The project goals for the B/VI-ILP for FY 92 are as follow:

1. To maintain and enhance a statewide service delivery system which
provides free specialized services to infants with blindness/visual
impairments and their parents/families, and which is coordinated with local
service providers.

2. To develop public awareness of the needs of young children who are
blind/visually impaired in the State of Alaska.

3. To provide professional staff development to the B/VI-ILP staff.

4. To assure quality services are provided which meet the identified needs of

the families of infants with blindness/visual impairments, and of the local
service providers.

Progress Made in Current Year

The following progress has been made during the summer, fall and winter quarters of 1980-91 in
respect to the goals and objectives of the FY 91 grant proposal:

GOAL I To maintain and enhance a statewide service delivery system which provides
specialized services to infants with blindness/visual impairment and their
parents/families, and which is coordinated with local service providers.

Objective 1.1 An on-going child identification will be conducted to identify
students with blindness/visual impairment.

The B/VI-ILP Information Packet was updated and sent out to all
new local Infant Learning teachers. This packet was also sent to any
individual or agency requesting information about the program.

Information was sent to the Diabetes Control Program for inclusion
in the Alaska Resource Manual for Services for Visually Impaired
This directory was originally done by a statewide task force on
Vision Impaired and is being updated by the Diabetes Control
Program.



Objective 1.2

Objective 1.3
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Program brochures were given to all newly referred B/VI-ILP
families.

Information for the identification of infants who are blind/visually
impaired was included in the Child Find Activities of the Low
Incidence Handicapped Outreach Project of SESA.

Presentations were made to the following professional groups
regarding the services of the Blind/Visually Impaired Infant

Learning Program.

Bethel ILP, ILP aide (August 1990)

Kodiak ILP, local respite workers, etc. (August 1990)
Public Health Nurses ( October 1990, March 1991)
Our Lady of Compassion Care Center (January 1991)

The program shall maintain a referral system.

The child location activities discussed above have resulted in 63
referrals to the program between July 1, 1990 and March 31, 1991,
All referrals were tracked using the 'Tracking of Referrals' log.
Referrals were received from parents, local ILP teachers, public
health nurses, ophthalmologists and pediatricians.

Each child referred will receive an appropriate screening and follow -
up assessment(s), which are coordinated with other service
providers.

Between July 1, 1990 and March 31, 1991:

« 31 children were "screened only" by the B/VI-ILP teacher
° 21 children were assessed and enrolled into B/VI-ILP
* 9children are currently on a "referral pending" status

Note the Geographical Distribution chart on page 8 which further
details caseload activity specific to each service site.

After the receipt of each new referral, the necessary parent
permission forms were completed with the assistance (as
appropriate) of the local ILP teacher Medical information, i.e., an
eye report, was obtained as available. Whenever possible a home
visit to complete a Functional Vision Screening or Assessment on
the child was made within 30 days of the initial referral. Exceptions
were made in order to best coordinate with the local ILP teacher, or
due to cancellation of visits because of family situations, or bad
weather or due to time restrictions imposed by the staffs high
caseload status. In areas outside of Anchorage all of these initial
home visits were made jointly with the local ILP teacher unless a
decision otherwise was agreed upon.

In Anchorage the initial home visits were independent or joint
depending upon the referral circumstances. Since the Anchorage
ILP and Project TEACH program have large waiting lists, it was



mutually agreed that the B/VI-ILP teacher would independently
screen (and provide follow-up ..ervices as necessary) the new
referrals from these programs' waiting list for whom vision
problems had been identified, as well as to those families directly
referred to the B/VI-ILP. The resulting information was then shared
with the appropriate persons from each program. Joint screening
visits occurred when the referrals were made for children already
enrolled in the Anchorage ILP and Project TEACH program. In
participation with the Transdisciplinary (TD) model, children
suspected as having a visual impairment were evaluated, as
possible, within a team assessment situation. The B/VI-ILP teacher
completed the functional vision assessment portion of the
evaluation.

