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	SUBJECT

State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report for Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Covering the Program Year 2007-08.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) approve the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) for Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) for 2007-08. 

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


A revised Part B SPP and a Part B APR were submitted for SBE approval at the January 2008 SBE meeting. Both documents were approved and forwarded to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) by the February 1, 2008, due date.

The IDEA, signed into law on December 3, 2004, requires that each state submit a six-year performance plan that evaluates the state’s efforts to implement the requirements and purposes of Part B of the IDEA and describes how the state will improve such implementation using 20 specified indicators. The initial SPP was submitted, as approved by the SBE and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, to the OSEP of the United States Department of Education (ED) on December 2, 2005. The OSEP also requires that states submit a Part B APR that documents and discusses progress toward meeting the targets and benchmarks identified in the Part B SPP as well as completion of improvement activities associated with each of the indicators. The SBE has approved each annual submission.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


Since the initial submission of the Part B SPP in December of 2005, the OSEP has refined and changed the requirements for both the Part B SPP and the Part B APR. As a result, the SED has been required to change the original, six-year Part B SPP and also to complete each year’s Part B APR. In the Part B SPP Indicator 7 has been updated and is not reported in the Part B APR until targets are set in 2010.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


This year, the Part B SPP is being used to report progress data and improvement activities for Indicator 7, as well as to provide information on stakeholder input and public dissemination of the documents. 

In addition to the information reported for all other indicators, CDE staff and advisors have identified several policy issues and changes that are addressed in the 2007-08 Part B APR:

Change in the method of calculating disproportionality in Indicator #10 (Disproportionality by Disability). California has used different cut points since Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2005 (2005-06) to identify districts as having disproportionate representation. The changes in cut points have been required as a result of OSEP’s evaluation of CDE’s methodologies. In Attachment 2, State of California APR for FFY 2007 (2007-08), Table 10a summarizes the cut points and resultant number of districts identified using each of the different methods. Also in Attachment 2, there is an Attachment 10a which provides more detailed information about the calculations and OSEP feedback to CDE related to this indicator. CDE has studied a variety of calculation methodologies identified by OSEP. This study is summarized in Attachment 10b. CDE’s review of the formulas and data for California has indicated that CDE should switch calculation methodologies for Indicators 9 and 10 to the E-formula (as described in Attachment 2 on page 46) because of its underlying statistical properties and because it is an established, court-approved methodology for California. 

Change the method of gathering data for Indicator #8 (Parent Involvement). OSEP continues to have difficulty with CDE’s sampling plan. As a result, CDE will be collecting information about parent involvement through the California Special Education Management Information System in spring 2010. This will be considered a universal sample and therefore will not require a sampling plan.

Change the benchmarks for Indicators #18 (Hearing Requests) and #19 (Mediation). Benchmark values for Indicators #18 and #19 were established during the year the due process hearing and mediation contract transitioned from the McGeorge School of Law to the Office of Administrative Hearings. Now that there are two years of actual data, it is appropriate to reevaluate the benchmark values. For Indicator #18, CDE is recommending a drop from the 60 through 70 percent level to values more closely aligned to the actual values for the last couple of years, 44 through 55 percent (see Attachment 2, pg. 102). Conversely, CDE is recommending an increase in the benchmark values for Indicator #19, from 49 through 56 percent to 75 through 85 percent.

	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


There is no fiscal impact.

	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1:
State of California Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010 (24 Pages) 

Attachment 2:
State of California Annual Performance Report for Federal Fiscal Year 2007 (2007-08) (157 Pages)
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The State Performance Plan is prepared using instructions forwarded to the California Department of Education (CDE), Special Education Division (SED) by the U.S. Department of Education (DE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). For 2007-08, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 2006-07 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 2007)

•
General Instructions for the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)

•
State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) Part B Indicator Measurement Table

•
State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) Part B Indicator Support Grid

CDE staff and contractors collected data and made calculations for each of the indicators. Technical assistance was provided by several federal contractors – most notably the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC). SED management discussed each of the requirements, reviewed calculations and discussed improvement activities.
During 2007-08, CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
Beginning in January 2007, the CDE, SED implemented a united stakeholder group, named Improving Special Education Services (ISES). This group was established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency. Members include parents, teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, SELPA Directors, agencies, CDE special contracted staff for improvement activities, CDE staff across various divisions, and outside experts as needed. Two meetings were held to discuss SPP and APR calculations and improvement activities – in May 2008 and December 2008. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2008 for comments.

•
The SPP and APR requirements and results were presented at two separate California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) training sessions with the Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPA) administrators and local educational agencies (LEA)/districts during the fall of 2008 and the spring of 2008. 

•
The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education in September 2008 and November 2008. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2008 for comments.

•
SPP requirements and APR data related to Preschool Assessment, Preschool Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), and Transition from Part B to Part C were presented and discussed at North and South Infant Preschool Field Meetings in the May 2008 and the November 2008. These meetings were open to staff and parents of all districts in California.
•
Selected SPP revisions and APR data have been reviewed at the regular monthly meetings of the Directors of the SELPAs and at the quarterly meetings of the Special Education Administrators of County Offices (SEACO). Drafts of SPP and APR were disseminated in late November 2008 for comments.
•
Instructions related to the SPP and APR were presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) as information items in December 2008. The SPP and APR were approved at its January 2009 meeting.

•
The revised SPP and APR will be posted on the CDE Web site once they have been approved by the OSEP. The 2007 SPP and APR may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/.

•
LEA level postings for 2006-07 may be found at (http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/sppaprrpts.asp). 

•
A consolidated SPP reflecting changes made to date may be found at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/sppaprrpts.asp.
General Notes:

Data Sources. Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 10 are derived from 618 data collected through the CASEMIS December 1, 2007, and/or June 30, 2008. Data for indicators 11, 12, 13 are also gathered through CASEMIS submission December 1, 2007, and June 30, 2008. Monitoring data is derived from monitoring reviews reported between July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2007 (Indicator 15) and between July 1, 2007 and June 30, 2008 (in Indicators 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13)

Determination and Correction of Noncompliance.  As noted in Indicator 15 in the SPP, the CDE has used multiple methods to carry out its monitoring responsibilities. These monitoring activities are part of an overall Quality Assurance Process (QAP) designed to ensure that procedural guarantees of the law are followed and that programs and services result in educational benefits. The CDE uses all of its QAP activities to monitor for procedural compliance and educational benefit. Formal noncompliance may be identified and corrective action plans developed through a wide variety of means, including data collection and analysis, investigation of compliance complaints and due process hearings, and reviewing policies and procedures in local plans. For example, the CDE uses data collected through the CASEMIS to identify districts that are not completing annual reviews of individualized educational programs (IEPs) in a timely way. These result in formal findings of noncompliance citing specific state and federal regulations and require that a corrective action plan be completed.
In addition to these components of the QAP, there are four types of traditional monitoring review processes: Facilitated Reviews, Verification Reviews (VR), Special Education Self Reviews (SESRs), and Nonpublic School Reviews (both onsite and self reviews). Each of the formal review processes results in findings of noncompliance at the student and district level. All findings require correction. At the student level the district must provide specified evidence of correction within a 45-day time period. At the district level, the district must provide updated policies and procedures, evidence that the new policies and procedures have been disseminated and, in a six-month follow-up review, the district must demonstrate that no new instances of noncompliance in that area have occurred. CDE has a variety of sanctions available to use in situations in which noncompliance goes uncorrected (e.g., special grant conditions, withholding of funds, and court action). 

Compliance and Non-Compliance. CDE has adjusted all of its monitoring data from an initiation year basis (e.g., VR initiated in 2006-07) to a reporting year basis (e.g., the ABC school district review findings were reported in 2005-06). For the purpose of this and other indicators, compliance findings are reported in the year in which they were reported to the district. “On time” calculations are based on a span of one year from the date that the noncompliance finding was reported. As a result, noncompliance findings made in 2006-07 should be corrected within one year in 2007-08. For this reason, some of the finding totals cited in prior APRs may not match with this APR because they were reported by initiation date rather than reporting date.
Improvement Activities across Multiple Indicators

In our work in California many of the improvement activities in the SPP address multiple indicators. Instead of listing a multitude of repetitive activities in each indicator, we have chosen to highlight those large-scale activities that cut across indicators and provide a brief description of what is being done and include Web links as appropriate. 

Improvement Planning

Analysis and thoughtful planning of improvement activities for each of the indicators takes place in a variety of ways. Beginning in January 2007, the CDE SED implemented a united stakeholder group, named ISES. This group was established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency. Members include parents, teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, SELPA Directors, agencies, CDE special contracted staff for improvement activities, CDE staff across various divisions, and outside experts as needed. ISES’s purpose is to provide CDE feedback and recommendations for improvement activities based on data in the SPP and APR. In addition to the ISES work, SED staff focused on identifying improvement activities for each indicator and has contributed to the analysis of effectiveness. For more information, please visit the California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) Web site at http://www.calstat.org/sigPcse.html.
In 2007-08, CDE will begin the development of improvement planning modules to become a part of the Verification and SESR software. Currently, CDE software customizes a district’s review based on a monitoring plan that, when entered into the software, generates student record review forms, policy and procedure review forms, and parent and staff interview protocols. In the current software, all of the items are related to compliance requirements of state and federal law. Existing software draws on the compliance elements of all SPP indicators, whether they are compliance indicators or not. Over the next year, CDE will incorporate programmatic self review items related to the performance based indicators. These items will generate required, self study instruments for those districts that fall below the benchmark on performance based indicators such as Indicator 3, Assessment, or Indicator 5, LRE. Items for these self study instruments will be drawn from a variety of sources, but starting with those instruments prepared by the CDE and OSEP technical assistance contractors. Results of the self study will be entered into the software and, based on the results, the district will develop and enter an improvement plan that can be tracked as a part of the follow-up to the monitoring review.

Communication/Information and Dissemination 

Communication and dissemination of information for the SED is dispersed and presented in a variety of formats. A quarterly newsletter, The Special EDge, is published and sent out free of charge to special education (SE) personnel, parents, and the public. The Special EDge covers current topics in SE in California and nationally. The Division also takes advantage of technology by providing information and training through the Web site and Webcasts. Training on “Transition at 16” and “Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making” are being conducted in face-to-face trainings statewide. Our consultants are available to the field by phone or e-mail to offer technical assistance and provide information.

Assessment 

Assessment activities cross over to several indicators in the SPP. CDE has developed statewide assessments for all students. They are a part of the STAR program and include the California Standards Test (CST), California Modified Assessment (CMA), California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA). In addition to these three the STAR program also includes Spanish assessment for students who speak Spanish. Data is gathered from these assessments to inform Indicator 3.
In addition, CDE has developed a statewide assessment for preschoolers called the Desired Results Developmental Profile Revised (DRDP-R). To provide an instrument to capture developmental progress on children with disabilities, the SED has developed the DRDP access. These preschool assessments inform Indicator 7 for child outcomes. How well students do on assessments also has an impact on graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE for school age and preschool, and eligibility evaluation. Through the development of a tool kit, Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making, IEP teams will have extensive training on how students participate in statewide assessments to maximize student success.

Closing the Achievement Gap

In December 2004, State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) Jack O’Connell announced he was establishing a statewide California P-16 Council to examine ways to improve student achievement at all levels and to create an integrated, seamless system of student learning from preschool through the senior year of college. 
The goals of the Superintendent's California P-16 Council are to: 

1. Improve student achievement at all levels and eliminate the achievement gap. 

2. Link all education levels, preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education, to create a comprehensive, seamless system of student learning. 

3. Ensure that all students have access to caring and qualified teachers. 

4. Increase public awareness of the link between an educated citizenry and a healthy economy. 

The Superintendent's California P-16 Council was charged with examining ways to improve student achievement at all levels and link preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education to create a comprehensive, integrated system of student learning. 

It is the role of the P-16 Council to develop, implement, and sustain a specific ambitious plan that holds the State of California accountable for creating the conditions necessary for closing the achievement gap. The Council’s four subcommittees are:

1. Access Subcommittee

2. Culture/Climate Subcommittee

3. Expectations Subcommittee

4. Strategies Subcommittee

We know all children can learn to the same high levels, so we must confront and change those things that are holding back groups of students. At the Achievement Gap Summit held November 2007, stakeholders identified ways the state can better assist counties, districts, and schools in their ongoing efforts to close gaps by learning best practices from each other, sharing information and insight, and helping guide recommendations for next year.  

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2)
Response to Intervention (Rtl) is emerging nationally as an effective strategy to support every student. The CDE is squaring the term Rtl to Response to Instruction and Intervention (Rtl2) to define a general education (GE) approach of high quality instruction, early intervention, and prevention and behavioral strategies. Attached are the CDE’s definitions, philosophy, and core components of Rtl2. Rtl2 offers a way to eliminate achievement gaps through a school-wide process that provides assistance to every student, both high achieving and struggling learners. It is a process that utilizes all resources within a school and district in a collaborative manner to create a single, well-integrated system of instruction and interventions informed by student outcome data. Rtl2 is fully aligned with the research on the effectiveness of early intervention and the recommendations of the California P-16 Council’s theme of access, culture and climate, expectations, and strategies. 

CDE SED has formed an internal CDE RtI Partnership Group that includes representatives from the School Improvement Division; Learning Support & Partnerships Division; Child Development Division; Secondary, Postsecondary, & Adult Leadership Division; Curriculum Frameworks/Instructional Resources Division; and SED.

Eight expert teams of educators have been selected and each team will select three sites to implement RtI models in the first year. Over the next two years data will be collected at these implementation sites on student outcomes such as proficiency on the CSTs (Academic Performance Indicator [API] & Adequate Yearly Progress [APY] data for all groups) and other outcomes such as high school graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE and disproportionality. These teams are also addressing RtI's relationship to the indicators on graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment data, LRE and parent involvement.

	 Monitoring Priority:  Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in the LRE


Indicator 7:  Preschool Assessment

Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A)). 

	Measurement:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):

a.   Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

b.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

c.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

d.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

e.   Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

If a+b+c+d+e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy)

a.   Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

b.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

c.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

d.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

e.   Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

If a+b+c+d+e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:

a.   Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

b.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

c.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

d.   Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

e.   Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

If a+b+c+d+e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 




Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The CDE has been developing a statewide system of progress assessment for young children since the mid-1990s. This system - the DR system - includes a set of DR (standards) and a method for assessing child progress known as the DRDP. Children with disabilities have been included in the development of the DR and the DRDP since its inception. A set of adaptations for children with disabilities (accommodations) acceptable for use when using the DRDP, have been developed and field-tested along with the base instrument. In 2001, DRDP was reconceptualized to provide greater psychometric integrity and a wider range of development, creating a birth-five instrument (DRDP access) for children with disabilities. 

The 2007-08 data reporting on child outcomes was derived from a statewide assessment program for all typically developing three, four and five year-old preschoolers who are served by the CDE. This requires the CDE and LEAs to include all three, four and five year-olds with disabilities in the statewide assessment program for DR. As a result, we assess all three, four, and five-year-old preschoolers with disabilities two times per year, once in the fall and once in the spring to comply with the SPP and statewide assessment requirements. 

SELPAs report data to the CDE, SED using either a Web-based data entry system or a bulk upload. For more information about the data systems, training activities and products see www.dracess.org.

Progress Data for FFY 2007 (2007-2008):

Beginning in the spring of 2007, data were collected on all preschool-age children with an IEP in the state of California. Children were coded as an exiter for the current report if they turned 5 on or before December 2, 2007, and were assessed in spring 2007 or fall 2007 or were assessed in spring 2007 and fall 2007 but were not assessed in spring 2008. Also, these children must have received early childhood SE services for at least six months. Table 7a describes the demographics of the 7,476 children included in the current progress data report. 

Revisions to the Analysis Procedures:
As a result of recommendations from the Early Childhood Outcomes Center, we have revised our definition of Category A “Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning.” In the previous report we defined Category A in the following way: “The percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning includes children who had a negative slope (exit score – entry score).” The revised definition is as follows: “The percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning includes children that did not show an increase of at least one level on any of the measures included in the indicator.” 

Table 7a

Demographic information for the 7,476 children included in the progress data report.

	Descriptive Statistics on Exiters

	
	N
	Percent

	Age

	
	3 year-olds
	1,101
	15%

	
	4 year-olds
	5,713
	76%

	
	5 year-olds
	662
	9%

	Gender

	
	Male
	5,294
	71%

	
	Female
	2,182
	29%

	Ethnicity*

	
	Hispanic/Latino
	315
	45%

	
	Caucasian/White
	264
	38%

	
	Asian
	45
	6%

	
	Other/Missing
	80
	11%

	Primary Disability

	
	Mental Retardation
	529
	7%

	
	Hard of Hearing
	77
	1%

	
	Deafness
	59
	.8%

	
	Speech Language Impairment
	4,576
	61%

	
	Visual Impairment
	79
	1%

	
	Emotional Disturbance
	3
	.0%

	
	Orthopedic Impairment
	286
	4%

	
	Other Health Impairment
	235
	3%

	
	Established Medical Disability
	82
	1%

	
	Specific Learning Disability
	85
	1%

	
	Deaf-Blindness
	7
	.1%

	
	Multiple Disabilities
	122
	2%

	
	Autism
	1,322
	18%

	
	Traumatic Brain Injury
	14
	.2%


The following tables (7b-d) show progress data for children who exited in the 2007-08 reporting period who had both entry and exit data and who received early childhood special education (ECSE) services for at least six months.

Table 7b

Progress data for OSEP Outcome A

Results for 2007 - 2008
	A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	Number of children
	% of children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	427
	7%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	1,155
	19%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	1,033
	17%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	910
	15%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2,605
	42%

	Total
	6,103
	100%


Missing data: Data on 609 exiters (8%) were missing because the assessors did not follow the rules of the assessment system (they used different instruments at entry and exit). Data on 737 exiters (10%) were missing because one or more Measures were left blank or marked “unable to rate.” 

Table 7c

Progress data for OSEP Outcome B

	B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy):
	Number of children
	% of children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	219
	4%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	1,327
	22%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	992
	17%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	948
	16%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2,520
	42%

	Total
	6,003
	100%


Missing data: Data on 609 exiters (8%) were missing because the assessors did not follow the rules of the assessment system (they used different instruments at entry and exit). Data on 864 exiters (11%) were missing because one or more Measures were left blank or marked “unable to rate.”
Table 7d
Progress data for OSEP Outcome C

	C.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs: 
	Number of children
	% of children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	778
	12%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	927
	15%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	1,321
	21%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	946
	15%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2,386
	38%

	Total
	6,358
	100%


Missing data: Data on 609 exiters (8%) were missing because the assessors did not follow the rules of the assessment system (they used different instruments at entry and exit). Data on 509 exiters (7%) were missing because one or more Measures were left blank or marked “unable to rate.” 

Discussion of Progress Data:

For the children with entry-exit pairs, the most frequent mode of progress across the three outcomes was trajectory e - preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. The second most frequent type of progress for outcomes A and B was trajectory b - preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers. The second most frequent type of progress for outcome C was trajectory c - preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it. 

Measurable and Rigorous Targets:

Targets to be set in 2010
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	States are not required to report baseline and targets until February 2010.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	States are not required to report baseline and targets until February 2010.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	States are not required to report baseline and targets until February 2010.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	States are not required to report baseline and targets until February 2010.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	States are not required to report baseline and targets until February 2010.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	States are not required to report baseline and targets until February 2010.


Description of Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Complete development and field test of Birth to Five instrument
	June 2006
	CDE staff and contractors

Type: Technical Assistance and Research

	Field test and calibrate five year old instrument
	December 2006
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Technical Assistance and Research

	Conduct assessor training
	January to April 2007
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Technical Assistance and Research

	Develop training cadres
	June and July 2006
	CDE staff, contractors and LEA grantees 

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

	Conduct statewide training
	Spring 2007
	CDE staff, contractors and LEA grantees 

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

	Conduct regional make-up training
	Fall 2007
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

	Collect entry data on 3 and 4 year olds
	Spring 2007
	LEAs and SELPAs 

Type: Technical Assistance and Research

	Develop Train-the-Trainer training for SELPA teams to build local capacity for support, technical assistance and mentoring
	January 2008 
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training


	CONTINUING ACTIVIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide ongoing technical assistance and support 
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training DE staff and contractors

	Collect entry and exit data on 3,4, and 5 year olds
	Yearly Fall and Spring
	LEAs and SELPAs

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

	Provide continuous training and technical assistance regarding instruction and accountability 
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

	Provide ongoing technical assistance and training statewide on ECSE and assist CDE in monitoring and activities assessment 
	2005-2011
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training 

	Continue the Train-the-Trainer training for SELPA teams to build local capacity for support, technical assistance and mentoring
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training


	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Develop benchmarks and targets 
	Summer and Fall 2008
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Technical Assistance and Research

	Develop Web-based modules for training and instruction related to the DRDP instruments and data reporting system to build local capacity for support, technical assistance and mentoring
	Fall 2008 – Fall 2009
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training
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State Performance Plan – Indicator 7

Appendix 1 - Sampling Plan

General Considerations

California used a sampling plan for the first three years of the SPP period (2004-05, 2005-0,6 and 2006-07). Beginning in FFY 2007 (2007-08), all 3, 4 and 5 year old preschoolers are assessed.  

The initial sample has been used in two ways: first to contribute to the validation of the instrument and second to provide a statistically valid sample group to use as the basis for reporting through the SPP and the APRs. This sample group was used to report developmental status in the FFY 2005 SPP and APR and to report progress in the FFY 2006 SPP and APR. FFY 2007 progress data will be based on entry and exit assessments of the entire population of three, four and five year old preschoolers with disabilities. 

Representative of Population:

The methodology for providing early childhood outcome data is derived from a variety of considerations. The sampling was conducted at the level of the LEA. These LEAs represent urban, suburban and rural settings. This sampling included LEAs of 50,000 and above, as well as more moderately sized and small programs. Their samples reflected the demographics and service delivery options of their LEA. Our sample included a range of services from children in inclusion and special classes to children who receive speech as their only service. The sample was stratified random within the LEA clusters without replacement, which meets local reporting requirements.

Methods to Collect Data:

Data were collected from the participating LEAs. Children were assessed in the fall and the spring by SE personnel familiar with their skills, and in conjunction with their regular teacher, child care provider and/or their parent - as appropriate to their service settings. Staff trained to conduct the assessments assessed children, using adaptations as appropriate to the child’s SE needs.

Similarity and Differences of the Sample to the Population:

The table shows the similarities and differences of the sample to the population of students in California with disabilities including: disability categories, age, gender and race.

	Category
	Levels
	n from sample
	% of sample
	n in population
	% of population

	Age

	
	Age 3 
	311
	37.3
	15,796
	36

	
	Age 4
	444
	53.3
	23,308
	53.1

	
	Age 5 
	78
	9.4
	4,790
	10.9

	LEA

	
	Kern COE
	72
	8.7
	276
	0.6

	
	LACOE/Southwest SELPA
	66
	7.9
	1,235
	2.8

	
	Los Angeles USD
	146
	17.6
	5,680
	12.9

	
	San Diego City USD
	58
	7
	995
	2.3

	
	Riverside COE
	83
	10
	264
	0.6

	
	Santa Barbara COE
	25
	3
	627
	1.4

	
	Santa Clara COE
	85
	10.2
	228
	0.5

	
	Sacramento COE
	23
	2.8
	69
	0.2

	
	Shasta COE
	66
	7.9
	193
	0.4

	
	Mendocino COE
	16
	1.9
	133
	0.3

	
	Madera COE
	17
	2
	167
	0.4

	
	Elk Grove USD
	24
	2.9
	324
	0.7

	
	Sacramento City USD
	25
	3
	299
	0.7

	
	Fresno USD
	25
	3
	383
	0.9

	
	Capistrano USD
	25
	3
	394
	0.9

	
	Santa Ana USD
	25
	3
	484
	1.1

	
	San Bernardino USD
	25
	3
	299
	0.7

	
	Long Beach USD
	25
	3
	383
	0.9

	Gender

	
	Male
	553
	66.6
	31,022
	70.7

	
	Female
	277
	33.4
	12,872
	29.3

	Home Language

	
	English
	515
	62.4
	29,123
	66.3

	
	Spanish
	214
	25.9
	12,502
	28.5

	
	Other
	16
	1.9
	256
	0.6

	
	Multiple Home languages
	80
	9.7
	
	

	Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
	African American/Black
	64
	7.7
	2,838
	6.5

	
	Asian
	67
	8.1
	3,064
	7

	
	Caucasian/White
	267
	32.3
	16,390
	37.3

	
	Hispanic/Latino
	377
	45.6
	20,206
	46

	
	Native American/Alaskan Native
	3
	0.4
	298
	0.7

	
	Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
	8
	0.9
	180
	0.4

	
	Other
	6
	0.7
	
	

	
	Multiracial/Multiple Boxes Marked
	35
	4.2
	
	

	Primary Disability
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Mental Retardation
	115
	13.9
	2,659
	6.1

	
	Hard of Hearing
	10
	1.2
	503
	1.1

	
	Deafness
	21
	2.5
	366
	0.8

	
	Visual Impairment
	11
	1.3
	379
	0.9

	
	Traumatic brain Injury
	2
	0.2
	57
	0.1

	
	Speech or Language Impairment
	278
	33.5
	28,295
	64.5

	
	Orthopedic Impairment
	59
	7.1
	1,390
	3.2

	
	Other Health Impairment
	40
	4.8
	1,424
	3.2

	
	Specific Learning Disability
	10
	1.2
	2,413
	5.5

	
	Autism
	176
	21.2
	5,786
	13.2

	
	Multiple Disabilities
	46
	5.5
	571
	1.3

	
	Developmental Delay/Established Risk (0-3 only)
	61
	7.3
	
	


Responses Necessary to draw Inferences:

As part of the 2005-06-calibration study, we assessed 730 children with disabilities at two time points (fall 2005 and spring 2006). The mean length of time between the two assessments was 5.5 months (min = 4 months; max = 8 months). To test if there was change in the scores across time we looked at the mean difference between the Time 1 and Time 2 scores and calculated a t-statistic to measure the significance of the mean difference. The paired-t comparisons of children’s scores at these two time points for the three OSEP outcomes and the effect size for each t-statistic are in the following table. All t-statistics are statistically significant at the .001 level and all have a large effect size (Cohen, 1988).

	
	Paired-t Statistic 
	Cohen’s D

	OSEP Indicator 1
	26.2
	1.94

	OSEP Indicator 2
	29.4
	2.18

	OSEP Indicator 3
	26.5
	1.96


Given this large effect size, we should be able to draw inferences about the population of all SE exiters with a power of > .80 with 6 children per level of analysis. No statistics were reported on groups of 10 or less children. All data were reported with minimal child identifiers. All personnel that accessed the data were trained in confidentiality procedures. All data is stored using encryption.

Addressing Challenges: 

We addressed challenges to response rates, missing data, selection bias, representative population and small samplings in the following ways:

· We required participating LEAs to use stratified random sampling. Their samples reflected the demographics and service delivery options of their LEA.

· We instructed LEAs to stratify their sampling to reflect the population of their LEA.

· All LEAs with average daily membership over 50,000 were included in the sample.

· We used sampling within all LEAs included in the sample.

· We did not report any statistics calculated on less than 10 children. Power analysis shows that 6 children would be necessary to have 80% power to detect a significant change on each of the OSEP outcomes across time.

· Missing ratings for items on the DRDP access were estimated using a Rasch kernel.

· In the Spring of 2007, the CDE began gathering assessment information on all preschoolers two times per year. When the system is fully implemented, all three- four- and five-year-old children with disabilities will be assessed using the DRDP as determined by their IEP team. The IEP team will select either the Desired Results Developmental Profile – Revised (DRDP-R for children functioning at age level) or the DRDP access (DRDP access – for children entering below age level).

Further Considerations

Exit and Entry:

The SPP requires that the CDE and LEAs provide information about the developmental progress of three, four, and five-year-olds with disabilities between entry and exit from the program. On this basis, the CDE and LEAs need to be prepared to provide data in relation to the following entry and exit conditions.

	
	Exit at 3
	Exit at 4
	Exit at 5

	Entry at 3
	X
	X
	X

	Entry at 4
	
	X
	X

	Entry at 5
	
	
	X


The entry data for a child will be drawn from DRDP results in the test period following entry into the program. The exit data will be drawn from DRDP results in the test period immediately preceding the child’s withdrawal from the program or spring results.

Reliable Data:

It is of paramount importance that these data be reliable, accurate, and useful at the local, state, and national level. As stated before, until the CDE is able to report data for all preschool age children with disabilities, data will be collected from pilot districts, including all districts with enrollments of over 50,000 students with disabilities. (See sampling plan above) It should be emphasized that the CDE is using a sampling methodology for the first two years of the SPP, rather than an ongoing sampling methodology. Beginning in the Spring of 2007, the CDE will be gathering assessment information on all preschoolers two times per year. These results, however, will not be apparent until February 2009 when the first statewide entry and exits pairs can be calculated. In the meantime, entry data and entry-exit pairs from the pilot sites and large districts were used to report in February 2007 and February 2008. 

Level of Reporting:

One issue during input was the level at which local data would be reported:  

· There are approximately 1,100 LEAs in the state of California. 

· They vary in size from one-room schoolhouses to very large districts in cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego. 

· There are many districts with such a small population that the calculation of a percentage is meaningless.

·  This fact is even more troubling when calculating percentages for preschool age children, as they are so much less populous. 

As a result, the CDE is planning to calculate and report outcome data at the SELPA level, as SELPAs are of sufficient size to generate a meaningful statistic and SELPA to SELPA comparisons are more meaningful to the overall preschool population.

Ongoing Technical Assistance:

To ensure consistent messages and capacity building, CDE will do the following things:

· Update and train administrators through the annual conference sponsored by the Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP). 

· Provide a series of regional trainings by the SED and supported by DR access Project; the Supporting Early Education Delivery Systems (SEEDS); SEECAP; and representatives from the California Preschool Instructional Network (CPIN).

Appendix 2 

Reliability and Validity of Scores from the Three OSEP Subscales of the DRDP access
Reliability. The reliability of the scores for the three OSEP outcome subscales was excellent. The internal consistency ranged from .α = 0.96 – α = 0.98 (n = 722). The stability of scores across time was also excellent, r =0 .92 – r =0. 94 (n = 707; average length of time between assessments = 5.5 months).