An in-depth functional visual assessment was completed with the
parents' assistance for those children identified as having a visual
problem, and suspected of bheing developmentally delayed or at risk..
‘I'ne comprehensive assessments were generally done jointly with
the local ILP teacheror using the TD model. Whenever possible the
B/VI-ILP teacher participated directly in the transdisciplinary team
evaluations of the Infant Learning Program Support Services
(ILPSS). Thus farin FY 90, the B/VI-ILP teachers has participated
in the following outreach ILPSS or multidisciplinary clinics:

Matanuska-Susitna

+ Kodiak .
Kenai « Barrow
« Anchorage « McGrath
« Dillingham « Juneau
Chugiak

The B/VI-ILP is currently scheduled to attend and participate in the
following clinics which will occur in the spring quarterof FY 91:

ongoing Anchorage, Mat-Su .Chugiak, and Juneau clinics

Based on assessment results and parent request, an enrolled child
was placed on a specified “level of service.” An explanation of
service levelsisincluded in Appendix B.

B/VI ILP staff have been involved with assessment and child
specific programming at Our Lady of Compassion Care Center,
Providence Hospital and the Alaska Native Medical Center. The
staff have also participated in care conferences at these three sites.



GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION

0f

Infants With Visual Impairments
Receiving Services from B/VI-ILP

from
July 1, 1990 - March 31, 1991

REFERRALS 1 SERVED
ENROLLED. SCREENED
LOCATION PROCESSED PENDING ON-GOING NEW ONLY
Anchorage 17 4 1 8 9
Barrow 1 !
Bethel Area 1 1 1 1
Chugiak/Eagle River 3 2 2 1
Cordova ! !
Dillingham Area 1 1 1
Fairbanks 12 1 5 4 8
Homer 1
Juneau 4 1 2 2
Kenai 1 2 !
Ketchikan !
Kodiak Area 8 2 2 6
Matanuska-Susitna 4 3 3 !
McGrath Area 2
Nome Area 1 1
Sitka 2
TOTAL 54 9 31 23 31

NOTE: Referral candidates were reviewed with the local ELP teachers from Anchorage, Barrow
Bethel and Aleutian Region during FY 91 and subsequently cancelled due to a variety of reasons.



Objective 1.4

Objective 1.5

B/VI-ILP will assist the local ILP in developing and updating
appropriate Individual Family Service Plans (IFSP) for all infants
identified as having a visual impairment and their families.

Following the assessment of each child, the B/VI-ILP teacher
provided verbal and written information about the child's level of
functioning, and provided goals, objectives and activities to the local
ILP teacher and the family to incorporate into the child's IFSP. The
B/VI-ILP teacher re-assessed each child on an on-going bas.t so as
to provide updated information for the [FSP.

B/VI-ILP will assist the implementation of the children's IFSPs.

Between July 1, 1990 and March 31, 1991 the following visits were
made:

o HOME VISIES s 190

Clinic  ViSItS e 33
« Center Based Child Activities 49
« Child Specific Consultations . 199

On-going visits and services were coordinated with the local ILP
teacher (as necessary) prior to each visit. All contacts between visits
were recorded on the contact record in each child's file. Home Visit
Summaries of each trip were written and sent to the local ILP teacher
and parents within two weeks of the visit. A Lesson Plan duplicate
form was typically used with Anchorage families who received more
frequent contact than rural families.

In addition to coordinating services with the local ILP teachers,joint
home visits or center based child activities occurred with private
practice therapist who were also involved with the families enrolled
in the B/VI ILP.

The B/VIILP teachers were available to accompany families to their
child's ophthalmological evaluation. Medical findings were
explained both to parents and local service providers following such
examination appointments by the B/VI ILP teachers.

Additional strategies of this objective section included dissemination
of parent education information.

a. The B/VI-ILP Parent Packets which were designed during
FY (86) and updated during FY 91 have continued to be
disseminated to the newly enrolled famil ,es.

b. Parents were apprised as to the contents of the agency library
which houses books on all disability areas, parent specific
topics, and medical resources.



Objective 1.6

Objective 1.7
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The program will provide parents with networking opportunities
within the community, state and country.

Resource information was routinely provided to parents about
national, statewide, and local resources. This included information
such as Advocacy Services of Alaska, Alaska Genetics Clinics,
Providence Hospital technology sendees, Communication Disorders
Program, private practice therapists etc.

Parents who were interested signed a “Parent Network Release”
form. A file of these forms is housed in the B/VI-ILP office.
Parent to parent contact is arranged based on parent permission to do
s0. Both in-state and out-of-state parent networking situations have
been facilitated.

The Program Coordinator corresponded with the regional
representative of the National Association for Parents of Visually
Impaired regarding the possibility of an Alaska site visit.

The B/VI-ILP staff is currently working on transition information
packets for parents of children turning three years of age. The
purpose of such a packet is to assist the family in the transition
process from ILP to the school district. The materials for the
packets were gathered by May 1989 and disseminated in FY 91.

Whenever possible, the B/VI-ILP introduced the family to the local
school age B/VI specialist during the transition process. This
occurred in the Anchorage and MatSu areas, as well as one rural site
with a education specialist from the SESA LIHOP's Blind/Visually
Impaired Program.

The Program Coordinator wrote to the new director the the
Washington Program for Deaf-Blind Children to establish a contact
for state to state services.

B/VI-ILP staff will participate in and facilitate the development of
the Transdisciplinary (TD) approach in the delivery of services.

As previously noted, the B/VI-ILP teachers have participated in team
assessments both within the Anchorage ILP and during the outreach
Infant Learning Program Support Service Clinics. In addition, the
B/VI-ILP teachers have occasionally attended team meetings at the
Anchorage ILP office. They have contributed to the development of
the team through team meetings and assessment participation.

In addition to transdisciplinary activity with the local ILPs, team
effort of this nature has occurred on aregular basis with the pedinuic
therapy staff at Providence Hospital and the private practice
therapists involved with many of the B/VI-ILP families.



Objective 1.8

The program will participate in the Federal Annual American
Printing House Registration of legally blind children.

Fifteen families enrolled in the B/VI ILP participated in the APH
registration process for the calendar year of 1990,

To develop public awareness of the needs of very young children who experience
blindness/visually impairment in the State of Alaska.

Objective 2.1

B/VI-ILP staff will be available to make presentations about the
unique needs ofinfants who are visually impaired.

The following inservices have been given by staff:

d.

In August, the Parent-Infant Educator gave an inservice
presentation in Kodiak on the subject of what service are
providing by the B/VI ILP, and an overview of visual
impairments and the young child. Participants included local
respite care providers, a speech therapist, and the Kodiak
ILP teacher.

In September. October, and March, the Program

Coordinator presented a training session on “Vision
Screening Methodologies for Young Children” to groups of
EPST Public Health Nurses. A final training session of this
fiscal year will occurin May.

In September, the Parent-Infant Educator gave an inservice
to the Bethel ILP staffon visual impairment and the young
child, as well as the Erhardt Developmental Vision
Assessment.

In  September, the Program Coordinator participated in a
two person UAA distance delivery video entitled "The
Practice of Team Collaboration." This video will be used as
apartofthe Early Childhood/Special Education coursework.

In October, the a Parent -Infant Educator gave an inservice
on "Visual Screening” to a small group of health aides.

In October 1990 and January 1991. the Program
Coordinator gave a lecture entitled “The Special Needs Child
and the Family” at UAA.

In November, the Parent-Infant Educator and an Education
Specialist from the Deaf-Blind Program gave a dual inservice
on "Communication” for the parents of the Juneau ILP.

The B/VI-ILP teachers are in the process of finalizing a slide
presentation of photographs which depict Alaskan urban and rural
communities, B/VI-ILP families, and program activities. Currently
slides are being gathered of these subject areas.



Objective 2.2

Objective 2.3

Parent and professional materials about young children who are
blind/visually impaired will be loaned from the library collection
housed with the SESA Depaository.

A variety of materials have been loaned to parents and to other
personnel serving families enrolled in B/VI-ILP. The program staff
are continually evaluating and ordering materials which are
determined to be of value to families and service providers involved
with the B/VI-ILP.

B/VI-ILP will provide information for dissemination in existing
print communication channels.

The Program Coordinator co-edited the fall and spring SESA
newsletter which included a great deal of information and items
related to infants with blindness/visual impairment. This Newsletter
has statewide mailing circulation. Both staff members contributed
articles to the newsletters. Copies of FY 91 newsletters can be
found in Appendix C.

In addition to the SESA newsletters, the Program Coordinator wrote
and disseminated (bi)quarterly InSights Memorandum letters to
parents and professionals. These letters provide information
pertinent to young blind/visually impaired children and their
families. Copies of FY 91 InSights Memorandums can be found in
Appendix C.

To provide professional staffdevelopment to the B/VI-ILP staff.

Objective 3.1

The B/VI-ILP staff will participate iiinservice activities designed to
met staff development needs.

The B/VI-ILP teachers attended both all-staff SESA meetings and
all-B/VI-staff meetings during FY 91 so as to remain current on

agency and field discipline business.