Discriminate Validity. Discriminative validity describes how adequately the DRDP access differentiates between groups that theoretically should show differences. The ABILITIES Index (Simeonsson and Bailey, 1991) was completed in addition to the DRDP access for a sample of children with disabilities in the calibration study (n = 396). Lower total scores on the ABILITIES Index indicate more typical development across several functional domains. The discriminate validity of the DRDP access would be supported by strong negative correlations between scores on each of the three OSEP outcome subscales and total scores on the ABILITIES index. The analysis supported the discriminate validity of scores from the DRDP access correlations ranged from r = -0.63 – r = -0.67. 

Construct Validity. The construct validity of scores from the DRDP access is supported by the Rasch analysis of items conducted as part of the calibration study (n = 1644). When the items were scaled using the three OSEP outcomes all items met the Weighted Mean Square (WMSQ) fit criteria established for this study (0.73>WMSQ<1.33). Item fit to the OSEP outcome structure supports that the structure explains a large proportion of the variance in item response.

Appendix 3

Definitions of Typically Developing and the Developmental Trajectories

To define “typically developing” in relation to OSEP child outcome reporting categories, the DRDPaccess Project collected data on 696 typically developing children between the ages of 3 – 5 using the DRDP access. We calculated the mean (in log-odds, equal-interval units; Range: 100 – 300) and standard deviation for each OSEP outcome for 3, 4, and 5-year-olds in the “typical” sample. We defined the categories: typically developing, close to typically developing, and below typically developing using the following criteria: Typically developing was defined as a score that was above - 1.3 SD units from the typically developing age-matched mean score. Close to typically developing was defined as a score between -1.31 SD to -2 SD units below the typically developing age-matched mean score. Below typically developing was defined as a score below -2 SD units from the typically developing age-matched mean score. These cut scores are similar to those recommended by the ECO center (Recommendation of the Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) Center for Determining Age Expected Functioning and the Points on the ECO Rating Scale; July 5, 2006). 

To determine growth over time, the project calculated the difference between the measure level ratings at entry and exit. If a child showed growth of at least one level on any of the measures included in the OSEP outcome, he was considered to have improved functioning for that outcome.  

The five progress categories were analyzed by combining information about status at entry and exit with information about slope. The category percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning includes children who did not improve by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome. The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome and exited with a status below typically developing. The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome and exited with a status close to typically developing. The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome, entered preschool with a status below typically developing or close to typically developing and exited with a status of typically developing. The category percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome and entered with a status of typically developing and exited with a status of typically developing.

Appendix 4

Relationship of DR Indicators and Measure to the OSEP Outcome Areas

The DRDP consists of four DR for children:

· Children are personally and socially competent,

· Children are effective learners,

· Children show physical and motor competence, and

· Children are safe and healthy.

Within each DR there are indicators and a series of measures for each indicator. The following charts summarize the method that will be used to roll up data on an indicator basis collected on the DRDP for the three outcomes: (1) positive social-emotional skills, including social relationships, (2) acquisition and use of knowledge and skills, including early language/communication and early literacy, and (3) use of appropriate behaviors to meet needs.

Table 7a

Desired Results Developmental Profile -Revised (DRDP-R)

	Outcome 1:

Positive Social-Emotional Skills
	Outcome 2:

Knowledge and Skills
	Outcome 3:

Action to Meet Needs

	Desired Result 1

Self Concept: 

· Identity of Self 

· Recognition of Own Skills and Accomplishments

Social and Interpersonal Skills:

· Expressions of Empathy

· Building Cooperative Relationships with Adults

· Building Cooperative Play with Other Children

· Developing Friendships

· Conflict Negotiation

· Awareness of Diversity in Self and Others

Self-Regulation:

· Impulse Control

· Taking Turns

· Shared Use of Space and Materials


	Desired Result 1

Language:

· Comprehends Meaning

· Follows Increasingly Complex Instructions

· Expresses Self Through Language

· Uses Language in Conversation

Desired Result 2

Learning:

· Curiosity and Initiative

· Engagement and Persistence

Cognitive Competence:

· Memory and Knowledge

· Cause and Effect

· Engages in Problem Solving

· Socio-dramatic Play

Math:

· Number sense: Understands Quantity and Counting

· Number Sense: Math Operations

· Shapes

· Classification

· Measurement

· Patterning

· Time

Literacy:

· Interest in Literacy

· Concepts of Print

· Letter and Word Knowledge

· Phonological Awareness

· Emerging Writing


	Desired Result 3

Motor Skills:

· Gross Motor Movement

· Balance

· Fine Motor Skills

Desired Result 4

Safety and Health:

· Personal Care Routines

· Personal Safety

· Understanding Healthy Lifestyle


Table 7b 

DRDP Access : Birth-to-5 
	Outcome 1:

Positive Social Relationships
	Outcome 2:

Knowledge and Skills
	Outcome 3:

Action to Meet Needs

	Desired Result 1

Self Concept: 

· Identity of Self and Connection to Others

· Recognition of Ability

· Self-Expression

Social and Interpersonal Skills:

· Empathy

· Interactions with Adults

· Relationships with Familiar Adults

· Interactions with Peers

· Friendships 

· Conflict Negotiation

· Awareness of Diversity

Self-Regulation:

· Impulse Control

· Seeking Other’s Help to Regulate Self

· Responsiveness to Other’s Support

· Self-Comforting

· Taking Turns


	Desired Result 1

Language:

· Language Comprehension

· Responsiveness to Language

· Expresses Self Through Language

· Uses Language in Conversation

Desired Result 2

Learning:

· Curiosity and Initiative

· Attention Maintenance and Persistence

Cognitive Competence:

· Memory

· Cause and Effect

· Problem Solving

· Symbolic and Dramatic Play

Math:

· Understands Quantity and Counting

· Math Operations

· Comparison of Quantity

· Shapes

· Classification and Matching

· Measurement

· Patterning

· Time

Literacy:

· Interest in Literacy

· Concepts of Print

· Letter and Word Knowledge

· Phonological Awareness

· Emerging Writing

· Comprehension of Text
	Desired Result 3

Motor Skills:

· Movement

· Balance

· Grasp/Release and Manipulation 
· Eye-Hand Coordination

Desired Result 4

Safety and Health:

· Toileting and Hygiene

· Dressing

· Self-Feeding

· Personal Safety

· Eating and Nutrition


Appendix 5

Entry Data for FFY 2005
Baseline Data for FFY2005 (2005-06)

	Performance on OSEP Outcome 1: Positive Social Emotional Skills

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	833
	52.7
	47.3


	Performance on OSEP Outcome 2: Knowledge and Skills

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	833
	47.7
	52.3


	Performance on OSEP Outcome 3: Action to Meet Needs

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	833
	53.4
	46.6


A total of 833 preschool age children were assessed using the DRDP access. 

It is important to note that the DRDP access was administered to an additional sample of typically developing 3, 4, and 5-year-old preschoolers. The typical sample consisted of almost 700 (n=696) preschool children. To calculate percentages of children with disabilities at or below level of their typical peers as required by the OSEP outcome, the CDE used the definition of "at typical level" to be the typical mean minus 1.3 standard deviations.

Appendix 6

Improvement Activities Discussion
Peer Comparison Studies: Improvement in Sensitivity and Precision of Growth Norms

Each year, the CDE, SED is required to report to the OSEP on the progress of preschool-age children with IEPs on the DRDPs. This includes a comparison of the progress of children with disabilities to that of children without disabilities. Three years ago, the DR access project conducted a peer comparison study to collect data on children without disabilities from general early childhood education programs throughout California, including Child Development Division and Head Start programs. The purpose of this study was to calibrate the DRDP access and to determine the range of scores considered typical for 3, 4, and 5-year-old children.

The DR access project conducted another peer comparison study in 2007-08. The project trained 144 GE infant-toddler and preschool providers to collect DRDP access assessment data in fall 2007and spring 2008, providing two data points on 850 children with typical development. For about 275 children, three data points were collected. The purpose of the study was to increase the sensitivity and precision of the growth norms by collecting data on children without disabilities across time. 

Special Education DR System: Improvement in Data Collection and Reporting 

The Special Education Desired Results System (SEDRS) Web-based data reporting system was revised to enhance the functionality for its users. The revisions implemented in 2007-08 improved data input, system reports, and account management. 

Data input revisions included:

· Option to upload data in bulk into the SEDRS system 

· Pre-population of the fields of the DRDP Information Page from data submitted through the CASEMIS. Teachers and data entry clerks no longer need to re-enter fields on the Information Page that remain unchanged. 

System reports revisions include:

· Addition of a SEDRS Developmental Progress report for teachers that charts the growth of preschool-age children with IEPs assessed on the DRDP

· Addition of a number of group reports for administrators and teachers to better understand the progress of groups of children relative to age-matched typically developing peers. 

Training, Products, and Support Activities: Improvement in Providing Users with Accurate Information about the DR System

In spring of 2007, the DR access Project provided 89 all-day DR training sessions to more than 7500 SE teachers statewide. In addition to posting all instruments and training materials on the Web, CD-ROMs containing all of these files in electronic form were distributed throughout the state. A tutorial on how to use the instruments was developed for new teachers and those who missed training. This tutorial, as well as the Training PowerPoint slides and handout were also made available on the Web site. In fall of 2007, eight regional training sessions were conducted to meet the training needs of programs with new staff. Up to 100 participants could be accommodated at each of these regional training sessions (maximum of 800 participants). It is estimated that about an additional 425 teachers were trained in fall 2007. Under the direction of SED staff, the DR access project developed local training capacity through the use of a train-the-trainers model, where the SELPAs were asked to identify one or more two-person training teams to attend training in spring of 2008. Each of these SELPA training teams were prepared to provide local training and build local capacity for preschool assessment (as mentioned in the SPP). Technical assistance is provided by the DR access project through phone and e-mail help desks for general questions related to implementing the DR system as well as phone and e-mail support for the Web-based data reporting system. In addition, a listserv has been maintained to provide updates on the data reporting system. In addition, requests for specific information or any general confusion about topics are addressed immediately by developing guidance documents, updating the Frequently-Asked Questions (FAQ), and posting specific information on the Web site.

Web Activity: Improvement in Facilitating Access to Information

All of the materials that are posted on the DR access Web site (www.draccess.org) are accessible. Care has been taken to ensure the full accessibility of the Web site and its contents. Table 7e presents the documented Web site activity from February through November 2007.

Table 7e

DR Access Web Site Activity (February –November 2007)

	Month
	Number of visits
	Average number of visits per day
	Top three requested documents

	February 2007
	3,123
	111
	PS DRDP-R Manual, DRDP access Manual, User's Guide

	March 2007
	3,640
	117
	PS DRDP-R Manual, DRDP access Manual, User's Guide

	April 2007
	2,812
	93
	PS DRDP-R Manual, DRDP access Manual, User's Guide

	May 2007
	2,737
	88
	PS DRDP-R Manual, DRDP access Manual, Training Handout

	June 2007
	3,401
	113
	PS DRDP-R Manual, DRDP access Manual, Training Handout

	July 2007
	3,737
	120
	DRDP access Manual, PS DRDP-R Manual, Training Handout

	August 2007
	3,182
	102
	DRDP access Manual, PS DRDP-R Manual, User's Guide

	September 2007
	3,257
	108
	DRDP access Manual, PS DRDP-R Manual, Training Handout

	October 2007
	4,493
	144
	PS DRDP-R Manual, DRDP access Manual, Training Handout

	November 2007
	3,308
	101
	DRDP access Manual, PS DRDP-R Manual, User's Guide


From February 1, 2007, through November 20, 2007, there were 33,690 visits to the DR access Web site. The daily average is 110 visits. The most requested documents are the full versions of the DRDP instruments (PS DRDP-R and DRDP access Manuals), User's Guide, and Training Handout. Also of interest to Web visitors were the following information and support materials: (1) Guide to Assessing Children with Disabilities who are English Learners, (2) training information (calendar, PowerPoint slides), (3) data reporting, (4) description of the DRDP instruments, (5) general information about the DR system, (6) frequently asked questions, (7) information for families, and (8) the document, Strategies to Support SLPs. The vast majority of Web visitors type in the Web site address. This indicates that the Web site address has been properly disseminated and that Web visitors directly access the project Web site for more information. The second and third most frequent ways visitors get to the Web site are through a Google search function, and the CDE Web site. The number of visits to the Web site and the interest in various documents and support materials indicate that the use of the Web to provide materials and assistance has been successful. 
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The Annual Performance Report (APR) is prepared using instructions forwarded to the California Department of Education (CDE), Special Education Division (SED) by the U.S. Department of Education (DE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). For 2007-08, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 2006-07 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 2007)

•
General Instructions for the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)

•
State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) Part B Indicator Measurement Table

•
State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) Part B Indicator Support Grid

CDE staff and contractors collected data and made calculations for each of the indicators. Technical assistance was provided by several federal contractors – most notably the WRRC. SED management discussed each of the requirements, reviewed calculations, and discussed improvement activities.

During 2007-08 CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
Beginning in January 2007, the CDE SED implemented a united stakeholder group, named ISES. This group was established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency. Members include parents, teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, SELPA Directors, agencies, CDE special contracted staff for improvement activities, CDE staff across various divisions, and outside experts as needed. Two meetings were held to discuss SPP and APR calculations and improvement activities – in May 2008 and December 2008. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2008 for comments.

•
The SPP and APR requirements and results were presented at two separate CASEMIS training sessions with the SELPA administrators and LEA/districts during the fall of 2008 and the spring of 2008. 

•
The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education in September 2008 and November 2008. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2008 for comments.

•
SPP requirements and APR data related to Preschool Assessment, Preschool Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), and Transition from Part B to Part C were presented and discussed at North and South Infant Preschool Field Meetings in the May 2008 and the November 2008. These meetings were open to staff and parents of all districts in California.
•
Selected SPP revisions and APR data have been reviewed at the regular monthly meetings of the Directors of the SELPAs and at the quarterly meetings of the Special Education Administrators of County Offices (SEACO). Drafts of SPP and APR were disseminated in late November 2008 for comments.
•
Instructions related to the SPP and APR were presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) as information items in December 2008. The SPP and APR were approved at its January 2009 meeting.

•
The revised SPP and APR will be posted on the CDE Web site once they have been approved by the OSEP. The 2007 SPP and APR may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/.

•
LEA level postings for 2006-07 may be found at (http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/sppaprrpts.asp). 

*
A consolidated SPP reflecting changes made to date may be found at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/sppaprrpts.asp.
General Notes:

Data Sources. Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 10 are derived from 618 data collected through the CASEMIS December 1, 2007, and/or June 30, 2008. Data for indicators 11, 12, 13 are also gathered through CASEMIS submission December 1, 2007, and June 30, 2008. Monitoring data is derived from monitoring reviews reported between July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007, (Indicator 15) and between July 1, 2007, and June 30, 2008 (in Indicators 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13).
Determination and Correction of Noncompliance As noted in Indicator 15 in the SPP, the CDE has used multiple methods to carry out its monitoring responsibilities. These monitoring activities are part of an overall Quality Assurance Process (QAP) designed to ensure that procedural guarantees of the law are followed and that programs and services result in educational benefits. The CDE uses all of its QAP activities to monitor for procedural compliance and educational benefit. Formal noncompliance may be identified and corrective action plans developed through a wide variety of means, including data collection and analysis, investigation of compliance complaints and due process hearings, and reviewing policies and procedures in local plans. For example, the CDE uses data collected through the CASEMIS to identify districts that are not completing annual reviews of individualized educational programs (IEPs) in a timely way. These result in formal findings of noncompliance citing specific state and federal regulations and require that a corrective action plan be completed.

In addition to these components of the QAP, there are four types of traditional monitoring review processes: Facilitated Reviews, Verification Reviews (VR), Special Education Self Reviews (SESRs), and Nonpublic School Reviews (both onsite and self reviews). Each of the formal review processes results in findings of noncompliance at the student and district level. All findings require correction. At the student level the district must provide specified evidence of correction within a 45-day time period. At the district level, the district must provide updated policies and procedures, evidence that the new policies and procedures have been disseminated and, in a six-month follow-up review, the district must demonstrate that no new instances of noncompliance in that area have occurred. CDE has a variety of sanctions available to use in situations in which noncompliance goes uncorrected (e.g., special grant conditions, withholding of funds, and court action). 

Compliance and Non-Compliance CDE has adjusted all of its monitoring data from an initiation year basis (e.g., VR initiated in 2006-07) to a reporting year basis (e.g., the ABC school district review findings were reported in 2005-06). For the purpose of this and other indicators, compliance findings are reported in the year in which they were reported to the district. “On time” calculations are based on a span of one year from the date that the noncompliance finding was reported. As a result, noncompliance findings made in 2006-07 should be corrected within one year in 2007-08. For this reason, some of the finding totals cited in prior APRs may not match with this APR because they were reported by initiation date rather than reporting date.
Improvement Activities across Multiple Indicators

In our work in California many of the improvement activities in the SPP address multiple indicators. Instead of listing a multitude of repetitive activities in each indicator, we have chosen to highlight those large-scale activities that cut across indicators and provide a brief description of what is being done and include Web links as appropriate. 

Improvement Planning 


Analysis and thoughtful planning of improvement activities for each of the indicators takes place in a variety of ways. Beginning in January 2007, the CDE SED implemented a united stakeholder group, named ISES. This group was established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency. Members include parents, teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, SELPA Directors, agencies, CDE special contracted staff for improvement activities, CDE staff across various divisions, and outside experts as needed. ISES’s purpose is to provide CDE feedback and recommendations for improvement activities based on data in the SPP and APR. In addition to the ISES work, SED staff has worked hard at identifying improvement activities for each indicator and has contributed to the analysis of effectiveness. For more information, please visit the California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) Web site at http://www.calstat.org/sigPcse.html.

In 2007-08, CDE will begin the development of improvement planning modules to become a part of the Verification and SESR software. Currently, CDE software customizes a district’s review based on a monitoring plan that, when entered into the software, generates student record review forms, policy and procedure review forms, and parent and staff interview protocols. In the current software, all of the items are related to compliance requirements of state and federal law. Existing software draws on the compliance elements of all SPP indicators, whether they are compliance indicators or not. Over the next year, CDE will incorporate programmatic self review items related to the performance based indicators. These items will generate required, self study instruments for those districts that fall below the benchmark on performance based indicators such as Indicator 3, Assessment, or Indicator 5, LRE. Items for these self study instruments will be drawn from a variety of sources, but starting with those instruments prepared by the CDE and OSEP technical assistance contractors. Results of the self study will be entered into the software and, based on the results; the district will develop and enter an improvement plan that can be tracked as a part of the follow-up to the monitoring review.

Communication/Information and Dissemination 

Communication and dissemination of information for the SED is dispersed and presented in a variety of formats. A quarterly newsletter, The Special EDge, is published and sent out free of charge to SE personnel, parents, and the public. The Special EDge covers current topics in SE in California and nationally. The Division also takes advantage of technology by providing information and training through the Web site and Webcasts. Training on “Transition at 16” and “Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making” are being conducted in face-to-face trainings statewide. Our consultants are available to the field by phone or e-mail to offer technical assistance and provide information.

Assessment 

Assessment activities cross over to several indicators in the SPP. CDE has developed statewide assessments for all students. They are apart of the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program and include the CST, CMA, CAPA. In addition to these three the STAR program also includes Spanish assessment for students who speak Spanish. Data is gathered from these assessments to inform Indicator 3.
In addition, CDE has developed a statewide assessment for preschoolers called the DRDP-R. To provide an instrument to capture developmental progress on children with disabilities, the SED has developed the DRDP access. These preschool assessments inform Indicator 7 for child outcomes. How well students do on assessments also has an impact on graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE for school age and preschool, and eligibility evaluation. Through the development of a tool kit, Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making, IEP teams will have extensive training on how students participate in statewide assessments to maximize student success.

Closing the Achievement Gap

In December 2004, SSPI Jack O’Connell announced he was establishing a statewide California P-16 Council to examine ways to improve student achievement at all levels and to create an integrated, seamless system of student learning from preschool through the senior year of college. 
The goals of the Superintendent's California P-16 Council are to: 

1. Improve student achievement at all levels and eliminate the achievement gap. 

2. Link all education levels, preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education, to create a comprehensive, seamless system of student learning. 

3. Ensure that all students have access to caring and qualified teachers. 

4. Increase public awareness of the link between an educated citizenry and a healthy economy. 

The Superintendent's California P-16 Council was charged with examining ways to improve student achievement at all levels and link preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education to create a comprehensive, integrated system of student learning. 

It is the role of the P-16 Council to develop, implement, and sustain a specific ambitious plan that holds the State of California accountable for creating the conditions necessary for closing the achievement gap. The Council’s four subcommittees are:

1. Access Subcommittee

2. Culture/Climate Subcommittee

3. Expectations Subcommittee

4. Strategies Subcommittee

We know all children can learn to the same high levels, so we must confront and change those things that are holding back groups of students. At the Achievement Gap Summit held November 2007, stakeholders identified ways the state can better assist counties, districts, and schools in their ongoing efforts to close gaps by learning best practices from each other, sharing information and insight, and helping guide recommendations for next year.  

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2)
Rtl is emerging nationally as an effective strategy to support every student. The CDE is squaring the term Rtl to Response to Instruction and Intervention (Rtl2) to define a GE approach of high quality instruction, early intervention, and prevention and behavioral strategies. Attached are the CDE’s definitions, philosophy, and core components of Rtl2. Rtl2 offers a way to eliminate achievement gaps through a school-wide process that provides assistance to every student, both high achieving and struggling learners. It is a process that utilizes all resources within a school and district in a collaborative manner to create a single, well-integrated system of instruction and interventions informed by student outcome data. Rtl2 is fully aligned with the research on the effectiveness of early intervention and the recommendations of the California P-16 Council’s theme of access, culture and climate, expectations, and strategies. 
CDE has formed an internal RtI Partnership Group that includes representatives from the School Improvement Division; Learning Support and Partnerships Division; Child Development Division; Secondary, Postsecondary, and Adult Leadership Division; Curriculum Framework/Instructional Resources Division; and SED.

Eight expert teams of educators have been selected and each team will select three sites to implement RtI models in the first year. Over the next two years data will be collected at these implementation sites on student outcomes such as proficiency on the CSTs (API and AYP data for all groups) and other outcomes such as High School Graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE, and disproportionality. These teams are also addressing RtI's relationship to the indicators on graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment data, LRE, and parent involvement.

NIMAS/NIMAC
The National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard (NIMAS) and the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Center (NIMAC) were mandated for the first time in the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004. As a result, states are mandated to adopt a standard electronic file format for instructional materials. The creation of a standard electronic file format will help to ensure that students with print disabilities will have timely access to print materials. This will allow for expanded learning opportunities for all students in the LRE. This will lead to a greater number of students with print disabilities to be better prepared to participate in the state assessments. Additionally, a greater number of students with print disabilities can be expected to graduate with a regular diploma.

The NIMAC serves as a national repository for NIMAS files. It is also the conduit through which the NIMAS files are made available to authorized users so that the files can be converted into accessible textbooks. Since California has opted into NIMAC, publishers of K-8 State adopted textbooks will be required to send NIMAS files to the NIMAC. The SED will work closely with the Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT) in ensuring that all LEAs become familiar with NIMAS and NIMAC.  

NIMAS and NIMAC contribute to improvement activities across several indicators including graduation, dropout, assessments, LRE and post secondary. Providing students with visual impairments with access to the core curriculum with supports greatly enhances their success.
Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) and Personnel Development
California’s teacher workforce is the largest in the country with more that 300,000 teachers serving a student population of over six million. The CDE serves more than 9,223 schools under the local control of more than 1,059 school districts. 

Over the past decade California’s public education system has undergone unprecedented change. The state’s standards-based reform movement has transformed the focus and goals of public education, challenged schools to set higher expectations for all students, and hold everyone from superintendents to students accountable for academic performance. Policymakers have focused on improving California’s educational system by lowering class sizes in the primary grades, establishing standards across the curriculum, and initiating a standards-based assessment and accountability system. The state’s accountability system includes the CSTs, the new CMA, the CAPA and the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE).

Ensuring that there is an adequate supply of highly qualified and effective teachers and administrators, in GE and SE, who are prepared to meet the challenges of teaching California’s growing and diverse student population has been a priority. The state must also ensure the equitable distribution of the most well-prepared teachers and administrators throughout the state, particularly in low-performing schools that serve a disproportionate number of poor and minority students, English learners, and SE students. Recruiting, preparing and retaining HQTs and administrators is the most important investment of resources that local, state, business, and community leaders can make in education. 

SED has spent time and effort on the development of highly qualified SE teachers’ guidance on NCLB/IDEA, and related state regulations. The California Commission on Teacher (CTC) Credentialing convened a task force to make recommendations for the revision of the SE credentials eliminating redundancy, increasing program access, expanding multiple entry points for SE teacher candidates, and streamlining the credential process. This effort will increase the number of SE teachers that meet the NCLB teacher requirements. CTC approved the task force recommendations at their December 2007 meeting. Many activities will take place over the next few years to change the SE credentials.

Professional development activities have been carried out state- and districtwide throughout the state to address HQT requirements and training. These activities impact student performance and many of the SPP indicators. 

The first statewide action plan: The Strategic Plan for Recruiting, Preparing, and Retaining Special Education Personnel, was issued in 1997 in anticipation of a predicted shortage in the years to come. Many robust activities were successful with current focus areas as: a) school climate, b) administrative support and c) working conditions. In September 2007, it was decided to pursue investigation and fact finding for an online School-Site Teaching and Learning Conditions Survey that could yield useful data related to teaching and learning conditions as perceived by a range of school personnel. Many stakeholders, including state and national technical assistance centers, are assisting in this effort.

Subject Matter Verification for Secondary Teachers in Special Settings - an advanced certification option:

California’s Revised State Plan of Action for No Child Left Behind (NCLB): HQT was approved by the SBE on November 2006, and by the United states Department of Education on December 2006. In that plan, a commitment is made to develop a new subject matter verification process for secondary alternative education and secondary SE teachers as a means to provide an opportunity for them to meet NCLB HQT requirements. These implementing regulations were deemed permanent by the California Office of Administrative Law in December 2007.

The chart below provides a “crosswalk” of some of the major improvement projects and indicates with an “X” what may be considered tangential to that particular indicator.
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	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 1:  Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma compared to percent of all youth in the State graduating with a regular diploma.

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

	Measurement:  Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth. Explain calculation.

The methods for calculating the graduation rate for students receiving SE differ from the methods used by GE in California. Through the CASEMIS, the SED collects information about individual students receiving SE. This allows SED to calculate the proportion of exiting students who graduate; GE calculates a cohort rate based on aggregate numbers. GE calculates graduation as the number of twelfth-grade graduates who received a diploma in the school year indicated, or the summer following that year, divided by the number of students in grade 9 four years ago. 
The requirements to graduate with a regular diploma in California are the same for all students. In addition to meeting the district's requirements for graduation, all students are required to pass the CAHSEE in order to earn a public high school diploma. California state law, no longer permits a waiver of the CAHSEE requirement for a student with an IEP who has otherwise met the district requirements for graduation and the awarding of a regular diploma to such students. 
A local school boards no longer grant waivers of the CAHSEE requirement for a student with an IEP who has taken the CAHSEE on multiple occasions, has participated in CAHSEE preparation opportunities and has otherwise met the district requirements for graduation and the awarding of a regular diploma to such students. Also, students with disabilities may obtain a waiver of the requirement to pass a course in Algebra from the SBE if their transcript demonstrates that the student has been on track to receive a regular diploma, has taken Algebra and the appropriate precursor math courses, and because of the nature of their disability cannot pass the course.
Per instruction from the OSEP, only students who graduate with a diploma based on passing the CAHSEE (no waivers or exemptions) are included in the SPP graduation rate calculations.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007
(2007-08)
	Ninety percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

In 2007-08, seventy percent of districts statewide met or exceeded the established annual benchmarks. Of the 422 LEAs with high school graduates who received SE services, 263 had sufficient numbers of students exiting (N>19) to calculate a percentage of graduates. Overall, there were 69,544 students who exited SE. Of all exiters, 29,276 exited with a regular diploma – 42% of all students exiting SE. 

Table 1a depicts the number of districts having sufficient exiters that meet the benchmark by type of district. High School Districts (9-12) and Unified School Districts/High School Districts (7-12) are evaluated using different benchmarks. These benchmarks were established prior to the SPP and have been incorporated into the approach used to evaluate graduation performance under the SPP. It should be noted that the district level benchmarks were dropped by 13% in 2007-08 in order to adjust to the elimination of students receiving diplomas due to CAHSEE waivers and exemptions. As a result, it would appear that the 70% achieved in 2007-08 is not only under the statewide benchmark, but also represents an approximate 13% slip from 2006-07.

Table 1a

California’s District-level Graduation By District Type

2007-08

	District Type
	Total N
	Benchmark
	N Over Benchmark
	% over Benchmark

	High School Districts:  Grades 9-12
	70
	40% of students
	33
	47%

	Unified and High School Districts Grades 7-12
	193
	26% of students
	152
	79%

	Statewide
	263
	90% of districts
	185
	70%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

California did not meet its benchmark in 2007-08, however overall districts meeting California benchmarks remained the same – 70% in 2006-07 and 70% in 2007-08. Stakeholders have indicated that the flat graduation rate is most likely due to the elimination of the CAHSEE exemption.
Improvement Activities Completed

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	 Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Develop and disseminate Braille Mathematics Standards and Reading Standards for students who are blind or visually impaired can meet California’s high-quality content standards and succeed in California’s statewide accountability system.
	2005-2007
	CDE staff, task force



	In 2002, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 2326, which called for the establishment of a task force to develop Braille Reading Standards. The task force was convened and it issued its recommendations to the SBE in 2004. 
	2005-2007
	Type:  Policy and Legislated Stakeholder Task Workgroup and Technical Assistance including dissemination

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/

	In 2005, the Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 897. That legislation called for the development of Braille Mathematics Standards and required the State Board to adopt both Braille Reading and Braille Mathematics Standards for pupils who are blind or visually impaired by June 2006.
	2005-2007
	Type:  Policy and Legislated Stakeholder Task Workgroup and Technical Assistance including dissemination

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/

	Presentation at Superintendent’s statewide Achievement Gap Summit
	November 2007
	CDE Staff and outside agency

Type:  Special Project of Training and Technical Assistance


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Continue to provide technical assistance regarding graduation standards, promotion/retention guidelines, CAHSEE
	2005-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type: Special Project of Training and Technical Assistance

	Development of English Learners with Disabilities Handbook 
	October 2009
	CDE Staff and outside agencies

Type: Special Project of Training and Technical Assistance

	Development of a Web-based training module for understanding and writing standards-based IEPs.
	February 2009
	CDE Staff and outside agencies

Type:  Special Project of Training and Technical Assistance


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

None
	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 2:  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school compared to the percent of all youth in the State dropping out of high school.