Development of a Professional Growth Plan is part of the annual
staff evaluation process within the agency. These are on file in the
agency personnel files. As aresult of these personal growth plans
and participation in agency wide staff development activities, the
B/VI-ILP teachers have participated in the following inservice
activities thus farin FY 91.

a. In July, the Program Coordinator was one of two Alaskan
representatives to attend a training session in Lincoln City,
Oregon. The subject was on statewide personnel training
development, the training was sponsored and funded by the
Western Regional Resource Center.

b. In Julv. both staff attended the Biennial International
Association of the Education of the Blind/Visually
Impaired conference held in Washington, D.C. With state
approval, the a stipend of $650.00 per person was provided
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through the B/VI-ILP grant. The remaining costs were paid
by the staff members individually.

C. In September -October, both staff were enrolled inan UAA
continuing education course entitled "The Language of
Play." Tuition fees were paid for by the staff.

d. In September, both staff attended portions of the week long
work shop on Down Syndrome which was sponsored in
part by the State Infant Learning Program.

e. In November, both staff attended the State Infant Learning
Program workshop which was held during the week of
November 12-15. The Program Coordinator participated in
a panel discussion on "Case Management."

The Program Coordinatorisa member of the Early Childhood Ad-
hoc subcommittee of the CSPD Committee. She is currently the
chair-person of the work group on administration oriented training
needs.

The Program Coordinator isamember of the Advisory Committee
for the Early Childhood Special Eduction program at UAA.

Both staff participated in a field testing project with the revision of
the ORegon Project, an assessment and curriculum tool used with
infant-preschool children who experience a sight loss.

Both staff are involved in the planning of an upcoming Alaska
Chapterof AER conference. It has been scheduled for late April.

The B/VI-ILP staff have continually secured (funds permitting)
pertinent resource materials such as professional journals, texts,
audio tapes, etc. which are relevant to families and service providers
ofyoung children with blindness/visual impairments.

The Program Coordinator has continually compiled a resource
collecdon of information on Alaskan Native cultures. This has been
an ongoing project since FY 89.

GOAL IV: To assure quality services are provided which meet the identified needs of the infant
with blindness/visual impairment, of their parents and of local service providers.

Objective 4.1

B/VI-ILP will implement the statewide ILP compliance evaluation
(the Alaska Infant Learning Program Evaluation) within their student
recording systems.

The Technical Assistance Agreement from last year's evaluation is
presently being implemented by the staff. This year each program
was asked to write an independent evaluation of the TAA. The
report will be submitted to the State ILP Coordinator by mid-April.
A copy of the report will be included in tl e End-of-the-Year Report.



Objective 4.2

Objective 4.3.

Objective 4.4
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The mosi recent On-Site Review by the Division of Public Health
occurred in late March 1988. The review was highly favorable.
The report is housed in the program’'s files.

The B/VI-ILP staff will evaluate on-site services.

End-of-the-Year Evaluation/Questionnaires for both service
providers and for parents will be prepared and mailed in late April.
Parent Evaluations for the "screened only children" have been
mailed and returned throughout the first three quarters of this fiscal
year. Compilation and analysis of the results of these evaluations
will be reported in the End-of-lhe-Year report. The tallied
evaluations for FY 90 can be found in Appendix A.

The B/VI-ILP staff will be evaluated by their SESA supervisor.
Staffevaluations will occurin early May of this fiscal year.

The B/VI-ILP staff will develop collaborative written agreements
with the five Alaskan School District Programs for Blind/Visually
Impaired on transition procedures.

This project has been put on "temporary hold" due to the high
caseload activity of this fiscal year. The mechanics behind the
proposed agreement have been, however, happening smoothly
throughout the first three quarters of this fiscal year.



ASSESSMENT AND PROPOSED RESOLUTION OF NEEDS

Identification and proposed resolution of needs which the Blind/Visually Impaired - Infant
Learning Program will address over the course of FY 92 include the following items:

A.

Need for a specialized ILP service delivery program for infants who are blind/visually
impaired.

In the fourteen years that B/VI-ILP has been operating, the numberofinfants identified as
being blind/visually impaired has remained constant. Over 100 families are typically
impacted by the program over the course of one fiscal year.

In FY 90, a total of 106 families received B/VI-ILP services. During the first three quarters
of FY 91,62 new families have been referred to the program. Thus far in this Fiscal year,
85 families have received B/VI-ILP services. Currently 44 families are actively enrolled
and 9 children have been referred with screenings pending.