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

	Measurement:  Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth. Explain calculation.

Percent of SE students dropping out. The dropout percent for students with disabilities is calculated by taking the number of SE students identified as dropping out or not known to be continuing divided by the total number of SE students. Only students in the 7th or higher grade or age 12 or older are included in the calculation

The methods for calculating the dropout rate for students receiving SE services and GE are different. The SED maintains the student-level database, CASEMIS, for students receiving SE. SED calculates a dropout percent based on exited students; GE uses a cohort rate.

Unlike the SE dropout percent, GE dropout rates are calculated from aggregate data submitted at the school-level for a variety of subgroups. The CDE calculates two different rates, a one-year rate and a four-year derived rate. Neither is comparable with the SE rate.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007
(2007-08)
	Eighty-seven percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

District level benchmarks for 2007-08 are listed in Table 2a. It should be noted that the district level benchmark is a maximum - a district that is at or below the district level benchmark is a district that meets the benchmark.  

Table 2a

California’s District-level Dropout Annual Benchmarks and Targets

by District Type for 2007-08 (Percent of Students)

	Year
	District Type

	
	High School Districts Grades 9-12
	Unified and High School Districts Grades 7-12
	Elementary School Districts

	2007-08
	5.9
	7.1
	3.3


Table 2b depicts the number and percent of districts that met the 2007-08 benchmark. Statewide, ninety-seven percent of districts met the annual benchmark. Of the 967 LEAs reporting students with disabilities, 664 reported 19 or more students that had dropped out. Of the 664 LEAs of sufficient size (n>19) to calculate a percentage, 643 met or fell below the benchmark level.

Table 2b

California’s District-level Dropout Rate by District Type

Percent Making Benchmarks

	District Type
	Total Districts
	Districts Meeting Benchmark
	% Meeting Benchmark

	High School Districts Grades 9-12
	88
	82
	93%

	Unified and High School Districts Grades 7-12
	326
	298
	91%

	Elementary School Districts
	250
	225
	90%

	Statewide
	664
	605
	91%


Statewide 91% of all districts met the appropriate district level benchmark.  In addition, all district types exceeded the eighty-seven percent target.

Table 2c indicates that less than two percent of students with disabilities, statewide, dropped out.

Table 2c

California’s Statewide Dropout Rate

	Total Students – Drop Out
	6,136

	Total Students Exiting
	350,478

	Percent of Students Dropping out
	1.8%


In 2006-07, the Drop Out Rate was 1.95% a very slight improvement.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):
Explanation of Progress or Slippage

California met its benchmark in 2007-08. Not only did the percent of districts meeting the benchmarks increase, there was an overall reduction in the percentage of students dropping out – 1.95% in 2006-07 to 1.8% in 2007-08. Stakeholders have indicated that this may be due to increased opportunities for students with disabilities to receive instruction related to passing the CAHSEE.

Improvement Activities 

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	 Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Facilitate and provide training, technical assistance in a wide range of research-based core messages to assist in ISES in areas such as:  the quality and number of teachers and other personnel who work with students with disabilities, the coordination of services for students with disabilities, the behavioral supports available for students with disabilities, academic outcomes, particularly in the area of literacy/English-language arts, the participation of parents and family members, and in the collection and dissemination of data.
	August 31, 2007
	CDE staff and contractors



	Transition to Adult Living:  A Guide for Secondary Education – This comprehensive handbook is written for students’ parents, and teachers. It offers practical guidance and resources in support of transition efforts for students with disabilities as they move into the world of adulthood and/or independent living.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Provide Building Effective Schools Together (BEST) positive behavioral supports program training and technical assistance focused on decreasing dropout rates.
	2005-June 30, 2011

Fall and Spring
	Contractor, CDE and LEA Staff

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance

http://www.calstat.org/sigPcse.html

	Promote awareness of the GE dropout prevention initiative on behalf of students with disabilities 


	2005-June 30, 2011
	CDE and LEA staffs

Type: Technical Assistance, information dissemination http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ai/dp/

	Participate in State Superintendent’s initiative to close the achievement gap for students with disabilities.
	December 2010
	CDE Staff and outside agencies

Type: Type: Technical Assistance, information dissemination


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

None

	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 3:  Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments:

A. Percent of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment with no accommodations; regular assessment with accommodations; alternate assessment against grade level standards; alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards.

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

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

	Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup (children with IEPs)) divided by the (total # of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size in the State)] times 100.

A.
Participation rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

b. # of children with IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations (percent = [(c) divided by (a)] times 100);

d. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against grade level achievement standards (percent = [(d) divided by (a)] times 100); and

e. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards (percent = [(e) divided by (a)] times 100).

Account for any children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e above.

Overall Percent = [(b + c + d + e) divided by (a)].

B.
Proficiency rate =

a. # of children with IEPs  in assessed grades;

b. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with accommodations (percent = [(c) divided by (a)] times 100);

d. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the alternate assessment against grade level achievement standards (percent = [(d) divided by (a)] times 100); and

e. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured against alternate achievement standards (percent = [(e) divided by (a)] times 100).

Account for any children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e above.

Overall Percent = [(b + c + d + e) divided by (a)].


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets 

	2007

(2007-08)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup are 56% for FFY 2007 (2007-08)

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and Math, is 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number) for FFY 2007 (2007-08)

	
	3C. By School Subgroup (Percent of Students who are Proficient or Advanced)
	English Language Arts (ELA)
	Math

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	35.2%
	37.0%

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	33.4%
	32.2%

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, County Office of Education 
	34.0%
	34.6%


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

3.A. Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Objectives. Table 3a depicts the number and percent of districts meeting AYP Objectives 

Table 3a

Number and Percent of Districts meeting AYP Objectives

	 
	2006-07
	2007-08

	
	
	Measured
	Met

	
	%
	N
	N
	%

	Participation
	ELA
	78.90%
	507
	448
	88.36%

	
	Math
	90.00%
	507
	472
	93.10%

	
	Both
	77.50%
	507
	431
	85.01%

	Proficiency
	ELA
	42.80%
	492
	328
	66.67%

	
	Math
	92.00%
	491
	288
	58.66%

	
	Both
	42.20%
	491
	149
	30.35%

	Overall
	All AYP
	35.20%
	507
	126
	24.85%

	Includes students in grades 2 through 8 and 10.

	Students in grades 2 through 8 take the STAR tests,

	Students in grade 10 take the California High School Exit Exam

	Data source for 2004-05 is AYP database: apr05adb.dbf updated 6/20/2006

	Data source for 2005-06 is AYP database: apr06adb.dbf updated 9/20/2006

	Data source for 2006-07 is AYP database: apr07adb.dbf updated 11/28/2007

	California generally uses an N size of 100 for calculating AYP results. A more detailed description of minimum N size may be found on page 5 of the “Overview of California’s 2006-07 Accountability Progress Reporting System” at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay/documents/overview07.pdf 


Overall, there was a drop in the percent of districts meeting overall AYP objectives in 2007-08 (24.85%) from 35.20% in 2006-07 (35.2%). This appears to be due to the drop in the percent of districts proficient in Math to 58.66% in 2007-08 from 42.8% in 2006-07. The drop in district proficiency may be attributable to the number of districts who failed to qualify for an adjustment of an additional 20 percentage points due to low participation rates in the prior year.  

3.B. Participation Table 3b depicts the number and percent of students participating in statewide assessment programs under various test conditions.

Table 3b

Participation of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2006-07 through 2007-08
	Assessment Description
	ELA
	Mathematics

	
	2006-07
	2007-08
	2006-07
	2007-08

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. children with IEPs in assessed grades
	372,074
	100.0
	372,472
	100.0
	369,320
	100.0
	372,337
	100.0

	b. Regular assessment no accommodations
	288,270
	77.5
	267,040
	71.7
	277,641
	75.2
	266,482
	71.6

	c. Regular assessments with accommodations
	32,410
	8.7
	27,184
	7.3
	48,462
	13.1
	35,438
	9.5

	d. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	30,168
	8.1
	0
	0.0
	30,101
	8.2
	0
	0.0

	e. (1) Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	0
	0.0
	28,620
	7.7
	0
	0.0
	35,834
	9.6

	e. (2) Alternate assessment against modified achievement standards
	0
	0.0
	38,217
	10.3
	0
	0.0
	32,380
	8.7

	Other - Absent, Exempt, or Invalid
	21,226
	5.7
	11,411
	3.1
	13,116
	3.6
	2,203
	0.6

	Overall Percent (b+c+d+e)/a
	 
	94.3
	 
	96.9
	 
	96.4
	 
	99.4

	Sources: 618 Report, Table 6, 2005-07 and 2006-08 

	Note: Only students in Grades 3 through 8 and 10 are included in this table. AYP reports for California also include students in Grade 2.


Overall participation in ELA rose to 96.9% in 2007-08 from 94.3% in 2006-07. In 2007-08, the CMA was given for the first time. The implementation of the CMA was accompanied by a substantial decline in the number and percent of students in the Other categories. There was a decrease in the number and percent of students taking the regular assessment both with and without accommodations. Participation in the mathematics test also increased (to 99.4% in 2007-08 from 96.4% in 2006-07) with the implementation of the CMA test. Decreases were noted in the number and percent of students taking regular assessments both with and without accommodations. 

3.C. Proficiency. Table 3c depicts the number and percent of students scoring proficient and above who tested using various test conditions.

Table 3c

Proficiency rate of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2006-07 through 2007-08

	Assessment Description
	ELA
	Mathematics

	
	2006-07
	2007-08
	2006-07
	2007-08

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. Children with IEPs in assessed grades
	372,074
	100.0
	372,472
	100.0
	369,320
	100.0
	372,337
	100.0

	b.& c. Regular assessment with and without accommodations
	50,464
	13.6
	55,287
	14.8
	63,258
	17.1
	67,587
	18.2

	b. Regular assessment no accommodations
	48,255
	13.0
	unknown
	unknown
	59,589
	16.1
	unknown
	unknown

	c. Regular assessments with accommodations
	2,209
	0.6
	unknown
	unknown
	3,669
	1.0
	unknown
	unknown

	d. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	19419
	5.2
	0
	0.0
	17042
	4.6
	0
	0.0

	e. (1) Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	0
	0.0
	21,064
	5.7
	0
	0.0
	17,577
	4.7

	e. (2) Alternate assessment against modified achievement standards
	0
	0.0
	10,616
	2.9
	0
	0.0
	10,219
	2.7

	Overall
	69883
	18.8
	 
	23.3
	80300
	21.7
	 
	25.6

	Sources: 618 Report, Table 6, 2005-06 and 2006-07 

	Notes: Only students in Grades 3 through 8 and 10 are included in this table. AYP reports for California also include students in Grade 2.


Proficiency rates for students with disabilities on the ELA test have increased dramatically to 23.3 % in 2007-08 from 18.8% in 2006-07. A smaller increase was observed on the Mathematics test, rising to 25.6% in 2007-08 from 21.7% in 2006-07. In 2007-08, the CMA was given for the first time. Students with disabilities continue to demonstrate slightly higher proficiency rates on Mathematics than on ELA. Table 3c represents students who scored proficient and advanced on the CST, the CAPA, and the CAHSEE (grade 10). Table 3c does not include students who scored below the proficient level; it does not include students who did not test due to parental exemption or absence; and it does not include students who had invalid scores.

Table 3.C.1. depicts the percent of students receiving SE services scoring proficient or advanced by district type in 2006-07 and 2007-08. These are the rigorous targets and benchmarks included in the SPP.

Table 3.C.1. Percent of Students Scoring Proficient by District Type 2006-07 and 2007-08

	District Type
	2006-07
	2007-08

	
	ELA
	Math
	ELA
	Math

	
	Target
	Actual
	Target
	Actual
	Target
	Actual
	Target
	Actual

	Unified, COE, HS 7-12
	23.00%
	20.80%
	23.70%
	24.30%
	34.00%
	24.19%
	34.60%
	27.66%

	Elementary *
	24.40%
	22.70%
	26.50%
	26.60%
	35.20%
	26.28%
	37.00%
	30.28%

	HS 9-12 **
	22.30%
	16.30%
	20.90%
	17.10%
	33.40%
	18.55%
	32.20%
	17.43%

	* Includes direct funded charter elementary and middle schools

	** Includes direct funded charter high schools

	Data source for 2007-08 is AYP database: apr08adb.dbf updated 11/17/2008


Overall, the percent of students scoring proficient or advanced increased between 2006-07 and 2007-08 in both ELA and Math across district types. The relatively modest increases were, however, not sufficient for any district type to meet the large increases in the annual benchmarks in 2007-08 over 2006-07. Table 3.C.2 displays the raw data used to calculate the percent of students scoring proficient by district type in 2006-07.

Table 3.C.2. Data Used to Calculate Percent of Students Scoring Proficient in 2007-08

	Special Education
	ELA
	Math

	TYPE
	N of LEA
	Valid Test N
	Prof & Adv N
	Prof & Adv %
	Valid Test N
	Prof & Adv N
	Prof & Adv %

	Unified, COE, HS 7-12
	401
	280,652
	67,882
	24.19%
	284,047
	78,557
	27.66%

	Elementary *
	830
	99,153
	26,054
	26.28%
	99,943
	30,263
	30.28%

	HS 9-12 **
	263
	9,698
	1,799
	18.55%
	9,847
	1,716
	17.43%

	* Includes direct funded charter elementary and middle schools

	** Includes direct funded charter high schools

	Data source for 2007-08 is AYP database: apr08adb.dbf updated 11/17/2008


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

Explanations of progress and slippage follow each of the tables, above.

Improvement Activities

In its FFY 2006 (2006-07) Compliance Determination for California, the OSEP said:

…In the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, the State must provide documentation that it reports to the public the number of children with disabilities who were provided accommodations in order to participate in regular assessments, with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports assessment results for children without disabilities, as required by 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(16)(D)(i) and 34 CFR §300.160.
California posts information about the number of students assessed using accommodations on its Web site at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/staraccomsmods.asp 
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Create blueprints for CMA (overlaps with CAPA).
	May-August 2005
	CAPA/CMA Workgroups, CDE staff, Contractor, ETS

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system to strengthen assessment.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for program improvement and assessment.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff

	Provide five Web casts that cover the concept of RtI and stream this content for on-demand viewing.
	December, 2005, January, February, March, and April 2006
	CDE staff, contractors, SELPA

	Develop CMA (grades 3-8) in coordination with Standards and Assessment Division.
	May 2005-2009
	CDE staff, contractor


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Cross Branch Coordination with Program Improvement to utilize data for analysis and improvement plans.
	2006 - 2010
	CDE staff

Type: Collaboration and liaison work

	Develop CMA (grades 9-11) in coordination with Standards and Assessment Division.
	May 2005-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools.
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff

Type: Training and Technical Assistance

	Provide focused monitoring technical assistance at facilitated school sites.
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of IDEA, including statewide assessment.
	December 2004 – ongoing
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp  

	Collaborate with the Standards and Assessment Division on statewide assessments in relation to students with disabilities.
	2007-2010
	CDE/SED Staff, contractors

Type: Collaboration and liaison work

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS).
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors

Type: Collaboration and liaison work

	Develop state guidance on student participation in statewide assessments in alignment with the April 2007 Federal regulations.
	2007-2010
	CDE/SED Staff, contractors

Type: Training and Technical Assistance

	Develop and disseminate Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making Tool Kit. 
	2007-2011
	CDE/SED Staff

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance

	Train the Trainers workshops to build local capacity around student participation in statewide assessments.
	Ongoing
	CDE/SED Staff

Type: Training and Technical Assistance

	Collaborate with the field on the development of guidelines for students with significant cognitive disabilities for participation on alternate assessments.
	Ongoing
	CDE/SED Staff

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Develop and implement “Scaled Up” focused monitoring facilitated project to improve student outcomes.
	2008-2009
	CDE staff

Type: Focused monitoring

	Update and disseminate Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making Tool Kit.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type: Training and Technical Assistance

	Develop parent tools for Student Participation in Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making, to increase understanding of Statewide assessments and the participation in assessments, including accommodations, for students with disabilities.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance

	Conduct Webinars on Statewide Assessments: Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making to reach a wider audience.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type: Training and Technical Assistance


Table 6 – Report of the Participation of Students with Disabilities On State Assessment In Development
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	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 4A:  Rates of suspension and expulsion:  Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.

	Measurement:  Percent = [(# of districts identified by the State as having significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-2008)
	No more than 10.3 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).
0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Indicator 4A: Percent of districts having an overall suspension or expulsion rate greater than one percent.

Calculation:  95 / 895 * 100 = 10.6%

Indicator 4B: The measure is not reported this year as per instructions for the FFY 2007 SPP/APR

Percents are not calculated for districts of residence reporting fewer than 20 students receiving SE services. Districts large enough to be calculated were considered to have met the target if fewer than two students were suspended or expelled for more than ten days. 

The percent of districts that have an overall suspension or expulsion rate greater than one percent is intended to decrease over the years. 

Of the 895 districts with a population of students receiving SE large enough to calculate (N>19), 800 districts met the target of not more than one percent of students ages 3 through 22 suspended or expelled for more than 10 days during the 2006-2007 school year. Statewide, 5,776 students were suspended or expelled for more than ten days, 0.67 percent of the total population of 862,838 students served during 2006-2007.
All districts having more than 1% of their SE population suspended or expelled for 10 days or more are required to complete a special self review of policies, procedures and practices. Data is submitted through a Web survey. Information about the special self reviews may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/dispsurv.asp along with copies of the instructions, forms and district data. Findings of noncompliance identified through the special self review result in a corrective action plan, monitored by the Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance (FMTA) Consultant assigned to the district. 

Noncompliance related to Indicator #4 is identified in several ways: 1) Special Self Reviews that are the result of calculations for Indicator #4A; 2) Verification and Self Reviews; 3) Complaints and Due Process Findings. As a result, the numbers reported in the calculations for Indicator 4 are smaller than the numbers reported in Indicator 15, because the other monitoring processes may make findings of noncompliance in districts that are not identified as disproportionate. Correction of all noncompliance reported to LEAs related to indicators 9 and 10 below is discussed below:

Monitoring Findings in 2007-08.  2007-08 monitoring included 131 districts identified using 2006-07 data (June 2007) and included the 70 districts that were not reviewed in 2006-07 as indicated in the section on monitoring findings in 2006-07, below. Of the 131 districts, 42 had findings of noncompliance related to suspension and expulsion.

Monitoring Findings in 2006-07. In Special Education Self Reviews and Verification Reviews 18 of the 88 districts exceeding the 1% standard completed a review of policies, procedures and practices related to discipline and behavior intervention prior to the submission of the FFY 2006 APR on February 1, 2008. The remaining 70 districts completed a special self-review as a part of the 2007-08 reviews of policies, procedures and practices related to discipline (reported above). Overall in 2006-07, there were 2,943 findings of noncompliance reported to districts. This includes districts participating in Verification Reviews, Special Education Self Reviews, Nonpublic School Reviews, Dispute Resolutions, and the 70 Districts identified to complete reviews of policies, procedures and practices. Of these findings of noncompliance, 2,929 were completed within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district. The remaining 14 findings have been corrected, but took more than 365 days. 

Correction of Monitoring Findings Reported in 2005-06 In 2005-06, there were 5 systemic findings reported for 5 LEAs and 25 student level findings reported for 14 LEAs. All of the systemic findings were closed prior to submission of the FFY 2006 APR (February 2, 2008) and all but three of the student level findings were also closed. The three complaints were corrected and closed in December 2007. 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):
In addition, in the California Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table, OSEP indicated that: 
In reporting on this indicator in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, the State must describe the results of the State’s examination of data from FFY 2007 (2007-2008). In addition, the State must describe the review, and if appropriate, revision, of policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA for the remaining LEAs identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2006.

As noted above, all 70 of the districts who were not monitored in 2006-07, were reviewed in 2007-08.

Explanation of Progress or Slippage
California did not meet the annual benchmark of 10.3% of districts for 2007-08. There was an increase from 88 in 2006-07 to 95 in 2007-08 of districts that exceeded the 1% standard for students with disabilities suspended/expelled for more than 10 days. There was also an increase in the number of students with disabilities suspended/expelled for more than 10 days from 4,528 in 2006-07 to 5, 776. Stakeholders speculated that this may be due to the increased number and percent of “zero tolerance” offenses (e.g., weapons, drugs). There are no significant differences in “zero tolerance” offenses as the reason for suspension/expulsion between 2006-07 and 2007-08.

Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Provide Building Effective Schools Together (BEST) positive behavioral supports program training and technical assistance focused on decreasing dropout rates.
	2005-June 30, first phase completed
	Contractor, CDE and LEA Staff

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty. 
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance

	CDE will work with SELPAs, LEAs and County Offices of Education (COE) to clarify responsibilities and improve behavior emergency and other behavioral incident reporting.
	July 2007 – July 2008
	CDE Staff

Type:  Liaison work

	CDE will work with SELPAs, LEAs and COE to update and improve monitoring items and instruments for reviewing policies, practices and procedures related to this indicator.
	January 2008 – April 2008
	CDE Staff and contractors

Type: Liaison work


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

None

	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 5:  Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21:

A. Removed from regular class less than 21% of the day; 

B. Removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day; or

C. Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements.

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

	Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

C. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	5A. 57 percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 21 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 4.1 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Table 5a depicts the number and percent of students, aged 6 through 21 with IEPs, who receive SE and related services in various settings:

Table 5a

Number and Percent of Students Served in Various Settings

	Setting
	No. of Students
	Percent of Students
	2006 Target

	5 A. Removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day
	392,603
	63.9%
	57% or more

	5 B. Removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day
	212,769
	25.5%
	No more than 21%

	5 C. Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements
	8,647
	1.4%
	No more than 4.1%


A. 63.9 percent were removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

Calculation: 392,603 / 614,019 *100 = 63.9 %
B. 25.5 percent were removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

Calculation: 155,153 / 614,019 *100 = 25.5%
C. 1.4 percent were served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements 
Calculation: 8,647 / 614,019 *100 = 1.4%

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

California met the benchmarks for 5A (removal less than 21% of the day) and for 5C (served in separate schools and facilities). California did not meet the benchmark for 5B (removal greater than 60%). The percent of students removed less than 21 percent increased from 49.5% in 2006-07 to 63.9% in 2007-08. The percent of students served in separate schools and facilities dropped from 4.1% in 2006-07 to 1.4% in 2007-08. The percent of students removed greater than 60% stayed fairly level at 25.6% in 2006-07 and 25.5% in 2007-08. Over the last year the CDE has continue to emphasize policies and practices related to providing services in the Least Restrictive Environment and has completed revised its IEP training modules to emphasize access to the general curriculum.

Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Provide specific training on LRE for COE participating in the CDE District and Improvement Teams (DAIT) who work locally with districts in PI
	2006-07
	CDE Contractor w/West Ed, California Comprehensive Center

Type: Monitoring –Training and Technical Assistance Project aligned to selected SPP Indicators and NCLB

	Data examination and visits on possible site selection demonstrating promising practices in LRE 
	Began 2006-07
	CDE Contractor w/West Ed, California Comprehensive Center

Type: Monitoring –Training and Technical Assistance Project aligned to selected SPP Indicators and NCLB


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Continue implementation of the Facilitated Focused Monitoring Project including the “scaling up” focused monitoring work which contains targeted technical assistance around LRE in the context of improving academic outcomes for all students, including students with disabilities.
	2005-June 30, 2011
	CDE staff, Contractor

Type:  Monitoring –Training and Technical Assistance Project aligned to selected SPP Indicators

	Using requirements of IDEA 2004, evidence-based research and state Board of Education adopted policy on LRE and state content and performance standards, conduct Regional and Statewide State Improvement Grant (SIG) Leadership Institutes as well as specialized technical assistance to assist schools staff and in implementing the LRE for students with disabilities as stated in their IEPs. 
	2005-June 30, 2011

Fall and spring regional

Annually for statewide


	CDE staff, contractor 

Type:  Special Project, Training and Technical Assistance

	Implement the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) that provides training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining and promoting activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. 
	January-March 2007 and implementation of the new federal grant January 2008-2012.
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), United State Department of Education (USDOE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) federal grant competition

Type:  Monitoring – Training and Technical Assistance 

Special Project aligned to SPP Indicators

	Conduct activities related to parent involvement, LRE RtI, and Secondary Transition. 
	January-March 2007 and implementation of the new federal grant January 2008-2012.
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring and Enforcement

	Based on CDE data review from monitoring findings including CASEMIS information, determine needs for technical assistance regarding noncompliant findings, provide focused technical assistance to sites and LEAs regarding LRE 
	2005-June 30, 2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring and Enforcement

	Provide Web-based IEP training module to emphasize how IEP teams can address standards based IEPs; Educational Benefit Processes to develop an IEP, IEP team decisions about student participation in state assessments and IEP team information about LRE.
	2008-2010


	CDE staff and California Comprehensive Center

Type:  Special Project of Training and Technical Assistance

	Begin Preliminary development and implementation of training and technical assistance around several topics, including LRE with a Charter LEA participating in a CDE pilot project.
	2007-2010

Pilot timeline
	CDE staff, contractor, SELPA Director 

Type: General Supervision, training and technical assistance special project

	Participate in the development, implementation, and evaluation, including training and technical assistance regarding the LRE survey utilized in the CDE Program Improvement activities such as the Site Assistance Intervention Teams (SAIT) and District Assistance Intervention Teams (DAIT) for Program Improvement sites and districts under NCLB.
	2005-June 30, 2011
	CDE staff, contractor, California Comprehensive Center

Type:  Statewide CDE Initiative to close the achievement gap for all subgroups including students with disabilities

http://www.wested.org/cs/we/view/pj/204

	Develop and implement an LRE self assessment and improvement planning module in Verification and Self Review Software.
	January 2008 – June 2009
	CDE staff and contractors


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

None

	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 8:  Percent of parents with a child receiving SE services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

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

	Measurement:  Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	78 percent of parents will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Overall, 83.6 percent of respondents (22,820 of 27,293 parents) reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. Table 8a depicts information about Parent Survey responses statewide. This data is collected through monitoring processes. VR and SESRs through a survey in which parents report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. A copy of the Parent Survey may be found as Attachment 8a.

Table 8a

2007-08 Parent Survey Responses

	Survey Distribution
	Responses

	Surveys Mailed
	120,652

	Surveys Returned
	30,318

	Percent of Mailed Returned
	25%

	Surveys with answers to Q5
	27,293

	Surveys with "YES" to Q5
	22,820

	Percent Responding "YES"
	83.6%


While the 83.6% response in FFY 2007 exceeds the target of 78% it is a slight drop from the 87% reported in FFY 2006.

As indicated in the FFY 2006 APR, CDE collected additional data regarding the ethnicity and disability of the respondents’ children. In this way, CDE is able to assess the extent to which the statewide and LEA samples are representative of the statewide and LEA populations. Table 8b summarizes information about the representativeness of the respondents statewide. CDE used a variation of the the Response Calculator provided by the National Post Secondary Outcomes Center (NPSO). According to the Response Calculator, differences between the Respondent Group and the statewide population of ±3% are important. Negative differences indicate an over-representativeness of the group and positive differences indicate under-representativeness. In the Response Calculator, a bolded percentage is used to indicate a difference that exceeds the ±3% interval

Table 8b

Characteristics of Respondents 2007-08

	Disability
	Sample N
	State N
	Sample %
	State %
	Difference: State % - Sample %
	Sample as % of State

	Mental Retardation
	2,077
	43,113
	6.85%
	6.36%
	-0.49%
	4.82%

	Hard of Hearing
	288
	8,481
	0.95%
	1.25%
	0.30%
	3.40%

	Deaf
	173
	4,185
	0.57%
	0.62%
	0.05%
	4.13%

	Speech or Language Impairment
	6,220
	176,256
	20.52%
	26.00%
	5.49%
	3.53%

	Visual Impairment
	360
	4,530
	1.19%
	0.67%
	-0.52%
	7.95%

	Emotional Disturbance
	797
	27,199
	2.63%
	4.01%
	1.38%
	2.93%

	Orthopedic Impairment
	467
	15,294
	1.54%
	2.26%
	0.72%
	3.05%

	Other Health Impairment
	2,091
	47,232
	6.90%
	6.97%
	0.07%
	4.43%

	Specific Learning Disability
	15,048
	297,933
	49.63%
	43.95%
	-5.68%
	5.05%

	Deaf-Blindness
	69
	204
	0.23%
	0.03%
	-0.20%
	33.82%

	Multiple Disabilities
	226
	5,476
	0.75%
	0.81%
	0.06%
	4.13%

	Autism
	2,317
	46,196
	7.64%
	6.81%
	-0.83%
	5.02%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	185
	1,776
	0.61%
	0.26%
	-0.35%
	10.42%

	Total
	30,318
	677,875
	100.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%
	4.47%


	Ethnicity
	Sample N
	State N
	Sample %
	State %
	Difference: State % - Sample %
	Sample as % of State

	Native American
	484
	5,862
	1.60%
	0.86%
	-0.74%
	8.26%

	Hispanic
	14,386
	327,498
	47.45%
	48.31%
	0.86%
	4.39%

	African-American
	2,441
	75,541
	8.05%
	11.14%
	3.09%
	3.23%

	White
	10,433
	223,802
	34.41%
	33.02%
	-1.39%
	4.66%

	Asian
	2574
	45,172
	8.49%
	6.66%
	-1.83%
	5.70%

	Total
	30318
	677875
	100.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%
	4.47%


Using this methodology, the sample of parents responding to the survey is under represented by students with Speech or Language Impairments; over represented by students with Specific Learning Disabilities; and very slightly under represented with African American students.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Discussion of Progress

California met the benchmark of 78%, though there was a drop in the overall percent from 87.8% in 2006-07 to 83.6% in 2007-08. Stakeholders, including the California Parent Training and Information Centers felt that this was a typical year-to-year variation.

Sampling Plan In its California Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table, OSEP indicated that:
The State submitted a revised sampling plan for this indicator in its FFY 2006 APR. The sampling plan is currently under review, and OSEP will respond under separate cover.

In its description of its FFY 2006 data, the State did not address whether the response group was representative of the population. In the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, the State must address whether its FFY 2007 data are representative. 

As noted above, representativeness data has been collected and calculated for 2007-08. It should be noted that the CDE is working with the Improving Special Education Services stakeholder group which includes the Parent Training and Information Centers and the SELPA Director organization to design a universal sample to be collected in 2009-10. 

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement 
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Incorporate updated parent survey into all monitoring processes.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors

	Met with parent organizations (Parent Training and Information Centers (PTIs) and Family Empowerment Centers (FECs)) to develop instrument for use in 2007-08
	June 2007
	CDE staff, NCSEAM, contractors, PTIs, and FEC’s

Type: Special Project, Technical Assistance and Stakeholder

	Used information gathered from parent survey in planning for all monitoring processes.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors

Type:  Monitoring Project

	Added survey question to parent surveys for SESRs, VR, and Nonpublic School Reviews


	January 2006
	CDE staff and contractors

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring Project


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for APRs on all indicators, including parent involvement.
	July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2011
	CDE staff

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring Project

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system including parent involvement.
	2009-2011
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring Project

	During 2007-08, CDE will work with PTIs and FECs to develop a three year sampling plan to collect family involvement information using the NCSEAM parent involvement survey.
	2008-2011
	CDE Staff and outside agencies

Type: General Supervision, Monitoring Project

	Data collection will be conducted independently of monitoring processes by parent centers and CDE staff (PSRS Parent Helpline).
	June 30, 2011
	CDE Staff

Type: General Supervision, Monitoring Project

	Develop a detailed revised universal sampling plan.
	2008-2010
	CDE Staff:

Type: General Supervision, Monitoring Project


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Develop a Web based survey process and a statewide data collection through CASEMIS to capture a universal sample of families for the Parent Involvement Indicator
	June 2010
	CDE Staff, Contractors, ISES workgroup, SELPA Directors

Type: General Supervision, Monitoring Project


Attachment 8a – Parent Survey 

SPECIAL EDUCATION SELF REVIEW PARENT SURVEY

District:  ______________________________     School Site:  _________________________________ 

The CDE, SED requires all school districts to complete a Special Education Self Review (SESR) once every four years. One essential component of the SESR is gathering parent input regarding district services and programs provided to students with disabilities. As part of the district’s effort to gather parent input, please complete this survey and return the form as your school district directs.

Please circle your answers with one of the following responses:

Y = Yes     N = No     DK = Don’t Know

	Questions 1 – 5 apply to all parents

	1 
	Does the district make a good faith effort to assist your child with achieving the goals and objectives or benchmarks listed in his/her Individualized Education Program (IEP)? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	2 
	Do you receive progress reports on how your child is meeting his/her IEP/ Individualized Family Service Plan (IEP/IFSP) goals/ outcomes at least as often as the regular report card schedule? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	3 
	Are the services your child is receiving in accordance with his/her IEP? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	4 
	Do you receive a copy of your parental rights (procedural safeguards) at least one time per year? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	5 
	Did the school district facilitate parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for your child? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	Questions 6 – 7 are for parents of Infants/Toddlers only

	6
	If your child is under three (3)-years of age, is his/her Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) reviewed with you at least every six (6) months? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	7
	Were the transition services for your child from infant to preschool programs planned and implemented as written? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	Questions 8 – 21 are for parents of School Age children (Preschool through 12th grade)

	8
	If your child is under three (3)-years of age, is his/her Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) reviewed with you at least every six (6) months? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	9
	Were the transition services for your child from infant to preschool programs planned and implemented as written? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	10
	If your child is under three (3)-years of age, is his/her Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) reviewed with you at least every six (6) months? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	11
	Were the transition services for your child from infant to preschool programs planned and implemented as written? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	12
	If your child is under three (3)-years of age, is his/her Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) reviewed with you at least every six (6) months? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	13
	Were the transition services for your child from infant to preschool programs planned and implemented as written? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	14
	If your child is under three (3)-years of age, is his/her Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) reviewed with you at least every six (6) months? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	15
	Were the transition services for your child from infant to preschool programs planned and implemented as written? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	16
	Are teachers and service providers informed of specific responsibilities related to implementing your child’s IEP, and the specific accommodations, program modifications and support for school personnel? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	17
	Did you discuss a variety of program options for your child at the IEP meeting? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	18
	Are IEP goals and objectives reviewed and revised at the IEP meeting, based on both progress and lack of progress? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	19
	Does your child have the opportunity to participate in school and extra curricular activities (such as, assemblies, field trips and after school activities)? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	20
	Did the IEP team discuss how your child would participate in State and district testing? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	21 
	If your child will turn 16 years of age before his/her next IEP meeting, did the IEP team discuss transition services (e.g., career interests, employment, high school classes) at the most recent meeting? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	Questions 22 – 26 are for parents who don’t speak English at home or for parents of students who are learning English at school

	22 
	Does your child’s IEP indicate that he/she is an English Learner? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	23 
	As an English Learner, does your child receive services to assist with progress in English language development? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	24 
	As an English learner, does your child receive the language support in Special Education classes necessary to learn subjects other than English, such as math or science? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	25 
	If you speak a language other than English, upon request, do you receive information from the school in your native language? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	26 
	Upon request, does the district provide a language interpreter for your child’s IEP meeting? 
	Y
	N
	DK

	Question 27 applies to all parents

	27
	Do you have any other concerns or information about you or your child’s special education experience that you would like to tell us?

Please attach your comments to this form.


Child’s Age:  _____     Child’s Ethnicity:  _________________     Child’s Disability:  _________________

The information below is optional; however, it would be helpful in case we need to follow-up on any of the issues or questions that you may have. 

Parent or Guardian Name: ______________________________________________________________

Child’s Name: ________________________________________________________________________

Home Address: ____________________________________     Phone Number: (_____) ____________

THANK YOU FOR TAKING YOUR TIME TO HELP US

Revised SESR 8/1/07

	Monitoring Priority:  Disproportionality


Indicator 9:  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

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

	Measurement:  Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	 0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Overall, there were 257 of 974 districts with denominators less than 20 who were identified as potentially disproportionate. 52 of the 257 or 5% were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices related to identification.

Calculation:
52 / 974 *100 = 5%
For each district, California calculates a race-neutral measure labeled the Disparity Index as part of the QAP. Specifically, the number of students ages six through twenty-two receiving SE within each ethnic category is divided by the total number of all students ages six through twenty-two in that ethnic category (e.g., the percentage of African Americans receiving SE relative to the total number of African Americans in the district). The index is simply the range between the lowest and the highest group percentages. For example, if the percentage for African Americans is the highest at 15% and the percentage for Hispanics is the lowest at 8%, then the Disparity Index is 7 points. The underlying concept is that if the identification process is race neutral, the disparity index will be relatively low. The state has set a system of decreasing annual benchmarks leading to a maximum disparity of 5 points by 2011-12.

California combined the disparity measure with a composition index in a race neutral approach to identifying which districts are disproportionate. The first test is to identify those districts that have a disparity that is higher than the annual benchmark. 

The second test, based on the composition index, looks at the proportion of each ethnicity’s age six to twenty-two enrollment in SE in a district (e.g., the percentage of American Indians in the total special education population). To test for proportional overrepresentation, for each ethnic category, this special education proportion is compared to the proportion of that ethnic group in the total grade one through grade twelve population of the district. Grade one through grade twelve is used because age by federal ethnic categories is not available for all students receiving a public education. When the proportion of students ages six to twenty-two receiving SE for any ethnic category is more than 20 percent higher than its proportion in grade one through 12 populations in the district, then the district is considered disproportionate in test two. For example, if White students make up 15% of the SE population and they are only 10% of the overall school population, the White students in SE exceed their representation in the GE by more than 20% and the district would be considered to have disproportionate representation using this second test.

If the district exceeds the benchmark using the disparity test AND the district is determined to have disproportionate representation using the second test, the district is identified as disproportionately overrepresented.

To test for proportional under-representation, the proportion of each ethnic enrollment in SE in a district is compared to the proportion of that group in the total grade 1 through 12 population of the district. When the proportion of students ages 6 to 22 receiving SE for any ethnic category is more than 40 percent lower than its proportion in the grades 1 through 12 populations AND the district has higher disparity using the disparity test, the district is identified as proportionately underrepresented.

Across California, African American students are proportionately overrepresented; Asian students are underrepresented. These disproportions are observed using both total student counts (see Table 9a) and counts of the number of overrepresented and underrepresented groups within districts (see Table 9b)  

Table 9a

Over- and Under-representation of Students by Ethnicity in California

	Students
	American Indian
	Asian
	African American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	GE N
	47,543
	723,331
	466,141
	3,056,616
	1,790,513
	6,084,144

	GE P
	0.78%
	11.89%
	7.66%
	50.24%
	29.43%
	100.0%

	GE P + 20
	0.94%
	14.27%
	9.19%
	60.29%
	35.32%
	 

	GE P - 40
	0.47%
	7.13%
	4.60%
	30.14%
	17.66%
	 

	SE N
	5,862
	45,172
	75,541
	327,498
	223,802
	677,875

	SE P
	0.86%
	6.66%
	11.14%
	48.31%
	33.02%
	100.00%

	Over Representation
	 
	 
	 YES
	 
	 
	 

	Under Representation
	 
	YES
	
	 
	 
	 

	GE_N – the number of students in general education

GE_P – the percent of the overall general education population

GE_P +20 – to determine over representation – the percent in general education plus 20%

GE_P -40 – to determine under representation – the percent in general education minus 40%

SE_N – the number of students receiving special education services

SE_P – the percent of students receiving special education services


Table 9b

Over- and Under-representation of Students by Districts in California
	Districts
	American Indian
	Asian
	African American
	Hispanic
	White

	Over Representation
	80
	17
	216
	80
	117

	Under Representation
	62
	219
	16
	21
	2


Disproportionate representation is determined to be the result of inappropriate identification through a review of policies, procedures and practices. Districts identified as having disproportionate representation are required to complete a special self-review of policies, procedures and practices. Data is submitted through a Web survey. This is new in 2007-08. A district is considered to have disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification if they find any noncompliance in any portion of the special self review. Information about the special self reviews may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/dispsurv.asp along with copies of the instructions, forms and district data. Findings of noncompliance identified through the special self-review result in a corrective action plan, monitored by the FMTA Consultant assigned to the district. 
Noncompliance related to indicators 9 and 10 are identified in several ways:  1) Special Self Reviews that are the result of calculations of disproportionate representation; 2) Verification and Self Reviews; 3) Complaints and Due Process Findings. As a result, the numbers reported in the calculations for indicators 9 and 10 are smaller than the numbers reported in Indicator 15, because the other monitoring processes may make findings of noncompliance in districts that are not identified as disproportionate. Correction of all noncompliance reported to LEAs related to indicators 9 and 10 below is discussed below:

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007 (2007-08).  As noted above, there were 257 of 974 districts with denominators less than 20 who were identified as potentially disproportionate. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #9. Of the 257, 52 districts or 5% percent of all districts were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices related to identification. 

Correction of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2006 (2006-07)  In 2006-07, 36 of 786 districts (with more than 19 SE students) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices related to identification. Of these, 22 corrected their noncompliance within one year of identification to the district. Fourteen completed correction by the date of this APR. These districts were provided individual technical assistance and site visits to facilitate their corrective actions.

In addition to the special self reviews conducted with districts found to have disproportionate representation, there were 1,919 findings of noncompliance identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes. Of the total noncompliance findings, 1,813 were corrected within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district while 106 were corrected prior to the submission of the APR. Districts with late compliance correction were provided individual technical assistance and/or onsite visits.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

The percent of districts disproportionate due to inappropriate policies, procedures and practices related to identification have slipped from 4% in 2006-07 to 5% in 2007-08. We believe this is due to having a more comprehensive, web-based data collection related to this indicator. We also believe that SELPA Directors and staff took a more active role in training for, and conducting the 2007-08 special self reviews.

Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	 Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Identify districts that are significantly disproportionate, using existing instruments and procedures to test new definition.
	July 2007
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Work with the WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	January 2007 to January 2008
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical Assistance

	Use refined procedures to Identify districts with significant disproportionality and establish plans for supervision and technical assistance.
	July 2008
	CDE staff

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Reconvene Larry P. Task Force to reexamine testing matrix and publish revised matrix.
	July 2007 to July 2008
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. Task Force, CDE staff

Type: Special Project Policy Development


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	 Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Work with WRRC and other Federal contractors to identify and disseminate research-based practices related to preventing disproportionate representation and to address the interface between eligibility and disproportionality.
	2005-2010

Ongoing
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical Assistance

	Work with WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	January 2007 to January 2010
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical Assistance

	Refine policies, procedures, and practices instruments. 
	Annually 
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Convene special meetings of ISES and SELPA stakeholder groups to develop two types of practices reviews: 

1) Compliance based to address IDEA monitoring requirements

2) Research based to address improvement needed outside of a compliance context
	January 2008 to June 2010
	CDE staff and Contractors

Western Regional Resource Center

	Incorporate preliminary self review and improvement planning modules into monitoring software, based on National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (NCCRESt)  
	June 2008-2011
	CDE staff and Contractors

	Participate in Superintendents Closing the Achievement Gap initiative:

1) Assign staff to participate

2) Provide information from SPP and APR

3) Assist in the development of products and materials

4) Secure general education input and participation in the development of district level practices review.
	June 2007 to June 2010
	CDE staff and Contractors


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):
None

	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


Indicator 10:  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.

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

	Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

California has used different cut points since FFY 2005 (2005-06) to identify districts as having disproportionate representation. The changes in cut points have been required as a result of OSEP’s evaluation of CDE’s methodologies. Table 10a summarizes the cut points and resultant number of districts identified using each of the different methods. Attachment 10a provides more detailed information about the calculations and OSEP feedback to CDE related to this indicator.
Table 10a

Cut Points Used to Identify Disproportionate Representation by Disability
	FFY
	Cut Points
	No. of Districts Identified

	2005-06
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 
1) 10 of the 30 cells overall
OR
2) 3 or more of the  6 (disability) cells for African Americans
	191 of 961 (used small n procedures)

	2006-07
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 
1) 10 of the 30 cells over represented
OR
2) 10 of the 30 cells under represented
	56 of 786 (denominator values greater than 19)

	2006-07
Revised Measurement 
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 
1) 1 of the 30 cells over represented
OR
2) 1 of the 30 cells under represented
	537 of 980 (denominator values greater than 19)

	2007-08
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 
1) 1 of the 30 cells over represented
OR
2) 1 of the 30 cells under represented
	686 of 980 (denominator values greater than 19)


The following describes how California has recalculated the number of districts identified as having disproportionate representation by disability for FFY 2005, FFY 2006 and FFY 2007:

Population. For students receiving SE, the number of students ages six through 22 is used as the numerator in the calculations. Because age by federal ethnic categories is not available for all students receiving a public education, the number of students in grade one through grade 12 is used as the denominator.

Calculation. CDE calculated composition indices for each of thirty disability-ethnicity cells based on the distributions of students in five ethnic categories and six disability categories. Students in the following six disability categories are included: mental retardation, specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, speech or language impairments, other health impairments, and autism. 

Separately for each disability, the state determines the proportion each ethnic category is of the total enrollment within that disability for students ages six through 22 receiving SE. For each ethnic category, this proportion is compared to the proportion of that group in the total population of students in grades one through 12 of the district. 

A disability-ethnic category cell is overrepresented when the proportion of that cell is more than 20 percent higher than the proportion for the corresponding ethnic category in the grade one through 12 populations. A disability-ethnic category cell is underrepresented when the proportion of that cell is more than 40 percent lower than the proportion for the corresponding ethnic category in the grade one through 12 populations.

Cut Point. A district is considered disproportionately represented if any one of the thirty disability-ethnic category cells are overrepresented, or if any one of the thirty disability-ethnic category cells are underrepresented.

Review of Policies, Procedures and Practices. Disproportionate representation is determined to be the result of inappropriate identification through a review of policies, procedures and practices. Districts are identified as having disproportionate representation as described above. If a district is on the list of those disproportionately represented, the district is required to complete a special self review of policies, procedures and practices that is mailed to the district. A sample letter, calculations, forms and instructions may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/dispsurv.asp. Review findings are entered via the Web using a link found on the same special self review Web page. Findings of noncompliance identified through the special self review result in a corrective action plan which must be filed with the FMTA Consultant assigned to the district, and is monitored for correction by the FMTA Consultant. 
Table 10b summarizes the number of districts identified using the one cell over/one cell under cut point for FFY 2005, FFY 2006, and FFY 2007.

Table 10b

Districts Identified using the One Cell Over/ One Cell Under Methodology

	FFY
	Districts with n>19 
	Districts with n>19 found Disproportionate
	Number

Disproportionate due to N/C Policies, Procedures and Practices
	Percent

 Disproportionate due to N/C Policies, Procedures and Practices

	2005-06
	980
	625
	16
	1.6%

	2006-07
	980
	537
	15
	1.5%

	2007-08
	980
	686
	142
	14.4%


Calculations:

2005-06 - 625/980 *100 = 1.6% percent

2006-07 – 537/980 *100 = 1.5% percent

2007-08 – 686/980 *100 = 14.4% percent

Table 10c summarizes the correction of noncompliance for districts identified as having disproportionate representation in FFY 2005, FFY 2006 and FFY 2007. It is important to note that timely correction is based on when the noncompliance was identified to the district. Because of the changes in calculations and cut points, some noncompliance was identified and corrected based on the original year the district was identified and reviewed; and some noncompliance was just identified in the Fall of 2008. These districts will have one year from the date of identification (Fall 2008) to correct noncompliance. Correction for these districts will be reported in the APR for FFY 2009.

Table 10c

Correction of Noncompliance for

Districts Identified using the One Cell Over/ One Cell Under Methodology

	FFY
	Districts with n>19 found Disproportionate
	Districts found Disproportionate due to N/C Policies, Procedures and Practices 
	No. Corrected Timely*
	No. Corrected Untimely*
	Uncorrected to Date*
	Newly Identified in 2007-08

	2005-06
	625
	16
	15
	1
	-
	-

	2006-07
	537
	15
	15
	-
	-
	-

	2007-08
	686
	142
	-
	-
	-
	142

	* Note - Timely correction is based on when the noncompliance was identified to the district. Because of the changes in calculations and cut points, some noncompliance was identified and corrected based on the original year the district was identified and reviewed; and some noncompliance was just identified in reviews based on the changes in calculation and will not be due for correction until the FFY 2008 APR.


In addition to the special self reviews conducted with districts found to have disproportionate representation, there were 1,919 findings of noncompliance identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes. Of the total noncompliance findings, 1,813 were corrected within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district while 106 were corrected prior to the submission of the APR. Districts with late compliance correction were provided individual technical assistance and/or onsite visits.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

There is a substantial increase from 2005-06 and 2006-07 to 2007-08 in the number of districts identifying themselves disproportionate due to inappropriate policies, procedures and practices related to identification. We believe this is due to having a more comprehensive, web-based data collection related to this indicator. We also believe that SELPA Directors and staff took a more active role in training for and conducting the 2007-08 special self reviews.

Improvement Activities

Based on a one cell over/one cell under cut point, 74% of districts with an n>19 in FFY 2006 and 58% of districts with an n>19 in FFY 2007 were identified as disproportionately represented. A number of groups and organizations have indicated that the new cut points inappropriately identify districts. As a result, CDE began a search for a more appropriate method of calculating disproportionate representation. All of the WESTAT recommended methodologies were tested, along with the E-formula, a methodology required by the court in the Larry P. case (See attachment 10b). In addition, based on our FFY 2006 Compliance Determination, CDE sought technical assistance from the WRRC, the Data Accountability Center, and Lalit Roy, former Special Education Data Manager for the state of California. CDE staff met with these experts on September 15, 2008. Ongoing consultation was also arranged at that time. CDE’s review of the formulas and data for California has indicated that CDE should switch calculation methodologies for Indicators 9 and 10 to the E-formula because of its underlying statistical properties and because it is an established, court approved methodology for California. Attachment 10b summarizes the characteristics of the various formulas assessed and compares how each treats data for small, medium and large school districts.
As noted in the OSEP’s letter regarding California’s compliance determination letter for FFY 2006-07:

In accordance with the section 616(e) of the IDEA…, if a State is determined to need assistance for two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions: (1) Advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State address the areas in which the State needs assistance; (2) Direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance; or (3) Identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose special conditions on the State’s Part B grant award.  Pursuant to the requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of technical assistance related to Indicator 10 (disproportionate representation – specific disability categories), Indicator 15 (timely correction of noncompliance), and Indicator 16 (complaint timelines).

For Indicator 10, the CDE has sought technical assistance from a variety of sources. Technical assistance has been provided by the Data Accountability Center (meeting September 15, 2008), the WRRC (meeting September 15, 2008), and through participation in OSEP-sponsored teleconferences and meetings (National Accountability Conference and OSEP Leadership Conference – both in Baltimore in August, 2008). The CDE’s OSEP state contact arranged a teleconference with one of the OSEP experts in disproportionality.
	COMPLETED ACTIVITES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Establish a definition of significant disproportionality 
	July 2008
	CDE Staff, California SBE

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Identify districts that are significantly disproportionate, using existing instruments and procedures to test new definition.


	July 2008
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement


	CONTINUING ACTIVITES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Work with WRRC and other Federal contractors to identify and disseminate research-based practices related to preventing disproportionate representation and to address the interface between eligibility and disproportionality.
	2005-2010

Ongoing
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical Assistance

	Work with WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	January 2009 to January 2010
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical Assistance

	Refine policies, procedures, and practices instruments. 
	Annually
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Use refined procedures to Identify districts with significant disproportionality and establish plans for supervision and technical assistance
	2011
	CDE staff

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Reconvene Larry P. Task Force to reexamine testing matrix and publish revised matrix.
	2009-2010
	CDE staff, field experts

Larry P. Task Force

CDE staff

Type: Special Project Policy Development

	Convene special meetings of ISES and SELPA stakeholder groups to develop two types of practices reviews: 

1) Compliance based to address IDEA monitoring requirements

2) Research based to address improvement needed outside of a compliance context
	January 2008 to June 2010
	CDE staff and Contractors, WRRC

	Incorporate preliminary self review and improvement planning modules into monitoring software, based on NCCRESt
	June 2010
	CDE staff and Contractors




Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources and Type

	Prepare information about the E-Formula for discussion around California. Identify the effect of different cut points on the number of district identified.
	Fall 2009
	CDE Staff and Consultants


	Attachment 10A – Methods Used to Calculate Indicator #10 and OSEP’s Responses

	Fiscal Year
	Cells Calculated
	Methodology
	Cut Points
	OSEP Response

	2005-06
	30 Over Representation
	Composition Index for 30 cells on basis of students in five ethnic categories and six disability categories (disability-ethnic category cells)

Over representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 20% above  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 


1)  10 of the 30 cells overall


OR


2) 3 or more of the  6 (disability) cells for African Americans
	In reporting on disproportionate representation by disability category that is the result of inappropriate identification under this indicator, the State reported that it used a definition of disproportionality for one racial group (African-American) that was different from that used for all other racial and ethnic groups. … To the extent that the State’s review for disproportionality does not look at disproportionality for all race and ethnic groups applying the same criteria, the State must revise its method of reviewing disproportionality and, in its FFY 2006 APR describe and report on the revisions it has made and the results of its review of data and information for all race ethnicity categories in the State to determine if there is disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification for both FFY 2005 and FFY 2006.

	2006-07
	30 Over Representation

30 Under Representation

For FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 data
	Composition Index for 60 cells on basis of students in five ethnic categories and six disability categories (disability-ethnic category cells). Calculations were made for both Over representation and Under representation.

Over representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 20% above  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 

Under representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 40% below  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 


1) 10 of the 30 cells over represented


OR


2) 10 of the 30 cells under represented
	The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 1.91%. However, these data are not valid and reliable data because the State did not use the correct measurement. The measurement for this indicator requires that the State identify a district as having disproportionate representation if it has disproportionate representation in any one disability category for any one racial or ethnic group. In its APR, the State reported that a district was considered disproportionally represented if more than ten of the thirty disability-ethnic category cells are overrepresented, or if more than ten of the thirty disability-ethnic category cells are underrepresented. As noted above, the State’s data for this indicator are not valid and reliable and, as noted below, the State has not reported complete FFY 2005 baseline data. Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether there was progress or slippage or whether the State met its target. 

	2006-07
Revised Measurement April 2008
	30 Over Representation

30 Under Representation

For FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 data
	Composition Index for 60 cells on basis of students in five ethnic categories and six disability categories (disability-ethnic category cells). Calculations were made for both Over representation and Under representation.

Over representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 20% above  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 

Under representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 40% below  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 
1) 1 of the 30 cells over represented
OR
2) 1 of the 30 cells under represented
	The state reported on its results to identify districts with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification for FFY 2005 and FFY 2006, noting that the review to determine whether each district with disproportionate representation in FFY 2006 had not yet been completed. In its FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, the State must provide revised FFY 2006 data regarding the number and percent of districts with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.
The State must also demonstrate, in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, that the noncompliance identified in FFY 2006 was corrected.
The State reported that noncompliance identified in FFY 2005 with the requirements in 34 CFR §§300.173, 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311 was corrected, but as noted previously, the State has not completed its review based on the FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 data.

	2007-08
	30 Over Representation

30 Under Representation

For FFY 2005, FFY 2006 and 2007 data
	Composition Index for 60 cells on basis of students in five ethnic categories and six disability categories (disability-ethnic category cells). Calculations were made for both Over representation and Under representation.

Over representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 20% above  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 

Under representation was identified when percent of students in a cell is more than 40% below  the percentage of that ethnic group among entire SE population 
	Disproportionate representation was determined based on: 
1) 1 of the 30 cells over represented
OR
2) 1 of the 30 cells under represented
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Measures of Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education and Their Implications

Background

Ethnic disproportionality in special education (SE) became a national issue since the 1997 amendments of the IDEA. In subsequent years it became an indicator in the SPP, which requires the states to monitor ethnic disproportionality in each district as well as in the state as a single entity. The monitoring process includes, among others, determination of racial/ethnic disproportionality: (1) in SE program as a whole, (2) in major disability categories in SE, and (3) in various SE service delivery environments. The findings of the monitoring process are reported annually to the federal OSEP of the DE through the APR. The results are also released to the public. If a district has significant ethnic disproportionality in any of the above areas of SE, the state must review the district’s policies and procedures to ensure that the disproportionality is not result of any bias or inappropriate identification process.

The magnitude of this requirement is enormous. The volume of calculations alone to determine disproportionality for all districts in California is incredibly large. According to the federal regulations, each student must be identified and reported in one of the following five racial/ethnic groups:

1. Native American (American Indian and Alaskan Native)

2. Asian and Pacific Islander

3. Black or African-American (not Hispanic)

4. Hispanic

5. White (not Hispanic)

For each of these five racial/ethnic groups, disproportionality shall be determined in SE program as a whole and in each of the following six major disability categories:

1. Mental Retardation (MR)

2. Speech and Language Impairment (SLI)

3. Emotional Disturbance (ED)

4. Specific Learning Disability (SLD)

5. Other Health Impairment (OHI)

6. Autism

Again, for each of the five racial/ethnic groups, disproportionality shall be determined in each of the three major SE service delivery environments:

1. Outside GE classroom more than 60 percent of the school day

2. Outside GE classroom 40–60 percent of the school day

3. Outside GE classroom less than 40 percent of the school day

All of the above analyses are to be conducted for about 1,000 districts in California and for the state.

There are several measures to determine ethnic disproportionality in SE that are currently used by the states. They generally fall under two broad categories: Composition and Risk. Within each measure, there are also two types of disproportionality: Overrepresentation and Under-representation. These terms are defined below.

Under the broad category of Composition, ethnic disproportionality is defined by the difference between the proportion of a racial/ethnic group in SE and GE. In this category, Overrepresentation is defined as when there are proportionately more students of a racial/ethnic group in SE than in GE in a district or state. Underrepresentation occurs when the proportion of students of a racial/ethnic group in SE is less than in GE in a district or state. Three measures of disproportionality fall under the Composition category: (1) Composition by itself, (2) Relative Difference in Composition, and (3) the E-formula and its variations.

Under the broad category of Risk, ethnic disproportionality is defined as the percentage of students in a racial/ethnic group in a district or state who are at ‘risk’ of being in SE, in relation to a comparison group. Overrepresentation occurs when the ‘risk’ of a racial/ethnic group is higher than that of the comparison group. Underrepresentation happens when the ‘risk’ of a racial/ethnic group is lower than that of the comparison group. Four measures of disproportionality fall under the Risk category: (1) Risk by itself, (2) Risk Ratio, (3) Weighted Risk Ratio, and (4) Alternate Risk Ratio. (Actually, Weighted Risk Ratio is a hybrid measure; it combines district ‘risk’ with statewide ‘composition’, discussed later in the paper.)

Under all measures, any disproportionality or discrepancy is considered significant when Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation crosses a threshold set by state policy or other influencing factors.

In order to assist the states in monitoring ethnic disproportionality, the OSEP and Westat Corporation (a private consulting firm under contract with OSEP) convened a task force to address this issue. The OSEP/Westat Task Force developed a document, Methods for Assessing Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education: A Technical Assistance Guide, which lists a number of approaches to calculate ethnic disproportionality in SE, and discusses their strengths and limitations. The document, however, does not include all measures of disproportionality that are currently being used by the states, such as the E-formula that has been in use in California since the seventies and subsequently by other states.