Blindness/visual impairment impacts a young child's total being. Depending on the amount
ofvisual loss, the young child will present differences in his/her (1) developmental rate and
scope, (2) parent/child communication, (3) ego development, (4) awareness of and
interaction with his/her environment, (5) ability to get about (mobility), and (6)
development of other senses. This all requires the application of principles specifically
designed in dealing with blind/visually impaired children.

In addition to the developmental needs of the child, the family encounters medical
diagnostic information which is often overwhelming. The staff of the B/VI-ILP are
specifically trained in the anatomy and disorders of the visual system. These staff membeis
act as a liaison to the eye care specialists and the family. Specific responsibilities involve
(1) an explanation of the functional implication of the visual disorders, (2) environmental
modification needed (e.g., to reduce glare effects), and (3) assistance with medical
treatment strategies such as eye patching, wearing of glasses, etc.

Most of the presently identified children are served by local Infant Learning Programs and
other appropriately related personnel such as physical and occupational therapists. These
service providers are typically trained to work with young children in general and often
have no specific training to deal with children with visual impairments (low vision and
blind), and the resulting development and medical problems. Feedback from annual
Program Evaluation surveys mailed to ILP and private practice professionals support
specific consultative services for their work with families of young children who
experience a sight loss. (Appendix A)

It is imperative that the child and his/her parents have access to personnel trained in the
education of young children who are blind/visually impaired to help them meet the unique
needs of the child and his/her family.

Resolution:

Continue and upgrade the existing specialized B/VI-ILP service delivery
system which interfaces with the local Infant Learning Programs.



B. Need for a statewide service delivery system.

A review of the B/VI-ILP current teaching caseload shows 16 ILP sites have received
services throughout FY 91. Families of infants who are blind/visually impaired reside in
all areas of the state. A review of geographical locations over the past thirteen years reveal
an increase in the numberof geographical areas served. It also indicates that the amount of
service varies of each area from year to year. This is due in part to the high turnover of
rural site teachers and the need for new teachers to hecome fully acquainted with the ILP

services etc..

Resolution:

Continue to provide the service on a statewide basis to all ILP's and other
programs serving young children who are blind/visually impaired and their

families.

C. Need for professional development to ensure that B/VI-ILP staff remain current in their
area of expertise.

The child who experiences a sight loss demonstrates unique developmental needs which
can be best met by a pediatric specialist who is trained in the educadon of the blind/visually
impaired, it is imperative that these specialists maintain a high standard of professional
awareness and competency. Supplemental course work, workshops, and/or conference
related information is necessary to provide an updated account of the research and clinical
pracrices within the field of early intervention for the blind/visually impaired.

To be abreast of current research and programmatic advancements, B/VI-ILP teachers must
pursue information and training in the following types of supplemental areas:

medical advancements of diagnoses and treatment,
assessment tools and practices,
educational and related therapeutic procedures,

. developmental considerations,
parent oriented issues, and family styled intervention techniques
. child directed and/or programmatic research.
Resolution:

Actively provide specialized staff development activities for B/VI-ILP staff
which include administrative leave for attendance of appropriate in-state
and out-of-state inservice activities.

D. Need to evaluate and change, as needed, the type of service delivery which is currently
being provided to local blind/visually impaired infants.

During FY 86 the three B/VI-ILP staffjoined with the Anchorage ILP staff to develop a
Transdisciplinary Team (TD) approach. Initial involvement indicated that B/VI-ILP
teachers would become primary service providers for some blind/visually impaired children
- thus moving away from being a solely 'consultant’ model. The B/VI-ILP staff have
participated in the team assessment component of the TD Model with both Anchorage and
niral Infant Learning Program Support Services Clinic children during FY 87-91.
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Resolution:

Continue on-going evaluation of the total service delivery style and overall
service efficiency in order to develop a dynamic plan of service that meets
both local and rural needs.

E. Need for up-to-date parent packet to assist parents in the transition from the Blind/Visually
Impaired - Infant Learning Program to public school services.

A transition packet was developed over the course of FY 90. The content of the packets are
selected according to family needs. Examples of information include parent lights, the
IFSP process, advocacy guidelines, tips for the classroom teacher on the blind/low vision
child, classroom modification suggestions, etc.

The materials files for building these files should continually be updated and expanded.

Resolution:

Continue to update/expand transition packets and to disseminate them to
parents.