Scope of the Paper

The purpose of this paper is to examine various measures of racial/ethnic disproportionality in SE, including the ones that are recommended by OSEP/Westat or are currently being used by other states, review their strengths and weaknesses, and recommend a measure for use in California.

Each measure is discussed individually, illustrated with actual data from a district in California, and is followed by a discussion of its strengths and weaknesses. Following individual presentations, the measures are compared against each other using a set of hypothetical district data (small, medium, and large) to examine how the measures affect different size districts. The measures are:

1. Composition

2. Relative Difference in Composition

3. Risk

4. Risk Ratio

5. Weighted Risk Ratio

6. Alternate Risk Ratio

7. The E-formula and its Variations

The list above does not include one measure of disproportionality that was recommended by OSEP a few years ago. According to this measure, which falls under the broad category of Composition, a state is allowed to set a percentage threshold above and below a district’s GE percentage of a racial/ethnic group. If the percentage of the same racial/ethnic group in SE or in a disability category or in a SE service delivery environment is beyond the threshold, then it is considered overrepresented or underrepresented, depending on the direction of the threshold. CDE used this approach in the past with a 20 percent threshold for Overrepresentation and 40 percent threshold for Underrepresentation. Soon it became evident that the results of this measure are “flat” and they did not provide the necessary flexibility for different size districts. Eventually the measure lost its support at the federal level and its appeal to the states that had used it in the past. Several new and more sophisticated measures emerged in recent years, which are currently being supported by OSEP and are included in this paper. 

Because of the volume of data and the large number of calculations involved in determining ethnic disproportionality in all possible combinations of ethnic groups, disability categories, and SE service delivery environments, we have decided to limit the presentation of data on disproportionality in disability category only. The paper does not address ethnic disproportionality in SE program as a whole or in educational service delivery environments. Any issues arising from disproportionality in a disability category should give the reader an idea about similar issues from the other two situations as well. The focus of the analysis is kept at the district level only; it does not address state-level disproportionality issues. Also, the reporting requirements and monitoring of district policies and procedures are beyond the scope of this paper.

To the extent appropriate (and meaningful), each measure is described below with a question it attempts to answer. This is followed by a definition of the measure or statistic that answers the question. For the sake of simplicity and unless otherwise indicated, we have used African-American students as the racial/ethnic group and MR as the disability category in SE in describing each approach. However, data on all racial/ethnic groups are shown in Attachments A, B, C, and D.

1. Composition
Composition is a simple way to look into ethnic disproportionality in SE. As mentioned before, it is the percentage distribution of all racial/ethnic groups enrolled in SE and related services or in a disability category or in an educational environment. Composition attempts to answer a question like this: What percentage of all students in a district receiving SE and related services in MR is African-American?

Measure:
[(Number of African-American students in MR) / (Total number of students in all racial/ethnic groups in MR)] * 100

Actual data from a district in California are shown in Table 1 illustrating racial/ethnic composition of students in MR disability category. The detail calculations are shown in Attachment A.

Table 1: Racial/Ethnic Composition of Enrollment in MR Disability Category

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	MR Enrollment (N)
	0
	27
	14
	32
	7
	80

	Composition (%)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00


Source: Attachment A.

Table 1 shows that the composition of African-American students in MR disability category is 17.50 percent. This number, by itself, does not provide any information on ethnic disproportionality, and therefore, is not very useful. However, if it is compared against the composition of African-American students in GE in the same district, it reveals discrepancy (see Table 2).

Table 2: Racial/Ethnic Composition of Enrollment in GE

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	GE Enrollment (N)
	37
	7,721
	1,896
	7,654
	1,577
	18,885

	Composition (%)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00


Source: Attachment A.

The composition of African-American students in GE in the same district is 10.04 percent, compared to 17.50 percent in MR (Table 1), which shows that there are proportionately more African-American students in MR than in GE in the district. If the percentage is higher (or lower) in SE than in GE, then the racial/ethnic group is overrepresented (or underrepresented). In this case, the African-American students are overrepresented in MR.

By comparison, the composition of white students in MR is 8.75 percent (Table 1) compared to 8.35 percent in GE (Table 2) – still overrepresented, but a far less discrepancy (0.40 percentage points) than African-American students (7.46 percentage points).

2. Relative Difference in Composition
Relative Difference in Composition for a racial/ethnic group is the difference between its SE composition and GE composition, expressed as percentage of its GE composition. This measure allows comparing disproportionality of various racial/ethnic groups against each other. This is an improvement over using Composition by itself or even the difference of composition between SE and GE, but still not very useful, as we will see later.

Measure:
[((Composition (%) of African-American students in MR) – (Composition (%) of African-American students in GE)) / (Composition (%) of African-American students in GE)] * 100

Table 3: Relative Difference in Composition between GE Enrollment and MR Enrollment

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	GE Composition (%)
	0.20
	40.08
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	MR Composition (%)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Relative Difference (%)
	-100.00
	-17.45
	74.31
	-1.31
	4.78
	0.00


Source: Attachment A.

The Relative Difference in Composition for African-American students in MR is 74.31 percent, the highest of all relative differences. This means that 74.31 percent more of the composition of African-American students in the district are likely to be in MR. Conversely, 17.45 percent less of the composition of Asian students in the district are likely to be in MR. Note that, a positive Relative Difference in Composition is overrepresentation and a negative Relative Difference in Composition is underrepresentation.

The interpretation of Relative Difference in Composition is not very intuitive. The statistic, being the percentage of a percentage, makes it somewhat difficult to comprehend easily. For small numbers, including zero, the interpretation of the statistic is also questionable. For example, the Relative Difference in Composition for Native American students is -100.00 percent, which means that Native American students are not likely to be in MR at all! Is this really true in real life for a district of this size? This inference is the result of the Native American enrollment in MR being zero, no matter how large the Native American enrollment in GE in the district is.

3. Risk
Like Composition, Risk is also a relatively simple approach to examine ethnic disproportionality in SE. As mentioned before, it is the percentage of students in a racial/ethnic group who are at ‘risk’ of being in SE. The relative ‘risk’ is determined by comparing the ‘risk’ of one racial/ethnic group against that of another.

In SE, Risk refers to the percentage of students in a racial/ethnic group enrolled in SE and related services or in a disability category or in an educational environment. It attempts to answer a question like this: What percentage of African-American students in a district receiving SE and related services in MR?

Measure:
[(Number of African-American students in MR) / (Number of African-American students in GE)] * 100

Table 4: Risk of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in MR Disability Category

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	GE Enrollment (N)
	37
	7,721
	1,896
	7,654
	1,577
	18,885

	MR Enrollment (N)
	0
	27
	14
	32
	7
	80

	MR Risk (%)
	0.00
	0.35
	0.74
	0.42
	0.44
	0.42


Source: Attachment A.

In the above district, the Risk for African-American students to be in MR is 0.74 percent, which is quite higher than 0.44 percent for White students and 0.42 percent for all students. The interpretation of Risk is problematic when the numerator is small or zero. In this case, the Risk for Native American students is 0.00 percent or none, because Native American MR enrollment is zero, no matter how large the Native American GE enrollment is. Is this really reasonable?

4. Risk Ratio

Risk for a racial/ethnic group, by itself, does not provide sufficient information about ethnic disproportionality, unless it is compared against a comparison group, when it is known as Risk Ratio. Most often, the comparison group is comprised of all other racial/ethnic groups combined, not including the reference racial/ethnic group. Risk Ratio attempts to answer a question like this: What is the Risk for African-American students receiving SE and related services in MR in a district, compared to the Risk for all other students receiving SE and related services in MR in the same district?

Measure:
[(Risk (%) of African-American students in MR) / (Risk (%) of all other students in MR)]

Table 5: Risk Ratio of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in MR Disability Category

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	Risk in MR (%)
	0.00
	0.35
	0.74
	0.42
	0.44
	0.42

	Others’ Risk in MR (%)*
	0.42
	0.47
	0.39
	0.43
	0.42
	NA

	MR Risk Ratio
	0.00
	0.74
	1.90
	0.98
	1.05
	NA


Source: Attachment A.

NA = Not Applicable.

* “Others’ Risk in MR” refers to the Risk for all other racial/ethnic groups combined, except the racial/ethnic group in the table column. This is the Risk of the comparison group, which is different for each racial/ethnic group. See Attachment A for detail calculations.

In the above example, African-American students are 1.90 times more at ‘risk’ to be in MR than the corresponding ‘risk’ for all other racial/ethnic groups combined. Note that the value of the Risk Ratio more than 1.00 for a racial/ethnic group means higher Risk and less than 1.00 means lower Risk than the comparison group. Like Risk, the interpretation and use of Risk Ratio are problematic for small numbers.

5. Weighted Risk Ratio
While Risk and Risk Ratio are calculated using district level data, Weighted Risk Ratio takes into account the racial/ethnic composition of all students in the state in the calculations. Since Risk and Risk Ratio measures for a district use data from that district only, the results are not comparable with other districts’ results. In order to make the districts comparable across the state, the OSEP/Westat Task Force recommended Weighted Risk Ratio as another approach to examine ethnic disproportionality. In this approach the Risk for each racial/ethnic group in a district is weighted by the racial/ethnic Composition of the state. The computational process of Weighted Risk Ratio is quite laborious and is illustrated in detail in the report of the Task Force.

Weighted Risk Ratio attempts to answer a question like this: What is the weighted Risk for African-American students receiving SE and related services in MR in a district, compared to the Risk for all other students in the district when both Risks (the numerator and the denominator) are weighted according to the racial/ethnic Composition of the state?

Measure:
[(District-level Risk for a racial/ethnic group in a disability category, weighted by the Composition of all other racial/ethnic groups in the state) / (Sum of Risks of all other racial/ethnic groups in the same disability category in the district, each individually weighted by the Composition of the same racial/ethnic group in the state)]

In operational terms, the measure is stated as:


[{(1 – State African-American Composition) * District African-American MR Risk} / {(State Native American Composition * District Native American MR Risk) + (State Asian Composition * District Asian MR Risk) + (State Hispanic Composition * District Hispanic MR Risk) + (State White Composition * District White MR Risk)}]

The results of the Weighted Risk Ratio for various racial/ethnic groups are shown in Table 6.

The interpretation of Weighted Risk Ratio is neither clear nor intuitive. In the example in Table 6, the African-American students are 1.7822 times more likely to be in MR than all other racial/ethnic groups combined when both Risks are weighted by the racial/ethnic Composition of the state. What does this mean?

The Weighted Risk Ratio imposes the statewide racial/ethnic Ccomposition onto the district Risk in order to make the ratios comparable across districts within the state. Inter-district comparison of Risk Ratio results is questionable because education policies affecting SE programs at the district level are determined by individual local district boards, and local policies vary from district to district.

Table 6: Weighted Risk Ratio of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in MR Disability Category

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	Weighted MR Risk
	0.0000
	0.0031
	0.0068
	0.0021
	0.0031
	NA

	Weighted Others’ MR Risk*
	0.0044
	0.0040
	0.0038
	0.0023
	0.0030
	NA

	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	0.0000
	0.7739
	1.7822
	0.9069
	1.0131
	NA


Source: Attachment A.

NA = Not applicable.

* “Weighted Others’ MR Risk” refers to the weighted Risk for all other racial/ethnic groups in the state combined, except the racial/ethnic group in the table column. This is the weighted Risk of the statewide comparison group, which is different for each racial/ethnic group. See Attachment A for detail calculations.

The Weighted Risk Ratio has also another (unintended) consequence. By weighing a local district Risk with statewide racial/ethnic Composition, the district Risk is unduly affected by the relative magnitudes of the Composition of various racial/ethnic groups in the state. Because of the complexity of the Weighted Risk Ratio calculations, it is not easy to understand how and in what direction the district Risk is affected by the statewide Composition. In an example using hypothetical data, the Risk Ratio for White students is 1.00, but the Weighted Risk Ratio is 1.12, which means the White students are not disproportionate under Risk Ratio, but are overrepresented under Weighted Risk Ratio (see Attachment C).

Like Risk and Risk Ratio, the interpretation and use of Weighted Risk Ratio are problematic for small numbers. Small variations in the number of students in the reference group or comparison group can result in dramatic changes in the size of the Weighted Risk Ratio.

6. Alternate Risk Ratio
In situations when a district is racially and ethnically homogeneous and/or a comparison group is not available, Alternate Risk Ratio offers an option to calculate disproportionality. In Alternate Risk Ratio, the district Risk is compared against the Risk for all other students in the state. This approach is similar to Weighted Risk Ratio in concept, but the calculation process is far simpler than the Weighted Risk Ratio, and the interpretation of the statistic is relatively clear. Like Weighted Risk Ratio, the results of Alternate Risk Ratio for districts can be compared against each another within the state. However, the same criticism about inter-district comparison under the Weighted Risk Ratio applies to Alternate Risk Ratio as well. The OSEP/Westat Task Force Report recommends using Alternate Risk Ratio when the numbers in the comparison group under Risk Ratio calculation are small or none.

Alternate Risk Ratio attempts to answer a question like this: What is the Risk for African-American students receiving SE and related services in MR in a district, compared to the Risk for all other students receiving SE and related services in MR in the state?

Measure:
[(District-level Risk (%) of African-American students in MR) / (State-level Risk (%) of all other students in MR)]

Table 7: Alternate Risk Ratio of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in MR Disability Category

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District MR Risk (%)
	0.0000
	0.3497
	0.7384
	0.4181
	0.4439
	0.4236

	State Others’ MR Risk (%)*
	0.7606
	0.7863
	0.7303
	0.7062
	0.8067
	NA

	Alternate MR Risk Ratio
	0.0000
	0.4447
	1.0111
	0.5920
	0.5503
	NA


Source: Attachment A.

NA = Not applicable.

* “State Others’ MR Risk” refers to the Risk for all other racial/ethnic groups in the state combined, except the racial/ethnic group in the table column. This is the Risk of the statewide comparison group, which is different for each racial/ethnic group. See Attachment A for detail calculations.

The interpretation of Alternate Risk Ratio is relatively simple, compared to the Weighted Risk Ratio. African-American students in this district are 1.0111 times more likely than all other students in the state to receive SE and related services in MR.

Although the computation process for Alternate Risk Ratio is relatively simple, compared to the Weighted Risk Ratio, both measures use statewide comparison group and are subject to the same criticisms: (1) the purpose of comparing one district against another in the state is questionable at best, due to the variations in education programs and policies from district to district and (2) the state level comparison group unduly affects the district ‘risk ratios’  by pushing them in the direction of overrepresentation or underrepresentation. In one district, Hispanic students are underrepresented in Risk Ratio (0.64, Attachment B), but they are overrepresented in Alternate Risk Ratio (1.06, Attachment D). In another district, White students are overrepresented in Risk Ratio (1.05, Attachment A), but are underrepresented in Alternate Risk Ratio (0.55, Attachment A).

Alternate Risk Ratio is also subject to the properties and limitations of small numbers, as mentioned in the previous Risk measures. The OSEP/Westat Task Force recommends not calculating any ‘risk ratios’ when the numbers are less than 10 students in either the numerator or the denominator.

7. The E-formula
The E-formula was developed in the seventies under the Larry P. vs. Riles lawsuit in California. The lawsuit alleged that the number of young African-American students identified as educable mentally retarded (EMR) and placed in special day class (SDC) setting for SE services was disproportionately higher than in the GE program in the district. As part of the settlement of the lawsuit, the presiding judge ordered the CDE to monitor disproportionate placement of African-American students identified as EMR in SDC placement setting, using the E-formula.

Neither the EMR disability category nor the SDC placement setting exists today in California; however, the E-formula has been found to be an effective measure to determine ethnic disproportionality in SE. This is because the underlying statistical principles in the development of the E-formula make the measure robust and it allows the necessary flexibility to districts of different sizes. The intent of the original E-formula was to determine overrepresentation only.

The E-formula is defined as:


E = A + SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]

Where: E = 
Maximum percentage of the total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district allowed for a specific ethnic group



A =
Percentage of the same ethnic group in GE in the district



N =
The total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment 

in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district, as

defined in E.

In E-formula, SE enrollment can be viewed as a sample drawn from a population of GE enrollment. In statistical terms, the second component in the E-formula “SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]” is comparable to standard error of the sampling distribution of the proportion of a racial/ethnic group in question (the estimate). The formula represents a special case when the proportion of the racial/ethnic group in the sample (SE) is the same as in the population (GE). The original E-formula adds one standard error (lack of a more appropriate term) to the GE proportion of a racial/ethnic group as a threshold to determine overrepresentation, which establishes an upper bound of “tolerance”, within which an E-value is considered not disproportionate. Table 8 shows the results of the E-formula calculations for various racial/ethnic groups in MR.

Table 8: E-formula Results for Overrepresentation of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in MR

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District GE Comp (%)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	District MR Comp (%)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Maximum MR Allowed (%)
	0.69
	46.38
	13.40
	46.02
	11.44
	NA

	Percent Over (+) or Not (-)
	-0.69
	-12.63
	4.10
	-6.02
	-2.69
	NA


Source: Attachment A.

NA = Not applicable.

In the above example, African-American students constitute 10.04 percent of GE enrollment in the district and the allowed maximum for them not to be overrepresented in MR is 13.40 percent of the total number of MR students. The actual percentage of African-American students in MR is 17.50 percent, which is 4.10 percentage points above the allowed maximum, and therefore, they are overrepresented. Asian students, on the other hand, at 33.75 percent of the total number of MR students, are 12.63 percentage points below their threshold of overrepresentation (46.38 percent) in the district, and therefore, are not overrepresented.

A very critical distinction in the interpretation between a positive value and a negative value in the E-formula results must be made at this point. A positive value indicates overrepresentation. However, a negative value does not mean underrepresentation – it simply means lack of or short of overrepresentation. In the above example, Asian students are 12.63 percentage point short (of their MR percentage) of being overrepresented – they are not underrepresented, at least not using this calculation. Stating another way, if there were an additional 12.63 percent of MR students who are Asian (without changing the total number of MR students in the district), then Asian students would be overrepresented.

The calculation for underrepresentation in the E-formula is quite similar to the original formula for overrepresentation, except that the connector between the first and the second component is a minus sign (-), instead of a plus (+) sign. This creates a lower bound around the percentage of a racial/ethnic group in GE beyond which the group is considered underrepresented.

The E-formula for underrepresentation can be shown as:


E = A - SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]

Where: E = 
Minimum percentage of the total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district needed for a specific ethnic group



A =
Percentage of the same ethnic group in GE in the district



N =
The total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment 

in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district, as

defined in E.

Table 9 shows the results of underrepresentation calculations using the E-formula.

Table 9: E-formula Results for Underrepresentation of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in MR

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District GE Comp (%)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	District MR Comp (%)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Minimum MR Needed (%)
	-0.30
	35.39
	6.68
	35.04
	5.26
	NA

	Percent Under (-) or Not (+)
	0.30
	-1.64
	10.82
	4.96
	3.49
	NA


Source: Attachment A.

NA = Not applicable.

In the above example, Asian students constitute 40.88 percent of GE enrollment in the district and they need at least 35.39 percent of the total number of MR students in the district for not to be underrepresented. The actual percentage of Asian students in MR is 33.75 percent, which is 1.64 percentage points short of the needed minimum, and therefore, they are underrepresented. African-American students, on the other hand, at 17.50 percent of the total number of MR students, are 10.82 percentage points above the threshold of underrepresentation (6.68 percent) in the district, and therefore, are not underrepresented.

Note that, a positive E-value in underrepresentation does not mean overrepresentation – it means that there are simply more students of a racial/ethnic group in MR than are needed for underrepresentation. In the case of African-American students, they are 10.82 percentage points more than what is minimally needed (6.68 percent) for underrepresentation. In other words, if there were 10.82 percent fewer African-American MR students (without changing the total number of MR students in the district), then they would be underrepresented.

Like other measures, the E-formula is also subject to the properties and limitations of small numbers. The effects of small numbers under various measures are discussed later in the paper in further details. Unlike ‘risk’ measures, the E-formula allows some room in both directions of the GE percentage of a racial/ethnic group, within which an E-value is not considered disproportionate.

Effect of Various Measures on Districts of Different Enrollment Size

Now that we have an understanding about how each disproportionality measure works, we would like to examine if the measures affect districts of different enrollment sizes differently. In order to investigate this issue, we have created three hypothetical districts with GE enrollments of 1,000 (small), 10,000 (medium), and 50,000 (large), and applied the above measures of disproportionality to these districts. So we can determine the effect of these measures on district size only and nothing else, all affecting variables are held constant across the districts for each racial/ethnic group. The detail calculations for this exercise are shown in Attachments B, C, and D for small, medium, and large districts, respectively.

Table 10 shows the results of this comparison for African-American students in MR disability category. The Composition of African-American students in MR is held constant at 20.00 percent and the Risk at 2.00 percent for each district. The attachments show that these constants are different for different racial/ethnic groups, but are the same for a specific group across the districts.

In order to provide a perspective of the comparison of hypothetical districts against an actual district, Table 10 includes the actual district data that have been used throughout this paper in describing the measures. The data for this district are drawn from Attachment A, and are logically placed in the table according to the district size and shaded for differentiation from the hypothetical districts. 

As we have seen from the discussion of individual measures in the preceding pages, Composition, Relative Difference in Composition, and Risk measures do not provide sufficient information to determine ethnic disproportionality, compared to the other four measures. To the best of our knowledge, none of these three measures are used by any states to determine ethnic disproportionality in SE. Therefore, we will refrain from discussing these three measures in any further detail, although the results of the comparison of all seven measures are shown in the attachments. The four other measures, Risk Ratio, Weighted Risk Ratio, Alternate Risk Ratio, and the E-formula offer sufficient promise in calculating disproportionality, and they are also used by various states. Therefore, we will primarily focus on these four measures in comparing their effects on district size.

Table 10: Comparison of Various Disproportionality Measures in Different Size Districts

	District Size
	Small
	Medium
	Actual Dist
	Large
	State

	Data Source
	Attach B
	Attach C
	Attach A
	Attach D
	Attach A

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total GE Enrollment (N)
	1,000
	10,000
	18,885
	50,000
	5,669,956

	African-Am GE Enrollment (N)
	100
	1,000
	1,896
	5,000
	447,424

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total MR Enrollment (N)
	10
	100
	80
	500
	43,113

	African-Am MR Enrollment (N)
	2
	20
	14
	100
	4,975

	
	
	
	
	
	

	MR Composition (%)
	20.00
	20.00
	17.50
	20.00
	11.54

	Relative Diff in MR Comp (%)
	150.00
	150.00
	74.31
	150.00
	0.00

	MR Risk (%)
	2.00
	2.00
	0.74
	2.00
	1.11

	MR Risk Ratio
	2.25
	2.25
	1.90
	2.25
	NA

	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	2.40
	2.40
	1.78
	2.40
	NA

	Alternate MR Risk Ratio
	2.74
	2.74
	1.01
	2.74
	NA

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E-formula (Overrepresentation):
	
	
	
	
	

	     One Standard Error
	0.51
	7.00
	4.10
	8.66
	NA

	     Two Standard Errors
	-8.97
	4.00
	0.74
	7.32
	NA

	     Three standard errors
	-18.46
	1.00
	-2.62
	5.98
	NA

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E-formula (Underrepresentation):
	
	
	
	
	

	     One Standard Error
	19.49
	13.00
	10.82
	11.34
	NA

	     Two Standard Errors
	28.97
	16.00
	14.18
	12.68
	NA

	     Three Standard Errors
	38.46
	19.00
	17.54
	14.02
	NA

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E-formula (Underrepresentation)
	
	
	
	
	

	For Asian Students
	
	
	
	
	

	     One Standard Error
	5.59
	-2.33
	-1.64
	-4.36
	NA

	     Two Standard Errors
	17.19
	1.33
	3.86
	-2.72
	NA

	     Three Standard Errors
	28.78
	5.00
	9.36
	-1.08
	NA


NA = Not applicable. 

Table 10 shows that the values of all ‘risk’ measures, except for the E-formula, are the same for all three hypothetical districts regardless of their size. The Risk Ratio, for example, is 2.25 for each district: small, medium, and large. This means that African-American students have the same Risk of being in MR in a small district as in a medium or large district. This raises an interesting question: Is a measure like this a good one to determine disproportionality, which makes no differentiation among small, medium or large districts? The answer is, probably no. This situation is comparable to a “flat tax rate”, where the little guy pays tax at the same rate as the big guy. As we know from our experience in the field, a small district is more vulnerable to small fluctuations in enrollment than a large district.

The E-formula values, on the other hand, show a contrasting picture. The values are different for different size districts. Under One Standard Error threshold, the small district is overrepresented by only 0.51 percentage points, whereas the medium size district is overrepresented by 7.00 percentage points and the large district by 8.66 percentage points, even though the proportion of African-American students in MR in all three districts are the same. This indicates that the statistical properties of the E-formula impose proportionately stricter restriction to large district and allows more flexibility to small district.

Generating proportionately different values for different district size is a unique feature of the E-formula, which sets it distinctively apart from the ‘risk’ measures. The denominator N (the total number of MR students in the district) in the second component of the E-formula, “SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]” is critical in this feature (see Page 10 for the formula). As we know, in divisions with non-zero numbers, the smaller the denominator, the larger is the result and the larger the denominator, the smaller is the result. The value of N, the denominator, is generally small for smaller districts, thus produces a larger E-formula value; whereas, the relatively large value of N for larger districts results in a smaller E-formula value. As the district size increases, the proportionate value of the E-formula gradually decreases, allowing more Range of Tolerance to smaller districts and less for larger districts. The gradation of change in the E-formula values for different size districts is almost continuous, i.e., the E-formula values of districts would be different from one another even if the enrollment size of one district is different from another by a single student.

For the purposes of monitoring disproportionality under the federal context, we are no longer restricted to use the E-formula in its original form, purpose or context. Therefore, we conducted two more calculations using two additional thresholds (two and three standard errors) to the original formula and presented the results in Table 10. Using Two Standard Errors threshold, the small district is no longer overrepresented, but the medium and the large districts are still overrepresented, although by smaller percentage points than the One Standard Error threshold. Three Standard Errors threshold show similar properties as well.

None of the three hypothetical districts show underrepresentation of African-American students in MR under the E-formula and its variations because a racial/ethnic group can not be both overrepresented and underrepresented at the same time.

In order to illustrate underrepresentation in the E-formula, we have added data for Asian students for all four districts in the table. Note that, under One Standard Error threshold, Asian students are not underrepresented for the small district, but they are underrepresented for the medium and the large districts. When the threshold is lowered (extended in the negative sense) to two or three standard errors, Asian students are no longer underrepresented in the medium district. The large district still shows underrepresentation even under Three Standard Errors threshold, but by successively smaller percentage points.

Effect of Small Numbers under Various Measures

Small numbers of students in a disability category and/or for a racial/ethnic group do not appear to have any differential effect under any of the ‘risk’ measures, compared to large numbers, provided the ‘risk’ for each racial/ethnic group is the same across all districts. As we have seen in Table 10, the number of African-American students in MR is only two for the small district, but quite large for the medium and the large districts (20 and 100, respectively), and yet the results of all ‘risk’ measures are exactly the same for all districts. On the other hand, the same districts under the same conditions, show differential effect under the E-formula calculations.

As observed earlier, interpretation of results of various ‘risk’ measures with small cell size (less than 10, for example) does not reflect conventional wisdom. Many states exclude cells from disproportionality calculations when the cell size is less than 10, which is also the recommendation of the OSEP/Westat Task Force. Some states exclude cells when the cell size is less than 20. In the past, CDE has excluded disproportionality calculations for cells with number less than 20 for a different measure of ethnic disproportionality, which has since been discontinued.

One reason often cited for excluding disproportionality calculations for small cell size is that any small fluctuation in the cell size produces dramatic difference in the results and interpretation of the results becomes problematic (this is discussed further in the next section). Another reason, although not often cited, is that if a decision is to be made based on the probability distribution of a statistic (Risk Ratio, for example), a small cell size (such as 10 or 20) might not be sufficient to approximate the actual probability distribution of that statistic. Since we do not know the nature of the probability distribution of the statistic from a disproportionality measure, they are often treated as stand-alone measures, outside their probabilistic realm. None of the ‘risk’ measures or the E-formula attaches itself to any probability distribution, although the E-formula comes close in terms of its statistical properties but does not label itself as such.

If we exclude disproportionality calculations for cells with numbers less than 10, as the OSEP/Westat Report recommends, for many districts it will amount to a large number of exclusions and for some districts entirely for any of the ‘risk’ measures, but would be far fewer under the E-formula. An examination of the input variables and the computational process for the ‘risk’ and the E-formula measures demonstrates this point.

Table 11: Input Variables in ‘Risk and E-formula Measures in a Hypothetical Small District

	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	General Ed Enrollment
	40
	160
	100
	400
	300
	1,000

	Enrollment in MR
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	10


Source: Attachment A.

Using the data from Table 11, the following input variables are used to calculate the ‘risk’ measures for African-American students in MR.

1. Number of African-American students in GE in the district (100)

2. Total number of non-African-American students in GE in the district (900 = 1,000 – 100)

3. Number of African-American students in MR in the district  (2)

4. Total number of non-African-American students in MR in the district (8 = 10-2)

In addition, Weighted Risk Ratio uses statewide racial/ethnic Composition and Alternate Risk Ratio uses statewide data for the comparison group, which are derived from generally large numbers.

In the E-formula for African-American students in MR, the following numbers are needed for the calculation:

1. Percent of African-American students in GE in the district (10% = (100 / 1,000) * 100)

2. Total number of students in MR in the district  (10)

For our hypothetical small district, exclusion from disproportionality calculations based on cell size less than 10 would mean excluding ‘risk’ calculations for each racial/ethnic categories in MR because all numbers are less than 10 (see Table 11). Since the E-formula uses the total MR enrollment – not MR enrollment of an individual racial/ethnic group – it escapes this exclusion rule. The total MR enrollment is always a larger number (only equal at best under a rare situation) than any individual MR enrollment for a racial/ethnic group. In California, where there are a large number of small districts, cross-tabulation of racial/ethnic group by disability category would result in many cells with numbers less than 10 for these districts, and thus would be excluded from disproportionality measures under ‘risk’ calculations but would not under the E-formula. This could happen to some mid-size school districts as well, and perhaps, in some cases to large districts.

Exclusion from disproportionality calculations, for one reason or another, provides the district an escape option from state oversight on this issue, which is clearly not the intent of the federal law. The number of exclusions due to small cell size will be fewer when the threshold is less than 10 than when the threshold is less than 20. Although it will be impossible to eliminate exclusions entirely from disproportionality calculations on the basis of small cell size, they can certainly be reduced to a minimum under the E-formula.

Effect of Small Enrollment Fluctuations in Various Measures

Small enrollment fluctuations in SE can produce dramatic changes in the disproportionality results under any measure. These changes are more prominent when the base enrollment is small and less noticeable when it is large. Interpretation of results of such changes can be difficult and controversial, and therefore, are often used as another reason for excluding calculations when the cell size is small.

In order to examine the effects of small enrollment fluctuations in various measures of ethnic disproportionality, we have created the following scenario: A Native American family with one disabled student in MR moves into our hypothetical small district from another district in the state; another Native American family, also with one disabled student in MR, moves into our hypothetical medium district. The enrollments in GE and in MR go up by one student for these two districts but the state enrollments in GE and in MR remain the same. Table 12 shows the results of this exercise.

Table 12: Effect of Small Changes in MR Enrollment in Small and Medium Districts

	Data Source
	Attach B
	Attach E
	Attach C
	Attach F

	Race/Ethnic Category
	Native Am
	Native Am
	Native Am
	Native Am

	
	
	
	
	

	State GE Enrollment (N)
	44,720
	44,720
	2,786,861
	2,786,861

	State MR Enrollment (N)
	327
	327
	22,753
	22,753

	
	
	
	
	

	District Size
	Small
	Small
	Medium
	Medium

	District GE Enrollment (N)
	40
	41
	400
	401

	District MR Enrollment (N)
	1
	2
	10
	11

	
	
	
	
	

	MR Composition (%)
	10.00
	18.18
	10.00
	10.89

	Relative Diff in MR Comp (%)
	150.00
	343.90
	150.00
	171.63

	MR Risk (%)
	2.50
	4.88
	2.50
	2.74

	MR Risk Ratio
	2.67
	5.20
	2.67
	2.93

	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	2.74
	5.35
	2.74
	3.01

	Alternate MR Risk Ratio
	3.29
	6.41
	3.29
	3.61

	
	
	
	
	

	E-formula (Overrepresentation):
	
	
	
	

	     One Standard Error
	-0.20
	8.11
	4.04
	4.93

	     Two Standard Errors
	-6.39
	2.13
	2.08
	2.98

	     Three standard errors
	-12.59
	-3.84
	0.12
	1.03

	
	
	
	
	

	E-formula (Underrepresentation):
	
	
	
	

	     One Standard Error
	12.20
	20.06
	7.95
	8.83

	     Two Standard Errors
	18.39
	26.04
	9.92
	10.79

	     Three Standard Errors
	24.59
	32.01
	11.88
	12.74


As anticipated, the results show dramatic changes in all measures when the Native American enrollment in MR is increased from one to two in the small district. The MR Risk Ratio, for example, went up from 2.50 to 4.88; the E-formula values also increased by large amount. For the medium district the changes are not as dramatic as in the small district. This is due to the difference in size of the base number in the two districts (one in the small district and 10 in the medium district). The smaller the base number, the bigger the change; the bigger the base number, the smaller the change. When the base numbers are considerably large, the results are far less dramatic than in the examples above, and the interpretation of the results is reasonable. 

Any disproportionality calculation with small numbers and the interpretation of their results need to be treated with caution. As we have seen that for some measures, small numbers, by themselves, do not show any difference in the results among districts of various sizes but their interpretation remains problematic. In addition, any changes in small number of students, however small, produce dramatic changes in the results of disproportionality calculations, which add more to the problem.

Region of Tolerance

A Region of Tolerance (a region of non-disproportionality or a neutral region) in disproportionality calculations can be defined as a range or space around the point of non-disproportionality within which the value of a measure is considered not disproportionate. This is a necessary element in disproportionality calculations which allows districts to operate within a “wiggle room.” Without a Region of Tolerance, non-disproportionality is simply a point of existence. It is like standing on a point or walking on a very thin line of non-disproportionality without any room even for chance variations. Any deviation from the point or the line of non-disproportionality, however small, would put the district in the overrepresentation or underrepresentation territory. 

The Region of Tolerance in disproportionality calculations can be compared to driving a car in a highway that has no shoulder or driving in a lane that is exactly as wide as the car itself. As one can imagine, it would be virtually impossible to run a SE program where none of the racial/ethnic groups are disproportionate by any margin. Depending on the measure, any change in enrollment in one racial/ethnic group can affect the results of disproportionality calculations in another group. For example, one new Native American student in the medium district affected the Risk Ratio for White students, which is reduced from 1.0000 (Attachment C) to 0.9861 (Attachment F), even though enrollment of White students remained unchanged. Without a Region of Tolerance, the district would be underrepresented for White students, resulting from changes in one Native American student. For reasons such as this, and possibly others, a Region of Tolerance is a critical element in disproportionality calculations.

None of the ‘risk’ measures have a Region of Tolerance in their calculations. If the value of a ‘risk’ measure is exactly 1.00, the district is not disproportionate. But if the value is more than 1.00 by any amount, the district is overrepresented, and if it is less than 1.00 it is underrepresented. No district can run its programs in such a tightrope situation. To allow a reasonable operating environment for SE programs, all ‘risk’ measures would require a Region of Tolerance to be added externally through policy decisions or based on empirical data, and they would have to be different for different size districts as well. The thresholds also would have to be different for different types of ‘risk’ measures because the marginal changes in the results of each measure are different from each other.

The E-formula has a built-in Region of Tolerance in the calculation process, and therefore, it is transparent to the user. The size of the Region of Tolerance is proportionately larger for smaller districts and proportionately smaller for larger districts. It does not need to be set externally as for the ‘risk’ measures. In the original E-formula, the Region of Tolerance is one standard error around the percentage of a racial/ethnic group in GE in the district. Since the value of the second component of the E-formula (the standard error) varies inversely as the size of the SE enrollment in a district, the Region of Tolerance (proportionally) decreases as the district size increases.

Summary of Findings

The results from all seven measures show that three measures are relatively simple to use, but they do not provide sufficient information to determine ethnic disproportionality in SE. They are: Composition, Relative Difference in Composition, and Risk. Therefore, we will skip reporting findings from these three measures. Findings from the remaining four measures: Risk Ratio, Weighted Risk Ratio, Alternate Risk Ratio, and the E-formula are summarized below.

Risk Ratio

· The definition of Risk Ratio is fairly simple to understand, the calculation is relatively straightforward, and its interpretation is intuitive and clear.

· Risk Ratio calculation uses district level data from individual district only; therefore the results are not comparable against other districts in the state.

· Risk Ratio calculation produces the same result for different size districts. It does not provide, proportionately, the necessary flexibility to small districts for addressing small fluctuations in SE enrollment, than to the large districts.

· Small numbers are a problem in using Risk Ratio. Any fluctuations in enrollment can produce dramatic changes in the Risk Ratio results, which make interpretation of results problematic.

· The number of exclusions from disproportionality calculation due to small cell size (such as less than 10 or less than 20) can be large because the measure uses SE enrollment in each racial/ethnic group individually, which can result in relatively large number of cells with small number of students.

· The measure does not offer a Region of Tolerance around the point or line of non-disproportionality, where a district can operate SE programs without being disproportionate. This Region would have to be established through external policy decisions, analysis of empirical data or any other influencing factors.

Weighted Risk Ratio

· The definition of Weighted Risk Ratio is far from simple, the calculation is laborious, and its interpretation is neither intuitive nor clear.

· Weighted Risk Ratio calculation combines district level Risk with statewide Composition of racial/ethnic groups; therefore, the Weighted Risk Ratios for different districts are comparable across the state.

· Weighted Risk Ratio uses statewide demographic data, which unduly affects the district Risk Ratio, pushing the district in the direction of overrepresentation or underrepresentation, when the district may not be disproportionate at all.

· Weighted Risk Ratio calculation produces the same result for different size districts. It does not provide, proportionately, the necessary flexibility for small districts for addressing small fluctuations in SE enrollment, than to the large districts.

· Small numbers are a problem in using Weighted Risk Ratio. Any fluctuations in enrollment can produce dramatic changes in the Weighted Risk Ratio results, which make interpretation of results problematic.

· The number of exclusions from disproportionality calculation due to small cell size (such as less than 10 or less than 20) can be large because the measure uses SE enrollment in each racial/ethnic group individually, which can result in relatively large number of cells with small number of students.

· The measure does not offer a Region of Tolerance around the point or line of non-disproportionality, where a district can operate SE programs without being disproportionate. This Region would have to be established through external policy decisions, analysis of empirical data or any other influencing factors.

Alternate Risk Ratio

· Alternate Risk Ratio is relatively simple to understand, the calculation is also fairly simple, and its interpretation is relatively clear and intuitive.

· In Alternate Risk Ratio calculation, the district Risk is compared against the statewide comparison group; therefore, the Alternate Risk Ratios for different districts are comparable across the state.

· Like Weighted Risk Ratio, the Alternate Risk Ratio uses statewide demographic data, which unduly affects the district Risk Ratio, pushing the district in the direction of overrepresentation or underrepresentation, when the district may not be disproportionate at all.

· Alternate Risk Ratio calculation produces the same result for different size districts. It does not provide, proportionately, the necessary flexibility for small districts for addressing small fluctuations in SE enrollment, than to the large districts.

· Small numbers are a problem in using Alternate Risk Ratio. Any fluctuations in enrollment can produce dramatic changes in the Alternate Risk Ratio results, which make interpretation of results problematic.

· The number of exclusions from disproportionality calculation due to small cell size (such as less than 10 or less than 20) can be large because the measure uses SE enrollment in each racial/ethnic group individually, which can result in relatively large number of cells with small number of students.

· The measure does not offer a Region of Tolerance around the point or line of non-disproportionality, where a district can operate SE programs without being disproportionate. This Region would have to be established through external policy decisions, analysis of empirical data or any other influencing factors.

The E-formula

· The definition of the E-formula is based on statistical principles, the calculation is relatively simple, and its interpretation is intuitive and clear.

· The E-formula calculation uses district level data from individual district only; therefore the results are not comparable against other districts in the state.

· Unlike all ‘risk’ measures, the E-formula calculation produces different results for different size districts. It provides, proportionately, the necessary flexibility for small districts for addressing small fluctuations in SE enrollment, than to the large districts. In doing so, it also imposes stricter restrictions on large districts in determining Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation than on small districts.

· Small numbers are also problematic in using the E-formula. Any fluctuations in enrollment can produce dramatic changes in the E-formula results.

· The number of exclusions from disproportionality calculation due to small cell size (such as less than 10 or less than 20) will be small because the E-formula uses the total SE enrollment in all racial/ethnic groups, instead of enrollment in each racial/ethnic group separately.

· The E-formula has a built-in Region of Tolerance around the point or line of non-disproportionality, which provides the district an operating environment. No external rule is necessary to create a Region of Tolerance.

Discussion of Results

The findings from various measures of ethnic disproportionality show that some measures are more suitable for specific purposes than others and all of them have strengths and weaknesses. If comparing districts among each other is important for a state, then Weighted Risk Ratio or Alternate Risk Ratio measures can do the job. But as we have observed, these measures also unduly affect the ’risk’ of individual districts because of the influence by the statewide demographics.

If, however, comparing districts against each other is not an important issue, because district education programs are determined by local district boards and local policies vary from district to district, then Risk Ratio or the E-formula appears to be a strong candidate. Neither measure is influenced by the statewide demographics, as Weighted Risk Ratio or Alternate Risk Ratio is.

All disproportionality measures, except the E-formula, produce the same results for different size districts. Proportionately, smaller districts would need more room to accommodate enrollment fluctuations, which larger districts probably would not need to the same degree. A family with 2-3 disabled students moving into a small district can push the district over the limit; whereas, a relatively large district probably could accommodate several such families without showing any significant effect. For all ‘risk’ measures, this will require setting different thresholds for different size districts, which would mean creating additional rules or adding exceptions to a rule.

The E-formula has a built-in statistical property to address the flexibility issue. In E-formula, the variance of a small district is larger than the variance of a large district, which allows proportionately more flexibility to small districts than large district. Therefore, the same rule or threshold would work for different size districts without having to create additional rules or add any exceptions to a rule. In the E-formula, large districts are held accountable under stricter (percentage) limits compared to small districts, but this is done without explicitly labeling different flexibility for different size districts.

Most measures of ethnic disproportionality are affected by small numbers. In practice, whenever the numerator or the denominator is less than 10 for a disability category or racial/ethnic group or any combination thereof, that category or group is excluded from all ‘risk’ calculations. The number of exclusions based on cell size can be large because SE represents a small percent (about 10 percent) of GE enrollment, and when these enrollments are broken down into several racial/ethnic groups or disability categories, many cells end up with numbers less than 10 or even zero. Not to mention small districts, which there are many in a large state like California, even large districts are not immune from having cells with small numbers when enrollments are broken down by ethnicity and disability. So we end up with a lot of exclusions or exceptions.

In selecting a measure for ethnic disproportionality in SE, we must ensure that the measure serves its intended purpose. It must also have fewest exclusions and fewest possible exceptions, if at all; otherwise, it would not be a good measure The threshold that we set for determining disproportionality must allow a Region of Tolerance so we  identify districts that are grossly disproportionate (true negatives) and must not identify districts that are not disproportionate (false positives). In reality, this translates into maximizing identification of gross overrepresentation and minimizing identification of non-overrepresentation. Other factors, such as resources and timeline, will also play a role in setting the threshold in such a way so we do not identify too many districts that we cannot follow through or identify too few cases that may make the rule meaningless.

It is subject to debate whether the original E-formula (One Standard Error threshold) should be used to identify overrepresentation for all racial/ethnic groups and/or for all disability categories, particularly when the original formula was meant for determining disproportionality for a very specific situation (for African-American students in EMR classes in SDC setting). As we have seen in the above examples, variations of the E-formula offer a wide range of possibilities for identifying disproportionality which can be extended beyond its original purpose. Because of the robust statistical properties associated with the E-formula, variations of the E-formula could provide suitable options to measure disproportionality, compared to any of the other measures.

In order to provide a comparative picture of various measures and their effectiveness, we have identified a number of essential elements that are critical to any measure of ethnic disproportionality. Each measure incorporates these elements differently from each other and their results reflect these differences. We have also decided to evaluate all elements in the measures by rating them on a five-point scale: five (5) for best incorporation of an element or least problematic or most desirable results and one (1) for worst incorporation of the element or most problematic or least desirable results. The list of these elements and the results of this rating process are summarized in Table 13.

Table 13: Rating of Essential Elements in Various Measures of Ethnic Disproportionality

	Essential Elements and Rating Scale
	Risk Ratio
	Weighted. Risk Ratio
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	E-formula

	  1. Definition of the Measure

Most Simple (5) (           ( Least Simple (1)
	5
	2
	4
	3

	  2. Calculation Process

Most Simple (5) (           ( Least Simple (1)
	5
	2
	5
	4

	  3. Interpretation of Results

Most Clear (5) (           ( Least Clear (1)
	5
	1
	4
	4

	  4. Results Comparable across Districts

Most Comparable (5) (           ( Least Comparable (1)
	1
	5
	5
	1

	  5. District Results Unduly Affected by State Data

Least Affected (5) (           ( Most Affected (1)
	5
	2
	2
	5

	  6. Results are differentiated for Different Size Districts

Most Differentiated (5) (           ( Least Differentiated (1)
	1
	1
	1
	4

	  7. Effect of Small Numbers on Measure

Least Problematic (5) (           ( Most Problematic (1)
	1
	1
	1
	1

	  8. Effect of Fluctuations in Small Numbers

Least Problematic (5) (           ( Most Problematic (1)
	1
	1
	1
	1

	  9. Exclusions Due to  Small Numbers (cell size = 10 or 20)

Fewest Exclusions (5) (           ( Most Exclusions (1)
	2
	2
	2
	4

	10. Differentiated Region of Tolerance Based on District Size

Most Transparent (5) (           ( Least Transparent (1)
	1
	1
	1
	5

	Total Points

Unweighted Average
	27

2.7
	18

1.8
	26

2.6
	32

3.2


To maintain objectivity in the rating process, none of the elements were weighted against each other in terms of their relative importance in a measure. This also emphasizes that all of these elements are equally critical to any disproportionality calculations. The Unweighted average shows that the E-formula has the highest rating (3.2) and the Weighted Risk Ratio has the lowest (1.8). 

Recommendation

Based on the data and analysis in the preceding pages, we recommend that the methodologies under the E-formula offer the most promising approach in determining ethnic disproportionality in SE. It has the necessary strengths and fewest weaknesses among all the measures of disproportionality. 

We recommend that a number of variations of the E-formula should be tested with actual data from districts in California before a specific threshold is adopted for use throughout the state. These variations should be between one standard error and three standard errors, with an increment of 0.5 units, and if necessary, with other variations.

The results from these tests should be reviewed in light of their implications for any follow-up activities. For example, if the overrepresented or underrepresented districts are subject to on-site review by the state, then factors such as available resources and time needed for monitoring should be taken into consideration in the decision making process.

We recommend that further analysis be made with variations of the E-formula to examine how each incremental variation affects districts of various size and demographics before setting a threshold for significant disproportionality, which we have not addressed in this paper but needs to be addressed in the future.
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Attachments

A - Actual Data from a District in California (Enrollment = 18,885; Disability Category = MR)

B - Hypothetical Small District (Enrollment = 1,000; Disability Category = MR)

C - Hypothetical Medium District (Enrollment = 10,000; Disability Category = MR)

D - Hypothetical Large District (Enrollment = 50,000; Disability Category = MR)

E - Hypothetical Small District (Enrollment = 1,000; Disability Category = MR; Enrollment Changed from Attachment B)
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	Page A-1

	
	Actual Data from a District in California (GE Enrollment = 18,885; Disability Category = MR)
	

	1
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	State Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	State GE (N)
	44,720
	664,558
	447,424
	2,786,861
	1,726,393
	5,669,956
	

	6
	State GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.00789
	0.11721
	0.07891
	0.49151
	0.30448
	1.00000
	 [Row5/Overall Row5]

	7
	State GE Composition (%)
	0.78872
	11.72069
	7.89114
	49.15137
	30.44808
	100.00000
	 [(Row5/Overall Row5)*100]

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	

	10
	State MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.00758
	0.08712
	0.11539
	0.52775
	0.26215
	1.00000
	 [Row9/Overall Row9]

	11
	State MR Composition (%)
	0.75847
	8.71199
	11.53944
	52.77527
	26.21483
	100.00000
	 [(Row9/Overall Row9)*100]

	12
	State MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00731
	0.00565
	0.01112
	0.00816
	0.00655
	0.00760
	 [Row9/Row5]

	13
	State MR Risk (%)
	0.73122
	0.56519
	1.11192
	0.81644
	0.65466
	0.76038
	 [(Row9/Row5)*100]

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	District Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	District GE (N)
	37
	7,721
	1,896
	7,654
	1,577
	18,885
	

	19
	District GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.00196
	0.40884
	0.10040
	0.40530
	0.08351
	1.00000
	 [Row18/Overall Row18]

	20
	District GE Composition (%)
	0.19592
	40.88430
	10.03971
	40.52952
	8.35054
	100.00000
	 [(Row18/Overall Row18)*100]

	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	District MR (N)
	0
	27
	14
	32
	7
	80
	

	23
	District MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.00000
	0.33750
	0.17500
	0.40000
	0.08750
	1.00000
	 [Row22/Overall Row22]

	24
	District MR Composition (%)
	0.00000
	33.75000
	17.50000
	40.00000
	8.75000
	100.00000
	 [(Row22/Overall Row22)*100]

	25
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00000
	0.00350
	0.00738
	0.00418
	0.00444
	0.00424
	 [Row22/Row18]

	26
	District MR Risk (%)
	0.00000
	0.34970
	0.73840
	0.41808
	0.44388
	0.42362
	 [(Row22/Row18)*100]

	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Relative Diff. in Composition
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Relative Diff. in MR Composition (%)
	-100.00000
	-17.44997
	74.30775
	-1.30651
	4.78361
	0.00000
	 [((Row24-Row20)/Row20)*100]

	32
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	Actual Data from a District in California (GE Enrollment = 18,885; Disability Category = MR)
	

	33
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	District MR Risk (%)
	0.00000
	0.34970
	0.73840
	0.41808
	0.44388
	0.42362
	 [Row26] [Numerator]

	38
	All Other MR in District
	80
	53
	66
	48
	73
	
	 [Overall Row22-Row22]

	39
	All Other GE in District
	18,848
	11,164
	16,989
	11,231
	17,308
	
	 [Overall Row18-Row18]

	40
	MR Risk for All Others (%)
	0.42445
	0.47474
	0.38849
	0.42739
	0.42177
	
	 [(Row38/Row39)*100] [Denominator]

	41
	District MR Risk Ratio
	0.00000
	0.73660
	1.90070
	0.97822
	1.05242
	
	 [Row37/Row40]

	42
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44
	Weighted Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00000
	0.00350
	0.00738
	0.00418
	0.00444
	0.00424
	 [Row25]

	47
	(1-State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.00000
	0.00309
	0.00680
	0.00213
	0.00309
	
	 [(1-Row6)*Row46] [Numerator]

	48
	(State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.00000
	0.00041
	0.00058
	0.00205
	0.00135
	0.00440
	 [Row6*Row46]

	49
	Sum of All Others in Row 48
	0.00440
	0.00399
	0.00382
	0.00234
	0.00305
	
	 [Overall Row48-Row48] [Denominator]

	50
	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	0.00000
	0.77387
	1.78215
	0.90692
	1.01306
	
	 [Row47/Row49]

	51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	54
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55
	District MR Risk (%)
	0.00000
	0.34970
	0.73840
	0.41808
	0.44388
	0.42362
	 [(Row26] [Numerator]

	56
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	 [Row9]

	57
	All Other MR in State
	42,786
	39,357
	38,138
	20,360
	31,811
	
	 [Overall Row56-Row56]

	58
	All Other GE in State
	5,625,236
	5,005,398
	5,222,532
	2,883,095
	3,943,563
	
	 [Overall Row5-Row5]

	59
	State Risk for All Others (%)
	0.76061
	0.78629
	0.73026
	0.70619
	0.80666
	
	 [(Row57/Row58)*100] [Denominator]

	60
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	0.00000
	0.44474
	1.01114
	0.59203
	0.55027
	
	 [Row55/Row59]

	61
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	actual Data from a District in California (GE Enrollment = 18,885; Disability Category = MR)
	

	62
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	64
	E-Formula
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66
	District MR Total (N)
	
	
	
	
	
	80
	 [Overall Row22]

	67
	A = District GE Composition (%)
	0.19592
	40.88430
	10.03971
	40.52952
	8.35054
	100.00000
	 [Row20]

	68
	SQRT(A*(100-A)/N) (%)
	0.49439
	5.49648
	3.36001
	5.48898
	3.09298
	
	 [SQRT(Row67*(100-Row67)/Overall Row66)]

	69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70
	District MR (N)
	0
	27
	14
	32
	7
	80
	 [Row22]

	71
	District MR Composition (%)
	0.00000
	33.75000
	17.50000
	40.00000
	8.75000
	100.00000
	 [Row24]

	72
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	0.69031
	46.38078
	13.39973
	46.01850
	11.44352
	
	 [Row67+Row68]

	77
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-0.69031
	-12.63078
	4.10027
	-6.01850
	-2.69352
	
	 [Row71+Row76]

	78
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	81
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	82
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-0.29847
	35.38782
	6.67970
	35.04054
	5.25756
	
	 [Row67-Row68]

	83
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	0.29847
	-1.63782
	10.82030
	4.95946
	3.49244
	
	 [Row71-Row82]

	84
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	86
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	87
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	88
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	1.18471
	51.87726
	16.75974
	51.50748
	14.53651
	
	 [Row67+2*Row68]

	89
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-1.18471
	-18.12726
	0.74026
	-11.50748
	-5.78651
	
	 [Row71+Row88]

	90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	92
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	94
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-0.79286
	29.89134
	3.31969
	29.55157
	2.16458
	
	 [Row67-2*Row68]

	95
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	0.79286
	3.85866
	14.18031
	10.44843
	6.58542
	
	 [Row71-Row94]

	96
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	Actual Data from a District in California (GE Enrollment = 18,885; Disability Category = MR)
	

	97
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	98
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	99
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	101
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	1.67910
	57.37374
	20.11976
	56.99645
	17.62949
	
	 [Row67+3*Row68]

	102
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-1.67910
	-23.62374
	-2.61976
	-16.99645
	-8.87949
	
	 [Row71-Row101]

	103
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	104
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	105
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	107
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-1.28725
	24.39486
	-0.04033
	24.06259
	-0.92840
	
	 [Row67-3*Row68]

	108
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	1.28725
	9.35514
	17.54033
	15.93741
	9.67840
	
	 [Row71-Row107]

	109
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,000; Disability Category = MR)
	
	

	1
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	State Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	State GE (N)
	44,720
	664,558
	447,424
	2,786,861
	1,726,393
	5,669,956
	

	6
	State GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.00789
	0.11721
	0.07891
	0.49151
	0.30448
	1.00000
	 [Row5/Overall Row5]

	7
	State GE Composition (%)
	0.78872
	11.72069
	7.89114
	49.15137
	30.44808
	100.00000
	 [(Row5/Overall Row5)*100]

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	

	10
	State MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.00758
	0.08712
	0.11539
	0.52775
	0.26215
	1.00000
	 [Row9/Overall Row9]

	11
	State MR Composition (%)
	0.75847
	8.71199
	11.53944
	52.77527
	26.21483
	100.00000
	 [(Row9/Overall Row9)*100]

	12
	State MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00731
	0.00565
	0.01112
	0.00816
	0.00655
	0.00760
	 [Row9/Row5]

	13
	State MR Risk (%)
	0.73122
	0.56519
	1.11192
	0.81644
	0.65466
	0.76038
	 [(Row9/Row5)*100]

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	District Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	District GE (N)
	40
	160
	100
	400
	300
	1,000
	

	19
	District GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.04000
	0.16000
	0.10000
	0.40000
	0.30000
	1.00000
	 [Row18/Overall Row18]

	20
	District GE Composition (%)
	4.00000
	16.00000
	10.00000
	40.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [(Row18/Overall Row18)*100]

	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	District MR (N)
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	10
	

	23
	District MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.10000
	0.10000
	0.20000
	0.30000
	0.30000
	1.00000
	 [Row22/Overall Row22]

	24
	District MR Composition (%)
	10.00000
	10.00000
	20.00000
	30.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [(Row22/Overall Row22)*100]

	25
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.02500
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01000
	 [Row22/Row18]

	26
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.50000
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00000
	 [(Row22/Row18)*100]

	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Relative Diff. in Composition
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Relative Diff. in MR Composition (%)
	150.00000
	-37.50000
	100.00000
	-25.00000
	0.00000
	0.00000
	 [((Row24-Row20)/Row20)*100]

	32
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,000; Disability Category = MR)
	
	

	33
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.50000
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00000
	 [Row26] [Numerator]

	38
	All Other MR in District
	9
	9
	8
	7
	7
	
	 [Overall Row22-Row22]

	39
	All Other GE in District
	960
	840
	900
	600
	700
	
	 [Overall Row18-Row18]

	40
	MR Risk for All Others (%)
	0.93750
	1.07143
	0.88889
	1.16667
	1.00000
	
	 [(Row38/Row39)*100] [Denominator]

	41
	District MR Risk Ratio
	2.66667
	0.58333
	2.25000
	0.64286
	1.00000
	
	 [Row37/Row40]

	42
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44
	Weighted Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.02500
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01000
	 [Row25]

	47
	(1-State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.02480
	0.00552
	0.01842
	0.00381
	0.00696
	
	 [(1-Row6)*Row46] [Numerator]

	48
	(State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.00020
	0.00073
	0.00158
	0.00369
	0.00304
	0.00924
	 [Row6*Row46]

	49
	Sum of All Others in Row 48
	0.00904
	0.00851
	0.00766
	0.00555
	0.00619
	
	 [Overall Row48-Row48] [Denominator]

	50
	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	2.74309
	0.64861
	2.40465
	0.68680
	1.12284
	
	 [Row47/Row49]

	51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	54
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.50000
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00000
	 [(Row26] [Numerator]

	56
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	 [Row9]

	57
	All Other MR in State
	42,786
	39,357
	38,138
	20,360
	31,811
	
	 [Overall Row56-Row56]

	58
	All Other GE in State
	5,625,236
	5,005,398
	5,222,532
	2,883,095
	3,943,563
	
	 [Overall Row5-Row5]

	59
	State Risk for All Others (%)
	0.76061
	0.78629
	0.73026
	0.70619
	0.80666
	
	 [(Row57/Row58)*100] [Denominator]

	60
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	3.28684
	0.79487
	2.73876
	1.06204
	1.23969
	
	 [Row55/Row59]

	61
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,000; Disability Category = MR)
	

	62
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	64
	E-Formula
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66
	District MR Total (N)
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	 [Overall Row22]

	67
	A = District GE Composition (%)
	4.00000
	16.00000
	10.00000
	40.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [Row20]

	68
	SQRT(A*(100-A)/N) (%)
	6.19677
	11.59310
	9.48683
	15.49193
	14.49138
	
	 [SQRT(Row67*(100-Row67)/Overall Row66)]

	69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70
	District MR (N)
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	10
	 [Row22]

	71
	District MR Composition (%)
	10.00000
	10.00000
	20.00000
	30.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [Row24]

	72
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Overrepresentation]
	
	

	75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	10.19677
	27.59310
	19.48683
	55.49193
	44.49138
	
	 [Row67+Row68]

	77
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-0.19677
	-17.59310
	0.51317
	-25.49193
	-14.49138
	
	 [Row71+Row76]

	78
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	81
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	82
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-2.19677
	4.40690
	0.51317
	24.50807
	15.50862
	
	 [Row67-Row68]

	83
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	12.19677
	5.59310
	19.48683
	5.49193
	14.49138
	