F. Need to complete “working agreements” between the Blind/Visually Impaired - Infant
Learning Program and the five Alaskan School District Programs for BlindA'isually
Impaired students on transition procedures when a B/VI-ILP child becomes eligible for
school district enrollment.

Currently the B/VI-ELP has a procedure on what happens “from ourend” of the transition.
(See Appendix B) Itis necessary, however, to have an actual working agreement between
B/VI-ILP and the five school districts in the state who have programs for blind/visually
impaired students.

Resolution:

“Working agreements” will be made in written form between the
blind/visually impaired programs in the Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna,
Kenai, Fairbanks, and Juneau school districts on the transition procedures
for children who exit the B/VI-ILP and enter one of the previously
mentioned school districts.

G. Need for continued parent-to-parent networking opportunities for Alaskan families with
young blind/visually impaired children.

During FY 87 a B/VI-ILP parent group was established for families residing in the
Anchorage, Chugiak, and Matanuska-Susitna areas. This parent group did not meetin FY
91, due to restrictions of families to get together. Families outside of the greater Anchorage
area are less able to physically make contact with one another. For these families, written
or telephone connection has been an alternative solution. Since February of FY 88,
interested B/VI-ILP parents were provided a Network Listing of all B/VI-ILP families in
the state. The Parent Network form has continued to be used in FY 91. Rural families are
encouraged to contact other families. The positive feedback from these activities has
reinforced the belief that parents of children with blindness/visual impairments want to talk
to other parents of children with blindness/visual impairments.



During FY 89, two families were provided financial assistance to attend the Pathways
Conference. While funds were not available to accommodate families during FY 90, the
B/VI-ILP staff has actively encouraged families to attend the second annual Pathways

Conference.

Resolution:

Continue to provide B/VI-ILP families with local or outreach opportunities
to make contact with one another.

H. Need for stafforientation materials which examine "rural Alaskan etiquette" in view of the
many different Nadve cultures within Alaska.

As new staff are hired, it will be important to provide them with resource materials, i.e.,
books, films, literature, which discuss the various Alaska Natives' cultures. Such resource
information should highlight cultural traditions, household practices of child birthing and
raising, foods, communication information, etc. This information will be utilized to
develop staff sensitivity and respect to the cultures so that home assessment and
programming will be in-tuned with any cultural differences and/or practices. This manual
and material collection was begun during FY 88, and has continued throughout FY 89 to
91

Resolution:

Continue to develop and wutilize a staff orientation tool which includes a
compilation of information on the Alaskan Native population.
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Statewide Evaluation Travel Team (SETT)

The SETT project was in its first year during FY 91. The following
material from the FY 91 grant proposal and state and End-of-Year report
describe the nature find outcome of the project.

Project Abstract

The purpose of this project is to provide comprehensive child evaluations and program
planning for children enrolled in rural Infant Learning Programs. In addition, training
information, consultation and support will be provided to local service providers and
families of identified children. The statewide team will coordinate with local and regional
service providers inorder to best provide early intervention services.

The statewide travel team will include a physical therapist, occupational therapist, and
speech and language therapist. The team will travel to the target communities to coordinate
with the child's parents, local Infant Learning Program teacher, public health nurse,
pediatrician and other professionals as needed to provide comprehensive child evaluations

and program planning.

The communities to be served the first year are Barrow, Dillingham, Kotzebue, Nome,
McGrath and Cordova. All are rural communities with Infant Learning Programs. Two
clinics and one on-site follow-up will be conducted in each community each year. Families
residing in outreach areas may schedule a team evaluation with the Statewide Evaluation
Travel Team staff during their Anchorage visits. During the second year of the project,
outreach services will be expanded, funds permitting, to other sites. The intention of the
first yearis to provide a q lality service model for later service expansion.

The team will follow the model for team interaction in early intervention. The family is a
full memberofthe collaborative transdisciplinary team. This model best meets the needs of
young children and their families and will serve to educate local Infant Learning Program
teachers, parents and other service providers in the child's multifaceted developmental
needs. It will enhance the provision of integration services. An Individualized Family
Service Plan will be developed by the team for each child enrolled.

It is essential that Infant services be provided in a culturally relevant manner with rural
emphasis and philosophy. The statewide travel team should be based in an environment
which emphasizes rural issues and is familiar with rural service delivery. In addition, the
services will be designed to embrace a family centered approach with further emphasis on
community involvement.

The project is designed to be implemented at a cost of $270,890. The sole funding source
will be the Department of Health and Social Services.
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