	 [Row71-Row82]

	84
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	86
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	87
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	88
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	16.39355
	39.18620
	28.97367
	70.98387
	58.98275
	
	 [Row67+2*Row68]

	89
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-6.39355
	-29.18620
	-8.97367
	-40.98387
	-28.98275
	
	 [Row71+Row88]

	90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	92
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	94
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-8.39355
	-7.18620
	-8.97367
	9.01613
	1.01725
	
	 [Row67-2*Row68]

	95
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	18.39355
	17.18620
	28.97367
	20.98387
	28.98275
	
	 [Row71-Row94]

	96
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,000; Disability Category = MR)
	

	97
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	98
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	99
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	101
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	22.59032
	50.77930
	38.46050
	86.47580
	73.47413
	
	 [Row67+3*Row68]

	102
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-12.59032
	-40.77930
	-18.46050
	-56.47580
	-43.47413
	
	 [Row71-Row101]

	103
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	104
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	105
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	107
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-14.59032
	-18.77930
	-18.46050
	-6.47580
	-13.47413
	
	 [Row67-3*Row68]

	108
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	24.59032
	28.77930
	38.46050
	36.47580
	43.47413
	
	 [Row71-Row107]
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	Hypothetical Large District (GE Enrollment = 50,000; Disability Category = MR)
	
	

	1
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	State Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	State GE (N)
	44,720
	664,558
	447,424
	2,786,861
	1,726,393
	5,669,956
	

	6
	State GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.00789
	0.11721
	0.07891
	0.49151
	0.30448
	1.00000
	 [Row5/Overall Row5]

	7
	State GE Composition (%)
	0.78872
	11.72069
	7.89114
	49.15137
	30.44808
	100.00000
	 [(Row5/Overall Row5)*100]

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	

	10
	State MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.00758
	0.08712
	0.11539
	0.52775
	0.26215
	1.00000
	 [Row9/Overall Row9]

	11
	State MR Composition (%)
	0.75847
	8.71199
	11.53944
	52.77527
	26.21483
	100.00000
	 [(Row9/Overall Row9)*100]

	12
	State MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00731
	0.00565
	0.01112
	0.00816
	0.00655
	0.00760
	 [Row9/Row5]

	13
	State MR Risk (%)
	0.73122
	0.56519
	1.11192
	0.81644
	0.65466
	0.76038
	 [(Row9/Row5)*100]

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	District Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	District GE (N)
	2,000
	8,000
	5,000
	20,000
	15,000
	50,000
	

	19
	District GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.04000
	0.16000
	0.10000
	0.40000
	0.30000
	1.00000
	 [Row18/Overall Row18]

	20
	District GE Composition (%)
	4.00000
	16.00000
	10.00000
	40.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [(Row18/Overall Row18)*100]

	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	District MR (N)
	50
	50
	100
	150
	150
	500
	

	23
	District MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.10000
	0.10000
	0.20000
	0.30000
	0.30000
	1.00000
	 [Row22/Overall Row22]

	24
	District MR Composition (%)
	10.00000
	10.00000
	20.00000
	30.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [(Row22/Overall Row22)*100]

	25
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.02500
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01000
	 [Row22/Row18]

	26
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.50000
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00000
	 [(Row22/Row18)*100]

	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	29
	Relative Diff. in Composition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Relative Diff. in MR Composition (%)
	150.00000
	-37.50000
	100.00000
	-25.00000
	0.00000
	0.00000
	 [((Row24-Row20)/Row20)*100]

	32
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	Hypothetical Large District (GE Enrollment = 50,000; Disability Category = MR)
	
	

	33
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.50000
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00000
	 [Row26] [Numerator]

	38
	All Other MR in District
	450
	450
	400
	350
	350
	
	 [Overall Row22-Row22]

	39
	All Other GE in District
	48,000
	42,000
	45,000
	30,000
	35,000
	
	 [Overall Row18-Row18]

	40
	MR Risk for All Others (%)
	0.93750
	1.07143
	0.88889
	1.16667
	1.00000
	
	 [(Row38/Row39)*100] [Denominator]

	41
	District MR Risk Ratio
	2.66667
	0.58333
	2.25000
	0.64286
	1.00000
	
	 [Row37/Row40]

	42
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44
	Weighted Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.02500
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01000
	 [Row25]

	47
	(1-State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.02480
	0.00552
	0.01842
	0.00381
	0.00696
	
	 [(1-Row6)*Row46] [Numerator]

	48
	(State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.00020
	0.00073
	0.00158
	0.00369
	0.00304
	0.00924
	 [Row6*Row46]

	49
	Sum of All Others in Row 48
	0.00904
	0.00851
	0.00766
	0.00555
	0.00619
	
	 [Overall Row48-Row48] [Denominator]

	50
	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	2.74309
	0.64861
	2.40465
	0.68680
	1.12284
	
	 [Row47/Row49]

	51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	54
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.50000
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00000
	 [(Row26] [Numerator]

	56
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	 [Row9]

	57
	All Other MR in State
	42,786
	39,357
	38,138
	20,360
	31,811
	
	 [Overall Row56-Row56]

	58
	All Other GE in State
	5,625,236
	5,005,398
	5,222,532
	2,883,095
	3,943,563
	
	 [Overall Row5-Row5]

	59
	State Risk for All Others (%)
	0.76061
	0.78629
	0.73026
	0.70619
	0.80666
	
	 [(Row57/Row58)*100] [Denominator]

	60
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	3.28684
	0.79487
	2.73876
	1.06204
	1.23969
	
	 [Row55/Row59]

	61
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	Hypothetical Large District (GE Enrollment = 50,000; Disability Category = MR)
	
	

	62
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	64
	E-Formula
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66
	District MR Total (N)
	
	
	
	
	
	500
	 [Overall Row22]

	67
	A = District GE Composition (%)
	4.00000
	16.00000
	10.00000
	40.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [Row20]

	68
	SQRT(A*(100-A)/N) (%)
	0.87636
	1.63951
	1.34164
	2.19089
	2.04939
	
	 [SQRT(Row67*(100-Row67)/Overall Row66)]

	69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70
	District MR (N)
	50
	50
	100
	150
	150
	500
	 [Row22]

	71
	District MR Composition (%)
	10.00000
	10.00000
	20.00000
	30.00000
	30.00000
	100.00000
	 [Row24]

	72
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	4.87636
	17.63951
	11.34164
	42.19089
	32.04939
	
	 [Row67+Row68]

	77
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	5.12364
	-7.63951
	8.65836
	-12.19089
	-2.04939
	
	 [Row71+Row76]

	78
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	81
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	82
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	3.12364
	14.36049
	8.65836
	37.80911
	27.95061
	
	 [Row67-Row68]

	83
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	6.87636
	-4.36049
	11.34164
	-7.80911
	2.04939
	
	 [Row71-Row82]

	84
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	86
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	87
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	88
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	5.75271
	19.27902
	12.68328
	44.38178
	34.09878
	
	 [Row67+2*Row68]

	89
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	4.24729
	-9.27902
	7.31672
	-14.38178
	-4.09878
	
	 [Row71+Row88]

	90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	92
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	94
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	2.24729
	12.72098
	7.31672
	35.61822
	25.90122
	
	 [Row67-2*Row68]

	95
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	7.75271
	-2.72098
	12.68328
	-5.61822
	4.09878
	
	 [Row71-Row94]

	96
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	Hypothetical Large District (GE Enrollment = 50,000; Disability Category = MR)
	
	

	97
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	98
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	99
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	101
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	6.62907
	20.91854
	14.02492
	46.57267
	36.14817
	
	 [Row67+3*Row68]

	102
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	3.37093
	-10.91854
	5.97508
	-16.57267
	-6.14817
	
	 [Row71-Row101]

	103
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	104
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	107
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	1.37093
	11.08146
	5.97508
	33.42733
	23.85183
	
	 [Row67-3*Row68]

	108
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	8.62907
	-1.08146
	14.02492
	-3.42733
	6.14817
	
	 [Row71-Row107]
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	1
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	State Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	State GE (N)
	44,720
	664,558
	447,424
	2,786,861
	1,726,393
	5,669,956
	

	6
	State GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.00789
	0.11721
	0.07891
	0.49151
	0.30448
	1.00000
	 [Row5/Overall Row5]

	7
	State GE Composition (%)
	0.78872
	11.72069
	7.89114
	49.15137
	30.44808
	100.00000
	 [(Row5/Overall Row5)*100]

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	

	10
	State MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.00758
	0.08712
	0.11539
	0.52775
	0.26215
	1.00000
	 [Row9/Overall Row9]

	11
	State MR Composition (%)
	0.75847
	8.71199
	11.53944
	52.77527
	26.21483
	100.00000
	 [(Row9/Overall Row9)*100]

	12
	State MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00731
	0.00565
	0.01112
	0.00816
	0.00655
	0.00760
	 [Row9/Row5]

	13
	State MR Risk (%)
	0.73122
	0.56519
	1.11192
	0.81644
	0.65466
	0.76038
	 [(Row9/Row5)*100]

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	District Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	District GE (N)
	41
	160
	100
	400
	300
	1,001
	

	19
	District GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.04096
	0.15984
	0.09990
	0.39960
	0.29970
	1.00000
	 [Row18/Overall Row18]

	20
	District GE Composition (%)
	4.09590
	15.98402
	9.99001
	39.96004
	29.97003
	100.00000
	 [(Row18/Overall Row18)*100]

	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	District MR (N)
	2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	11
	

	23
	District MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.18182
	0.09091
	0.18182
	0.27273
	0.27273
	1.00000
	 [Row22/Overall Row22]

	24
	District MR Composition (%)
	18.18182
	9.09091
	18.18182
	27.27273
	27.27273
	100.00000
	 [(Row22/Overall Row22)*100]

	25
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.04878
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01099
	 [Row22/Row18]

	26
	District MR Risk (%)
	4.87805
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.09890
	 [(Row22/Row18)*100]

	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Relative Diff. in Composition
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Relative Diff. in MR Composition (%)
	343.90244
	-43.12500
	82.00000
	-31.75000
	-9.00000
	0.00000
	 [((Row24-Row20)/Row20)*100]

	32
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	33
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	District MR Risk (%)
	4.87805
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.09890
	 [Row26] [Numerator]

	38
	All Other MR in District
	9
	10
	9
	8
	8
	
	 [Overall Row22-Row22]

	39
	All Other GE in District
	960
	841
	901
	601
	701
	
	 [Overall Row18-Row18]

	40
	MR Risk for All Others (%)
	0.93750
	1.18906
	0.99889
	1.33111
	1.14123
	
	 [(Row38/Row39)*100] [Denominator]

	41
	District MR Risk Ratio
	5.20325
	0.52563
	2.00222
	0.56344
	0.87625
	
	 [Row37/Row40]

	42
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44
	Weighted Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.04878
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01099
	 [Row25]

	47
	(1-State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.04840
	0.00552
	0.01842
	0.00381
	0.00696
	
	 [(1-Row6)*Row46] [Numerator]

	48
	(State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.00038
	0.00073
	0.00158
	0.00369
	0.00304
	0.00943
	 [Row6*Row46]

	49
	Sum of All Others in Row 48
	0.00904
	0.00869
	0.00785
	0.00574
	0.00638
	
	 [Overall Row48-Row48] [Denominator]

	50
	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	5.35237
	0.63462
	2.34719
	0.66436
	1.08984
	
	 [Row47/Row49]

	51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	54
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55
	District MR Risk (%)
	4.87805
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.09890
	 [(Row26] [Numerator]

	56
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	 [Row9]

	57
	All Other MR in State
	42,786
	39,357
	38,138
	20,360
	31,811
	
	 [Overall Row56-Row56]

	58
	All Other GE in State
	5,625,236
	5,005,398
	5,222,532
	2,883,095
	3,943,563
	
	 [Overall Row5-Row5]

	59
	State Risk for All Others (%)
	0.76061
	0.78629
	0.73026
	0.70619
	0.80666
	
	 [(Row57/Row58)*100] [Denominator]

	60
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	6.41335
	0.79487
	2.73876
	1.06204
	1.23969
	
	 [Row55/Row59]

	61
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Attachment E
	Page E-3

	
	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	62
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	64
	E-Formula
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66
	District MR Total (N)
	
	
	
	
	
	11
	 [Overall Row22]

	67
	A = District GE Composition (%)
	4.09590
	15.98402
	9.99001
	39.96004
	29.97003
	100.00000
	 [Row20]

	68
	SQRT(A*(100-A)/N) (%)
	5.97581
	11.04912
	9.04132
	14.76851
	13.81304
	
	 [SQRT(Row67*(100-Row67)/Overall Row66)]

	69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70
	District MR (N)
	2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	11
	 [Row22]

	71
	District MR Composition (%)
	18.18182
	9.09091
	18.18182
	27.27273
	27.27273
	100.00000
	 [Row24]

	72
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	10.07172
	27.03313
	19.03133
	54.72855
	43.78307
	
	 [Row67+Row68]

	77
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	8.11010
	-17.94222
	-0.84951
	-27.45583
	-16.51034
	
	 [Row71+Row76]

	78
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	81
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	82
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-1.87991
	4.93490
	0.94869
	25.19153
	16.15699
	
	 [Row67-Row68]

	83
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	20.06173
	4.15601
	17.23313
	2.08120
	11.11574
	
	 [Row71-Row82]

	84
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	86
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	87
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	88
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	16.04753
	38.08225
	28.07266
	69.49707
	57.59611
	
	 [Row67+2*Row68]

	89
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	2.13428
	-28.99134
	-9.89084
	-42.22434
	-30.32338
	
	 [Row71+Row88]

	90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	92
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	94
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-7.85573
	-6.11422
	-8.09264
	10.42301
	2.34395
	
	 [Row67-2*Row68]

	95
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	26.03754
	15.20513
	26.27445
	16.84972
	24.92877
	
	 [Row71-Row94]

	96
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	Hypothetical Small District (GE Enrollment = 1,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	97
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	98
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	99
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	101
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	22.02335
	49.13137
	37.11398
	84.26558
	71.40914
	
	 [Row67+3*Row68]

	102
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	-3.84153
	-40.04046
	-18.93216
	-56.99286
	-44.13642
	
	 [Row71-Row101]

	103
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	104
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	105
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	107
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-13.83154
	-17.16333
	-17.13396
	-4.34550
	-11.46908
	
	 [Row67-3*Row68]

	108
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	32.01336
	26.25424
	35.31578
	31.61823
	38.74181
	
	 [Row71-Row107]
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	Hypothetical Medium District (GE Enrollment = 10,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	1
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	State Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	State GE (N)
	44,720
	664,558
	447,424
	2,786,861
	1,726,393
	5,669,956
	

	6
	State GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.00789
	0.11721
	0.07891
	0.49151
	0.30448
	1.00000
	 [Row5/Overall Row5]

	7
	State GE Composition (%)
	0.78872
	11.72069
	7.89114
	49.15137
	30.44808
	100.00000
	 [(Row5/Overall Row5)*100]

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	

	10
	State MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.00758
	0.08712
	0.11539
	0.52775
	0.26215
	1.00000
	 [Row9/Overall Row9]

	11
	State MR Composition (%)
	0.75847
	8.71199
	11.53944
	52.77527
	26.21483
	100.00000
	 [(Row9/Overall Row9)*100]

	12
	State MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.00731
	0.00565
	0.01112
	0.00816
	0.00655
	0.00760
	 [Row9/Row5]

	13
	State MR Risk (%)
	0.73122
	0.56519
	1.11192
	0.81644
	0.65466
	0.76038
	 [(Row9/Row5)*100]

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	District Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	District GE (N)
	401
	1,600
	1,000
	4,000
	3,000
	10,001
	

	19
	District GE Composition (Fraction)
	0.04010
	0.15998
	0.09999
	0.39996
	0.29997
	1.00000
	 [Row18/Overall Row18]

	20
	District GE Composition (%)
	4.00960
	15.99840
	9.99900
	39.99600
	29.99700
	100.00000
	 [(Row18/Overall Row18)*100]

	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	District MR (N)
	11
	10
	20
	30
	30
	101
	

	23
	District MR Composition (Fraction)
	0.10891
	0.09901
	0.19802
	0.29703
	0.29703
	1.00000
	 [Row22/Overall Row22]

	24
	District MR Composition (%)
	10.89109
	9.90099
	19.80198
	29.70297
	29.70297
	100.00000
	 [(Row22/Overall Row22)*100]

	25
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.02743
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01010
	 [Row22/Row18]

	26
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.74314
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00990
	 [(Row22/Row18)*100]

	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	Relative Diff. in Composition
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Relative Diff. in MR Composition (%)
	171.62539
	-38.11262
	98.03960
	-25.73515
	-0.98020
	0.00000
	 [((Row24-Row20)/Row20)*100]

	32
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	Hypothetical Medium District (GE Enrollment = 10,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	33
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.74314
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00990
	 [Row26] [Numerator]

	38
	All Other MR in District
	90
	91
	81
	71
	71
	
	 [Overall Row22-Row22]

	39
	All Other GE in District
	9,600
	8,401
	9,001
	6,001
	7,001
	
	 [Overall Row18-Row18]

	40
	MR Risk for All Others (%)
	0.93750
	1.08320
	0.89990
	1.18314
	1.01414
	
	 [(Row38/Row39)*100] [Denominator]

	41
	District MR Risk Ratio
	2.92602
	0.57699
	2.22247
	0.63391
	0.98606
	
	 [Row37/Row40]

	42
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44
	Weighted Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46
	District MR Risk (Fraction)
	0.02743
	0.00625
	0.02000
	0.00750
	0.01000
	0.01010
	 [Row25]

	47
	(1-State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.02722
	0.00552
	0.01842
	0.00381
	0.00696
	
	 [(1-Row6)*Row46] [Numerator]

	48
	(State GE Comp)*(Dist MR Risk)
	0.00022
	0.00073
	0.00158
	0.00369
	0.00304
	0.00926
	 [Row6*Row46]

	49
	Sum of All Others in Row 48
	0.00904
	0.00853
	0.00768
	0.00557
	0.00621
	
	 [Overall Row48-Row48] [Denominator]

	50
	Weighted MR Risk Ratio
	3.00987
	0.64715
	2.39865
	0.68444
	1.11937
	
	 [Row47/Row49]

	51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	[Overrepresentation or Underrepresentation]
	

	54
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55
	District MR Risk (%)
	2.74314
	0.62500
	2.00000
	0.75000
	1.00000
	1.00990
	 [(Row26] [Numerator]

	56
	State MR (N)
	327
	3,756
	4,975
	22,753
	11,302
	43,113
	 [Row9]

	57
	All Other MR in State
	42,786
	39,357
	38,138
	20,360
	31,811
	
	 [Overall Row56-Row56]

	58
	All Other GE in State
	5,625,236
	5,005,398
	5,222,532
	2,883,095
	3,943,563
	
	 [Overall Row5-Row5]

	59
	State Risk for All Others (%)
	0.76061
	0.78629
	0.73026
	0.70619
	0.80666
	
	 [(Row57/Row58)*100] [Denominator]

	60
	Alternate Risk Ratio
	3.60651
	0.79487
	2.73876
	1.06204
	1.23969
	
	 [Row55/Row59]

	61
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	Hypothetical Medium District (GE Enrollment = 10,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)
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	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	64
	E-Formula
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66
	District MR Total (N)
	
	
	
	
	
	101
	 [Overall Row22]

	67
	A = District GE Composition (%)
	4.00960
	15.99840
	9.99900
	39.99600
	29.99700
	100.00000
	 [Row20]

	68
	SQRT(A*(100-A)/N) (%)
	1.95211
	3.64772
	2.98498
	4.87459
	4.55970
	
	 [SQRT(Row67*(100-Row67)/Overall Row66)]

	69
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70
	District MR (N)
	11
	10
	20
	30
	30
	101
	 [Row22]

	71
	District MR Composition (%)
	10.89109
	9.90099
	19.80198
	29.70297
	29.70297
	100.00000
	 [Row24]

	72
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	5.96171
	19.64612
	12.98398
	44.87059
	34.55670
	
	 [Row67+Row68]

	77
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	4.92938
	-9.74513
	6.81800
	-15.16762
	-4.85373
	
	 [Row71+Row76]

	78
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80
	E-Formula: One Standard Error
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	81
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	82
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	2.05749
	12.35068
	7.01402
	35.12141
	25.43730
	
	 [Row67-Row68]

	83
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	8.83360
	-2.44969
	12.78796
	-5.41844
	4.26567
	
	 [Row71-Row82]

	84
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	86
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	

	87
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	88
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	7.91381
	23.29384
	15.96896
	49.74517
	39.11641
	
	 [Row67+2*Row68]

	89
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	2.97728
	-13.39285
	3.83302
	-20.04220
	-9.41344
	
	 [Row71+Row88]

	90
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	92
	E-Formula: Two Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	94
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	0.10538
	8.70296
	4.02904
	30.24683
	20.87759
	
	 [Row67-2*Row68]

	95
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	10.78570
	1.19803
	15.77294
	-0.54386
	8.82538
	
	 [Row71-Row94]

	96
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	Hypothetical Medium District (GE Enrollment = 10,001; Disability Category = MR; Effect of One New Native American MR Student)

	97
	
	Native Am
	Asian
	African-Am
	Hispanic
	White
	Overall
	Calculations

	98
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	99
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Overrepresentation]
	
	
	
	
	

	100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	101
	Maximum Percent MR Allowed (%)
	9.86592
	26.94156
	18.95394
	54.61976
	43.67611
	
	 [Row67+3*Row68]

	102
	Percentage Point Over (+) or Not (-)
	1.02517
	-17.04057
	0.84804
	-24.91679
	-13.97314
	
	 [Row71-Row101]

	103
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	104
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	105
	E-Formula: Three Standard Errors
	[Underrepresentation]
	

	106
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	107
	Minimum Percent MR Needed (%)
	-1.84672
	5.05524
	1.04406
	25.37224
	16.31789
	
	 [Row67-3*Row68]

	108
	Percentage Point Under (-) or Not (+)
	12.73781
	4.84575
	18.75792
	4.33073
	13.38508
	
	 [Row71-Row107]


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


Indicator 11:  Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60 days (or State established timeline)

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

	Measurement:

Measurement: 

A. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

B. # determined not eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

C. # determined eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Table 11a summarizes the target data for FFY 2007 (2007-08)

Table 11a

Actual Target Data for Initial Evaluation

	Measurement Item
	Target Data

	A.   Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.
	125,192

	B.   Number determined not eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60

     days (or State established timeline).
	15,078

	C. Number determined eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60

      days(or State established timeline).
	78,502

	Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60 days. Percent = [(b + c) divided by (a)] times 100.
	75%


These data were calculated using CASEMIS data fields related to Referral Date, Parent Consent Date, and Initial Evaluation Date. Determination of eligibility was made using the Plan Type field which includes the type of plan a student has (IEP, IFSP, ISP) if the student is eligible or no plan if the student is determined ineligible. Students whose assessments were late because their parents did not make the child available for assessment (per 34 CFR 300.301(d)(1)) and students whose assessments were late except for the state’s timelines (per 34 CFR 300.301(c)(1)(ii)) were eliminated from the calculations. California Education Code (30 EC 56043(f)(1)) specifies allowable delays in the 60 day timeline:

(f) (1) An IEP required as a result of an assessment of a pupil shall be developed within a total time not to exceed 60 calendar days, not counting days between the pupil's regular school sessions, terms, or days of school vacation in excess of five schooldays, from the date of receipt of the parent's or guardian's written consent for assessment, unless the parent or guardian agrees, in writing, to an extension, pursuant to Section (§)56344.

Table 11c depicts the range of days beyond 60 days that evaluations were completed for students whose assessments went beyond 60 days. The bulk of the late evaluations were completed within 30 days of the deadline. 

Table 11c depicts the range of days beyond 60 days that evaluations were completed for students whose assessments went beyond 60 days. The bulk of the late evaluations were completed within 30 days of the deadline. Reasons cited for delays included: lack of staff, ineffective tracking systems, student illness, and failure to keep appointments.

Table 11c

Range of Days Beyond 60 days

	Date Range
	Number
	% of All Consents

	1 to 30 days 
	21,341
	17.0%

	31 to 60 days
	5,683
	4.5%

	61 to 90 days
	2,801
	2.2%

	91 to 120 days
	1,001
	0.8%

	121 to 150 days 
	425
	0.3%

	Over 150 days 
	388
	0.3%


Monitoring Data

All Verification and SESRs include the following item:

	Item No.
	Compliance Test

	3-1-1.1
	Is there an IEP developed and implemented for each student (including students placed by the LEA in a private school or facility), within 60 days of obtaining written parental consent to the assessment plan? 


Noncompliance findings reported in 2007-08. In 2007-08 there were 6,686 findings of noncompliance reported to districts related to the initial evaluation issue above. There were 18, 807 students whose files were examined for this issue. This would indicate that 64% of the students whose files were examined met the 60 day timeline.

Correction of Noncompliance reported in 2006-07. There were 4,560 findings of noncompliance related to initial identification of students with disabilities. These findings were identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes in 2006-07. Of the total noncompliance findings, 4,557 were corrected within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district while 3 were corrected late, but prior to the submission of this APR. Districts with late compliance correction were provided individual technical assistance and/or onsite visits.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress and Slippage

There was an increase from 72.95% in 2006-07 to 75% in 2007-08. This is due to a special data collection conducted along with the June CASEMIS data collection. Based on the April Status Determination made by the OSEP, it was determined that the CDE’s data related to initial evaluations were lacking information about legitimate time extensions (e.g., school breaks of 5 days or more). June 2008 CASEMIS included a special report of students who appeared to have had late initial assessments. SELPAs and LEAs were asked to identifying any students who were actually on time when one or more of the appropriate time extending circumstances applied to that student. This report has been incorporated into the standard CASEMIS reporting system, along with a field identifying the reason the student’s initial evaluation was appropriately delayed.
Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Development and Implementation of new CASEMIS fields, including software development, statewide training and ongoing technical assistance.
	2005-2007
	CDE staff


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system including 60-day evaluation timeline.
	2005-2010
	CDE staff

Type: Monitoring, Training and Technical Assistance

	Examine and analyze data from compliance complaints and all monitoring activities. Determine areas of need for possible technical assistance in addition to correction of noncompliance.
	2005-2010
	CDE staff 

Type:  Monitoring and Technical Assistance, enforcement as needed

	Prepare and install initial evaluation compliance reports into the CASEMIS software to enable districts and SELPAs to self-monitor.
	2009 -2010
	CDE Staff

	Prepare and send noncompliance-finding letters based on CASEMIS data to augment Verification and Self Review monitoring findings.
	Annually
	CDE Staff

	Prepare analysis of existing patterns of recording date information and emphasize in SELPA Director meetings and biannual CASEMIS training.
	Biannually
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Prepare and send statewide letter regarding the requirements related to initial evaluation. Post initial evaluation policy and technical assistance information on CDE Web site.
	Annually
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Meet with the California Speech and Hearing Association, California School Psychologist Association, SELPA Directors, and other related service organizations to explore personnel shortages and develop a coordinated action plan to increase the availability of personnel.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors.

	For FFY 2007, CDE will collect data about students whose assessment timeline is affected by a break in excess of 5 days through a survey in the spring 2009 and add to CASEMIS. 
	Spring 2009
	CDE staff and consultants

	For FFY 2008, CDE will collect census information related to students who exceed the 60 day timeline due to a break of 5 days or more through CASEMIS.
	Spring 2009
	CDE staff and consultants


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):
None

	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 12:  Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

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

	Measurement:

A. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination.

B. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibilities were determined prior to their third birthdays.

C. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

D. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.

Account for children included in a but not included in b, c or d. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed and the reasons for the delays.

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	100 percent of children referred by IDEA Part C prior to age three and who are found eligible for IDEA Part B will have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Overall 91.4 percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. This data is collected through CASEMIS data and data exchanged from the Department of Developmental Services. The total Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination was 13,609.
Table 12a summarizes the target data for FFY 2007 (2007-08)

Table 12a

Target Data for FFY 2007 (2007-08)

	Measurement Item
	Target Data

	A. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination
	13,609

	B. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibilities were determined prior to their third birthdays
	675

	C. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays
	7,929

	D. Number of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.
	221

	Other children eliminated from the denominator:
	

	E.    Children not made available for assessment (per 34 CFR 300.301(d)(1))
	584

	F.    Children referred too late to complete eligibility determination before their 3rd birthday (parent consent less than 60 days prior to 3rd birthday or received after the 3rd birthday).
	3,008

	Percent of Children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. (Calculation: Percent = [(c) divided by (a – b – d – e - f)] times 100)
	91.4%


While this does not meet the target, it does represent an increase in the percent of children from 75.6% in 2006-07 to 91.4% in 2007-08. This increase is due primarily to improved data collection. Data from the June 30 CASEMIS collection was supplemented by an additional table submitted to provide reasons why students might be considered timely whose calculations would have appear to represent them as late. 

Range of days beyond third birthday Table 12b depicts the range of days beyond the third birthday when children were found eligible and had their IEP developed and implemented.

Table 12b

Range of Days Beyond the Third Birthday

	Days from Third Birthday
	No. of Children
	%of All Referrals

	1 to 14 After
	406
	17.63

	15 to 30 After
	225
	9.77

	31 to 60 After
	184
	7.99

	61 to 90 After
	111
	4.82

	91 to 180 After
	105
	4.56

	Greater Than 180 After
	199
	8.64


All VR and SESRs include the following item:

	7-4-1
	Did all students transitioning from early intervention services under Part C have an IEP developed and implemented by the student’s third birthday?


Monitoring findings for FFY 2007 (2007-08)

In 2007-08 there were a total of 244 preschool age children with disabilities (who transitioned from Part C) whose files were reviewed. Of those files, there were 25 found noncompliant related to having an IEP developed and implemented by the third birthday. Using these data, it would appear 98.8% of the files reviewed were compliant on this item.

Correction of Noncompliance reported in 2006-07. 

There were 476 findings of noncompliance related to transition from Part C to Part B of students with disabilities. These findings were identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes in 2006-07. Of the total noncompliance findings, 476 were corrected within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Discussion of Progress or Slippage
As noted above, there was an increase in the percent of children have an IEP in place by their third birthday from 75.6% in 2006-07 to 91.4% in 2007-08. This increase is due primarily to improved data collection. Data from the June 30 CASEMIS collection was supplemented by an additional table submitted to provide reasons why students might be considered timely whose calculations would appear to represent them as late. This report has been incorporated into the standard CASEMIS reporting system, along with a field identifying the reason the student’s initial evaluation was appropriately delayed beyond their third birthday. 

Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activity
	Timeline
	Resources and Type

	Notify SELPAs, LEAs, and/or Regional Centers of the status, policies, procedures, and resources related to Part C to Part B transition that are available. 
	By March 1, 2007
	Part B and C staff and resources

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement. Stakeholder/Agency Collaboration


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activity
	Timeline
	Resources and Type

	Meet annually with SELPA, LEA, and Regional Centers to review data and plan for corrective action plans and technical assistance activities related to transition from Part C to Part B, based on APR data.
	2006-2010


	Part B and C staff and resources

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement. Stakeholder/Agency Collaboration

	Convene ISES stakeholder group to obtain input on aspects of Part C to Part B transition; e.g., moving from family focus to child focus.
	2005-2010
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Stakeholder Group  and Monitoring -Technical Assistance Project aligned to SPP Indicators

	Revise CASEMIS to include separate referral and evaluation dates for Part B and Part C
	Continue to update
	CDE staff, contractor

	Participate in OSEP National Early Childhood Conference 
	Annually
	Part B and C staff and resources

WRRC


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activity
	Timeline
	Resources and Type

	Participate in a joint Transition Project with the Department of Developmental Services, Part C Lead Agency, with the assistance of the WRRC.
	2008-2011
	CDE and DDS staff and contractor

Type: Special Project, Training and Technical Assistance

	Target symposiums, field meetings and training on Transition from C to B
	2008-2011
	CDE and DDS staff and contractor

Type: Special Project, Training and Technical Assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 13:  Percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.

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

	Measurement: Percent = [(# of youth with disabilities aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the postsecondary goals.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Data Collection. 94.1% of youth aged 16 and above have postsecondary goals and services (transition, SE, or both) to support the annual goals in their IEP. There were 150,164 youth aged 16 and above reported in CASEMIS in June 2008. Of those, 141,431 youth aged 16 and above had postsecondary goals and services to support the annual goals in their IEPs.

Calculation:  141,431 / 150,164 = 94.1%

Monitoring. All VR and SESRs include the following items:

	Item No.
	Compliance Test

	202
	For students at age 16, or younger if appropriate, does the IEP describe needed transition services?

	203
	For students at age 16, or younger if appropriate, are transition services designed using an outcome and results oriented process? 

	204
	Is the first IEP that addresses transition, when the student turns 16 years old or younger, if appropriate, reviewed annually? 

	206
	Does the first IEP that addresses transition, when the student turns 16 years old, or younger if appropriate, contain transition services that are based on the individual student’s needs, taking into account the student’s preferences and interests?

	877
	Does the first IEP that addresses transition, when the student turns 16 years old or younger, if appropriate, contain measurable post secondary goals?

	878
	Does the first IEP that addresses transition, when the student turns 16 years old or younger, if appropriate, contain measurable post secondary goals based on age appropriate transition assessments related to training, education, employment, and, where appropriate, independent living skills?


Monitoring Results in 2007-08. 

In 2007-08, there were 552 students (16+ years of age) found noncompliant in one or more of the items listed above. There were a total of 5,373 students whose files were tested for these items. Based on these data it would appear that 89.7% of students are compliant related to secondary transition requirements.

Correction of Noncompliance reported in 2006-07. 

There were 1,605 findings of noncompliance related to secondary transition of students with disabilities. These findings were identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes in 2006-07. Of the total noncompliance findings, 1,601 were corrected within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district while 4 were corrected late, but prior to the submission of this APR. Districts with late compliance correction were provided individual technical assistance and/or onsite visits.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):
Explanation of Progress or Slippage

The percentage of youth aged 16 and above who have postsecondary goals and services (transition, SE, or both) to support the annual goals in their IEP increased from 91% in 2006-07 to 94% in 2007-08. This slight increase is due to continual dissemination and training activities of the state’s CoP on transition. 
Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources and Type

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education: Guide revised to IDEA final regulations. This comprehensive handbook is written for students, parents, and teachers. It offers practical guidance and resources in support of transition efforts for students with disabilities as they move from their junior high and high school years into the world of adulthood and/or independent living.
	2005-2007
	CDE staff, field staff

Type:  Development of training and technical assistance, information dissemination, general supervision for compliance with IDEA 2004

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ac/trnstntrng.asp


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources and Type

	Use transition data in the state-funded Workability I grant procedures to ensure programs include the provision of transition services.
	Annually
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type: Focused Monitoring and Training

	Provide CASEMIS training for SELPAS and ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	2005-2010

Ongoing and twice a year trainings
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs



	Develop and implement multiple activities regarding Secondary Transition including training to build local capacity, technical assistance, CoP, materials dissemination with emphasis on compliance and guidance based upon exemplary researched based practices and stakeholder input.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, Workability I staff, field trainers



	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance regarding transition services language in the IEP.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, Workability I staff, field trainers

Type:  Training and technical assistance

	Use statewide community of practice for collaborative efforts related to transition services across multiple agencies (DRS, EDD, SILC, parents and consumers).
	2005-2011


	CDE staff, Workability I 

Staff, NASDSE facilitation for COP

Type:  Stakeholder group;  Technical Assistance


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

None 

	Monitoring Priority:  Effective Supervision Part B/Effective Transition


Indicator 14:  Percent of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

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

	Measurement:  Percent = number of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school divided by number of youth assessed who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-2008)
	66 percent of youth who had IEPs who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):
Indicator 14 calculations are based on the number of students who responded to the survey (number of youth assessed) rather than the total number of students who left high school. This is referred to as an engagement rate. The engagement rate calculations are calculated by taking the number of respondents with valid postsecondary program codes only adding the number of respondents with valid postsecondary employment codes only and the number of respondents with both a valid postsecondary program and employment code. This is divided by the number of respondents with valid postsecondary program codes or a valid postsecondary employment codes. Valid codes are depicted in Table 14a.

Calculations (engagement rate): ((2,956+2,126+2,401)/10,542*100) = (7,483/10,542 *100) = 71.0%

Data Collection. California collects data from a census of the program leavers; that is, all students who received SE services in California and exited high school during to FFY 2007 year. The FFY 2007 Exit Report under § 618 of IDEA indicates that there were 32,456 student exiters.

Data are collected annually between April and September, inclusive and were due to the CDE by August 17, 2008. Data are collected through the CASEMIS, which is the SE information reporting and retrieval system, developed by the CDE, SED. CASEMIS is the data collection tool for collecting data for § 618 of IDEA, preschool, personnel, and transition and postsecondary outcomes. The system has been designed to assist the local education agencies (LEAs), SELPAs, COE, school districts, and the state-operated programs for the disabled (SOP) to submit student level data to the CDE.

Table 14a is an analysis of the 10,542 records by postsecondary program only, competitive employment only or both: Table 14a also contains a neither category where there was a valid code for the responder in Table D and the code indicated “none” for postsecondary program participation and/or “no” for competitive employment.

Table 14a

Survey Results
	Valid Responders 
	Total 
	%

	 Postsecondary Program Participation Only
	2,956
	28.0%

	Competitive Employment Only
	2 ,126
	20.2%

	Both post secondary program participation and competitively employed
	2,401
	22.8%

	Neither post secondary program participation nor competitively employed
	3,059
	29.0%

	Total Valid Records Used in Analysis
	10,542
	100.0%


Response Rate. The postsecondary Indicator 14 is collected from Table D in CASEMIS which is linked to Table A, the root table in CASEMIS. There were a total of 40,544 school leavers who were reported in Table D. According to LEA and SELPA reports, this included students who were reported to exit the program in FFY 2007 as well as students who had been previously enrolled and who failed to return to school in the fall. However, only 10,542 records could be matched from Table D to Table A in CASEMIS. Records could not be matched because of inaccurate last names, first names and birthdays in either Table A or Table D and the calculation of a response rate can be derived as follows:
Response rate calculation: The response rate calculations are calculated by Number of respondents with valid postsecondary program codes and/or a valid post secondary employment codes.) / (Total number of respondents from Table D.)

Calculation Response rate: (10,542/40,544*100) = 28.0%

It should be noted that BLANKS and unknown values were used by LEAs to indicate lack of response by the students who were contacted, not a failure to contact students who left the programs. As a result, students who had a combination of blank and unknown responses were considered non-responders, while those with a response in either the postsecondary education and/or the postsecondary employment field in Table D were considered responders.

Representativeness. California used the Response Calculator provided by the National Post Secondary Outcomes Center (NPSO) (see Table 14b) to calculate representativeness of the respondent group on the characteristics of disability type, ethnicity, gender, minority and dropout. 

According to the Response Calculator, differences between the Respondent Group and the Target Leaver Group of ±3% are important. Negative differences indicate an under-representativeness of the group and positive differences indicate over-representativeness. In the Response Calculator, a bolded percentage is used to indicate a difference that exceeds the ±3% interval. 

Table 14b

Survey Representativeness
	 
	Overall
	SLD
	ED
	MR
	AO
	Female
	Minority
	Dropout

	Target Leaver Totals
	70261
	46701
	7903
	3832
	11825
	23402
	15036
	6365

	Response Totals
	10542
	7381
	641
	589
	1931
	3815
	2178
	672

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Target Leaver Representation
	 
	66.5%
	11.2%
	5.5%
	16.8%
	33.3%
	21.4%
	9.1%

	Respondent Representation
	 
	70.0%
	6.1%
	5.6%
	18.3%
	36.2%
	20.7%
	6.4%

	Difference
	 
	3.5%
	-5.2%
	0.1%
	1.5%
	2.9%
	-0.7%
	-2.7%


As can be seen in Table 14b, only two categories exceed the ±3% interval indicating a significant difference in the respondents from the target leaver group. Based on the calculations, we were underrepresented on the categories of SLD and were overrepresented on the categories of ED.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08): Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2007:

In the 2005-06 school year baseline only was collected on Indicator #14. SELPAs and LEAs were required to develop an instrument to collect data for Table D. In addition, this new indicator required additional technical assistance regarding the methods to secure a greater response rate by students exiting SE.

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

California experienced modest growth in their response rate for Indicator 14 but significant growth in its engagement rate for Indicator 14. The response rate rose 24.8% from 26.8% while the engagement rate rose from 62.5% to 71.0%. A student was considered to be engaged in data collection process when a valid postsecondary code was reported in the data record in Table D. There was also an increase in participation from the SELPAs, last year there were thirteen SELPAs who were late in reporting their postsecondary data and needed a reminder and this year there were only six SELPAs who were late in reporting their data and promptly reported their data after an initial reminder. Secondly, we believe the professional development provided by the State Department of Education contributed to districts reporting outcome data more accurately. 

In this section, describe the Improvement Activities from the SPP that have been completed to date. All activities in the FFY 2006 were completed, below are the completed activities for Indicator 14.
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Completed Activities
	Timelines
	Resources and Type

	PowerPoints and technical assistance manuals were developed to give SELPAs and LEAs guidance for finding students one year after exiting high school.
	2005-2007
	CDE staff, field staff 



	Dissemination of data showing the importance of postsecondary education and/or the postsecondary employment.
	2005-2007
	CDE staff, field staff

Type:  Development of training and technical assistance PowerPoint disseminating information about postsecondary program participation in compliance with IDEA 2004.

	Work with State Council on Developmental Disabilities, SILC and the Governor's Committee on Employment of People with Disabilities to promote the awareness of postsecondary education and employment.
	2005-2010

Ongoing
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance and training

	Work with national and state experts on research and data approaches to address post school outcomes data collection
	2005-2010

Ongoing
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance and training

	Work with universities, colleges and junior colleges to disseminate the importance of postsecondary education. 
	2006-2011

Ongoing
	CDE staff, experts

Type:  Technical stakeholder workgroup and research

	Provide CASEMIS training for SELPAS and ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	2007
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance and training


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide CASEMIS training for SELPAS and ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	December 30, 2007

Ongoing and twice a year 
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance and training

	Work with national and state experts on research and data approaches to address post school outcomes data collection
	2005-2010

Ongoing
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance and training

	Work with universities, colleges and junior colleges to disseminate the importance of postsecondary education. 
	2006-2011

Ongoing
	CDE staff, experts

Type:  Technical stakeholder workgroup and research

	Work with WorkAbility and other agencies and programs on the importance of employing people with disabilities at minim wage or more.
	2006-2011

Ongoing
	CDE staff, experts

Type:  Technical stakeholder workgroup and research

	Use transition data in the state-funded Workability I grant procedures to ensure programs include the provision of transition services.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs



	Provide CASEMIS training for SELPAS and ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	2005-2010

Ongoing and twice a year trainings
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs


	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Develop and implement multiple activities regarding Secondary Transition and its relationship to postsecondary outcomes including training to build local capacity, technical assistance, CoP, materials dissemination with emphasis on compliance and guidance based upon exemplary researched based practices and stakeholder input.
	2006-2011

Ongoing
	CDE staff, experts

Type:  Technical stakeholder workgroup and research

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance regarding transition services language in the IEP.
	2006-2011

Ongoing
	CDE staff, Workability I staff, field trainers

Type:  Training and technical assistance

	Use statewide CoP for collaborative efforts related to transition services across multiple agencies (DOR, EDD, SILC, parents and consumers).
	2005-2011

Ongoing


	CDE staff

Type:  Stakeholder group; Technical Assistance

	Review and revise technical assistance materials related to Post Secondary Outcome surveys. Disseminate to LEAs with exiters reported in June 08.
	January 2009
	CDE Staff

Type:  Stakeholder group; Technical Assistance

	Prepare and disseminate LEA and SELPA summaries related to Post Secondary survey responses in Table D.
	January 2009
	CDE Staff

Type:  Training and technical assistance

	Target technical assistance to LEAs and SELPAs with no valid responses.
	January through June 2009
	CDE Staff

Type:  Training and technical assistance

	Prepare report in CASEMIS software to enable LEAs and SELPAs to review Table D entries relative to prior June exiters.
	For June 2009 data collection
	CDE Staff

Type:  Training and technical assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 15: General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.

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

	Measurement:  Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification:

a. # of findings of noncompliance. 

b. # of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.

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

For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and enforcement actions that the State has taken.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007
(2007-08)
	100 percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

In 2006-07 98% percent of noncompliance was corrected within one year of identification. Table 15a. summarizes the data and calculation.

15a

Percent of Noncompliance Corrected within One Year of Identification
	Item
	Number

	a. Number of findings of noncompliance
	46,707

	b. Number of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification
	45,940

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

45,940/ 46,707 * 100 = 98%
	98%


For all Indicators, findings are reported in the year in which the district was notified of noncompliance. “On time” calculations are based on a span of one year (365 days) from the date that the noncompliance finding was notified of noncompliance. For this reason, some of the finding totals cited in prior APRs may not match with this APR because they were reported by initiation date rather than reporting date.

Findings for this indicator are based on findings reported by CDE to districts in 2006-07 and include noncompliance identified through onsite monitoring (Verification and Nonpublic School Reviews), SESRs, Complaints and Due Process Hearings as well as ongoing data collection, local plan reviews, annual maintenance of effort reviews, and audits related to state and federal SE funds. 

General procedures for monitoring and correction As noted in Indicator 15 in the SPP, the CDE has used multiple methods to carry out its monitoring responsibilities. These monitoring activities are part of an overall QAP designed to ensure that procedural guarantees of the law are followed and that programs and services result in educational benefits. The CDE uses all of its QAP activities to monitor for procedural compliance and educational benefit. Formal noncompliance may be identified and corrective action plans developed through a wide variety of means, including data collection and analysis, investigation of compliance complaints and due process hearings, and reviewing policies and procedures in local plans. For example, the CDE uses data collected through the CASEMIS to identify districts that are not completing annual reviews of individualized educational programs (IEPs) in a timely way. These result in formal findings of noncompliance citing specific state and federal regulations and require that a corrective action plan be completed.
In addition to these components of the QAP, there are four types of traditional monitoring review processes: Facilitated Reviews, Verification Reviews, Special Education Self Reviews, and Nonpublic School Reviews (both onsite and self reviews). Each of the formal review processes results in findings of noncompliance at the student and district level. District level findings are made based on a combination of factors including student record reviews, staff and parent interviews, reviews of policies and procedures. All findings require correction. At the student level the district must provide specified evidence of correction within a 45-day time period. It should be noted that some findings are not correctible at the student level (e.g., missed timelines) though student level findings of this type must be corrected and verified at the district level. At the district level, the district must still correct any student findings by providing updated policies and procedures, evidence that the new policies and procedures have been disseminated and, in a six-month follow-up review, the district must demonstrate that no new instances of noncompliance in that area have occurred. CDE has a variety of sanctions available to use in situations in which noncompliance goes uncorrected (e.g., special grant conditions, withholding of funds, and court action). 
Agencies Monitored. Findings from monitoring sources were reported to 271 school districts, COE and nonpublic schools and agencies. Noncompliant findings related to dispute resolutions were reported to 199 districts and agencies.

Table 15b (Timely Correction of Noncompliance Findings Disaggregated by APR Indicator) depicts the number of noncompliance findings identified for each cluster of APR indicators. Indicators are generally based on the clusterings contained in the Part B SPP/APR Related Requirements document. This document identifies those federal regulations that are associated with each of the SPP/APR indicators. The CDE utilized the Part B SPP/APR Related Requirements document to categorize noncompliance findings from monitoring reviews and from dispute resolutions processes into the appropriate APR indicators. Not all of the noncompliance findings fit into the APR indicators. As a result, Table 15b has an “other” category related to Local General Supervision and another related to qualified personnel. 

Table 15b includes information about the general supervision component used to identify the noncompliance (monitoring or dispute resolution). For each indicator the table summarizes the number of LEAs found noncompliant for each indicator, the total number of noncompliance findings, and the number of those findings corrected within one year of the date they were reported to the public..

Table 15b

Timely Correction of Noncompliance Findings Disaggregated by APR Indicator

	Indicator/Indicator Clusters
	General Supervision System Components
	# of LEAs Issued Findings in FFY 2006 (7/1/06 to 6/30/07) 
	(a) # of Findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2006 (7/1/06 to 6/30/07)
	(b)  #  f Findings of noncompliance from (a) for which correction was verified no later than one year from identification

	1.  Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	231
	20,287
	20,084

	 
	
	
	
	

	2.  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. 
	
	
	
	

	14.  Percent of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	118
	698
	605

	3.  Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	150
	972
	938

	 
	
	
	
	

	7.  Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrated improved outcomes.
	
	
	
	

	 
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	4A. Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	59
	2,919
	2,913

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	7
	24
	18

	5.  Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 -educational placements.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	4
	364
	360

	 
	
	
	
	

	6.  Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 – early childhood placement.
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	19
	57
	54

	8.  Percent of parents with a child receiving SE services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	64
	1,364
	1,358

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	27
	95
	82

	9.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	116
	1,919
	1,831

	 
	
	
	
	

	10.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	
	
	
	

	 
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	11. Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	237
	4,362
	4,179

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	50
	198
	165

	12.  Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	67
	476
	476

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	13. Percent of youth aged 16 and above with IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable student to meet the post-secondary goals.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	16
	1,602
	1,598

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	1
	3
	3

	Other areas of noncompliance: Indicator 15 - Local Monitoring of Procedural Guarantees, Timelines, FAPE and Educational Benefit
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	135
	10,865
	10,854

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	84
	461
	381

	Other areas of noncompliance: Qualified Personnel
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	34
	11
	11

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	11
	30
	30

	Sum the numbers down Column a and Column b
	46,707
	45,940

	Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification = (column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) times 100.
	(b) / (a) X 100 =
	98%


The overall percentage of noncompliance findings corrected within one year of identification increased from 90 percent in 2006-07 to 98 percent in 2007-08. There was another increase in the number of findings from 23,633 in 2006-07 to 46,707 in 2007-08. In part, this is due to the change in method of reporting findings. It is also due to delays in beginning VR and SESRs in 2005-06 and 2006-07. In 2005-06 and 2006-07 the CDE initiated major overhauls of the item tables used in the monitoring software. This was done to align the items to updated IDEA regulations and applicable state laws. As a result, monitoring results, initiated in 2005-06 were reported to districts in 2006-07, along with findings made in 2006-07.

There were 14 districts and agencies with findings that were corrected more than one year after the date the finding was reported to the district. All districts and agencies had regular contacts from CDE staff during the period of correction. In addition, all of the districts and agencies were contacted by phone and email to formally indicate that the district had exceeded the one-year timeline for correction. Fourteen of the 14 districts and agencies had onsite visits to provide technical assistance. In 11 of the districts and agencies, all of the noncompliance findings were corrected prior to submission of the FFY 2007-08 APR on February 1, 2009. Three of the districts and agencies are Developmental Centers (state hospitals) operated by the Department of Developmental Services. Correction of the noncompliance has raised significant issues of jurisdiction and authority under California law. These issues are being resolved through the state interagency agreement process. Ongoing technical assistance has resolved many of the findings in the review. Recently, the state budget delay halted all discussions, as key staff members at the Department of Developmental Services were laid off. Recent rehires will enable the CDE to continue development of the interagency agreement.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Explanation of Progress or Slippage:

The overall percentage of noncompliance findings corrected within one year of identification increased from 90 percent in 2006-07 to 98 percent in 2007-08. This is due to increased vigilance on the part of CDE staff. In September, 2008, representatives of both the Data Accountability Center and the WRRC met with all of the managers in the SED to review current practices, explain changes in policy, and to work with California’s data. This assistance has been most helpful in preparing the FFY 2007-08 Part B APR.

Improvement Activities

As noted in the OSEP’s letter regarding California’s compliance determination letter for FFY 2006-07:

In accordance with the section 616(e) of the IDEA…, if a State is determined to need assistance for two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions: (1) Advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State address the areas in which the State needs assistance; (2) Direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance; or (3) Identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose special conditions on the State’s Part B grant award.  Pursuant to the requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of technical assistance related to Indicator 10 (disproportionate representation – specific disability categories), Indicator 15 (timely correction of noncompliance), and Indicator 16 (complaint timelines).

For Indicator 15, the CDE has sought technical assistance from a variety of sources. Technical assistance has been provided by the Data Accountability Center (meeting September 15, 2008), the WRRC (meeting September 15, 2008), and through participation in OSEP-sponsored teleconferences and meetings (National Accountability Conference and OSEP Leadership Conference – both in Baltimore in August, 2008). Improvement in this area is due in large measure to the assistance CDE received. Regular phone calls to the CDE’s OSEP contact have also assisted in clarifying requirements and identifying additional sources of help.

Improvement Activities

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide targeted training on implementing the IDEA 2004 including court cases and legal interpretations for CDE staff
	November 2007
	Perry Zirkel, Esq., nationally known expert in IDEA.

Type:  Training and Technical Assistance for SEA

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff

Type: Special Project, Monitoring and Enforcement

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	IDEA Final Regulation Training Web case promoted during fall 2006. Web cast archived and DVD widely distributed.
	Ongoing through 2011
	Art Cernosia, Esq., nationally known expert in the IDEA. Free to the public and funded through IDEA funds.

Type: Training and Technical Assistance to SEA

http://www.ideatraining.org/

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for APR on all general supervision indicator requirements
	July 1, 2007-June 30, 2011
	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement

	Develop & maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the IDEA
	Ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE

Web page : http ://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp 

Type:  Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice and legal requirements of IDEA 2004

	Provide staff training for corrective actions, timelines, and sanctions. Incorporate notice of potential sanctions in monitoring correspondence
	2005-2011

Ongoing through 2011
	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 

	Recruit candidates and hold civil service examinations. Fill unfilled vacancies with staff, retired annuitants, or visiting educators
	Ongoing to 2011
	CDE staff


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):
	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Complete development of the Interagency Agreement with the Department of Developmental Services.
	June 2009
	CDE Staff

	Prepare a compliance tracking application for use by managers and individual staff, that includes “tickler” notification system.
	January 2010
	CDE Staff abd contractors


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 16:  Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

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

	Measurement:  Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007
(2007-08)
	100 percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day timeline, including a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08): 

Table 7 of the required 618 Data Collection is attached. 

Section A regarding signed, written complaints is reproduced below.
	SECTION A:  WRITTEN, SIGNED COMPLAINTS

	(1) Written, signed complaints total
	1034

	        (1.1) Complaints with reports issued
	864

	                   (a) Reports with findings
	864

	                   (b) Reports within timeline
	861

	                   (c) Reports within extended timelines
	3

	        (1.2) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	170

	        (1.3) Complaints pending
	0

	                   (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing
	0


The table indicates that the CDE resolved 93 percent of written complaints within the 60-day timeline and extended timelines for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

Calculation:  (861 + 3) / 864 = 100%

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

The CDE increased the percentage of written complaints resolved within the 60-day timeline and extended timelines. Achieving a 100 percent timely completion rate, demonstrates continuous improvement from the two previous reporting periods (i.e., 93 percent in 2006-2007, and 84 percent in 2005-2006). Investigators within each of the FMTA Units in the complaints investigation unit, the CDE requested and received a waiver to fill investigator positions by deviating from the state-mandated hiring process.

As noted in the OSEP’s letter regarding California’s compliance determination letter for FFY 2006-07:

In accordance with the section 616(e) of the IDEA…, if a State is determined to need assistance for two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions: (1) Advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State address the areas in which the State needs assistance; (2) Direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance; or (3) Identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose special conditions on the State’s Part B grant award.  Pursuant to the requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of technical assistance related to Indicator 10 (disproportionate representation – specific disability categories), Indicator 15 (timely correction of noncompliance), and Indicator 16 (complaint timelines).

The Special Education Division contracted with the Education and Human Services Group to research, among other issues, completion of complaint investigations within 60 days. The report detailed how personnel in the Complaints Management and Mediation Unit (CMM) conduct a factual investigation of the alleged violations of IDEA and associated law and regulation, and issue a report concerning the allegation(s) including corrective actions when required. In addition, the study analyzed the processes that the three FMTA units employ to follow up on the corrective actions to determine whether they are completed and the complaint can be closed. One key finding noted that the investigation and monitoring are “continuous processes that would best be performed from beginning to end by regional teams of specialists working across the units.” The report recommended expansion of the current teams within CMM to regional Complaint Management Teams with staff from the units operating in concert.

Through the realignment of available resources and as recommended by outside evaluators, the SED had an opportunity to enhance the links among the filing of a complaint, the timely investigation of allegations of noncompliance, the issuance of an investigatory report with corrective actions, the monitoring of school district completion of corrective actions, and the closure of a complaint file. 

Through the reconfiguration of the CMM and three FMTA units into five new FMTA units, the complaints investigation and monitoring processes was unified into a singular system, including: 

· The investigation of allegations of noncompliance

· The issuance of an investigatory report with corrective actions

· The monitoring of school district completion of corrective actions

· The closure of a complaint file

Implementing this continuous process aided in the timely completion investigations. 

The five new units provide technical assistance and leadership to local school districts. The units also work directly with local school districts identified as being out of compliance with federal or state laws in serving students with disabilities. Staff identify methods and procedures that can be used by a local school district to increase achievement and attainment levels for students with disabilities and recommend alternative delivery systems that may be used by a local school district to comply with federal or state laws. Staff in these units complete compliance investigations; follow up with corrective actions; and conduct on-site reviews for selected local education agencies that include verification reviews, facilitated reviews, and special education self reviews.

	COMPLETED ACTIVITES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	The Legal Division meets biweekly with the SED staff to provide special education legal updates and ongoing training with regard to the complaints investigation process 
	July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008
	CDE Legal Division Attorneys



	Art Cernosia, renowned special education attorney, provided telephonic assistance throughout the year
	July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008 
	Art Cernosia



	The SED continued ongoing collaboration with CDE legal and other entities such as Parent Training Information Centers, FEC, LEAs, and advocates 
	June 30, 2006
	CDE legal staff, Art Cernosia




	CONTINUING ACTIVITES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Develop an integrated database to proactively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring

	Continue to cross-unit train for complaint investigations and other monitoring activities to focus on inter-rater reliability and consistency.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring


	ADDED ACTIVITES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Combined the complaints investigation process within five FMTA units, integrating corrective action follow-up
	February 15, 2008
	CDE Staff


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 17:  Percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

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

	Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007            (2007-08)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Table 7 of the required 618 Data Collection is attached. Section C regarding hearing requests is reproduced below:

	SECTION C: Due Process Complaints

	(3)  Due process complaints total
	2398

	(3.1)  Resolution meetings
	1289

	(a)  Written settlement agreements
	520

	(3.2)  Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	67

	(a)  Decisions within timeline (including expedited)
	16

	(b)  Decisions within extended timeline
	51

	(3.3)  Resolved without a hearing
	624


100 percent of due process hearing requests were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that was properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

Calculation: [(16+51) / 67] *100 = 100%

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

Compliance with the target, at 100 percent for 2006-07, remained at 100 percent for 2007-08. This performance likely resulted from continued implementation of improvement activities identified in the 2006-07 APR.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

The following activities, identified in the APR for 2006-07, were included at that time to complement the previous year’s/continuing improvement efforts. The deleted actions, listed below, had been incorporated in the APR in anticipation of their inclusion in a revised contract with the OAH. The added activity, below, better reflects the actual content and term of the updated contract.

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Delete: OAH’s advisory group will recommend training materials to be developed, by OAH, for use by parents and interested others.
	To occur during 2007-08


	OAH staff and its advisory group



	Delete: OAH will, in consultation with its advisory group, develop and submit to CDE for review and approval, recommendations for system improvement.
	To occur during 2007-08


	OAH staff and its advisory group



	Delete: OAH will, in consultation with its advisory group, conduct or cause to be conducted, a workshop on alternative resolutions for resolving differences in a non-adversarial atmosphere, and with the goal of providing a FAPE.
	To occur during 2007-08


	OAH staff and its advisory group



	Add: The OAH will consult with its advisory group in areas such as: revisions to the OAH Web site, forms, documents, scheduling procedures, staff training, training materials, parent procedure manual, consumer brochure, outreach to families and students, and proposed revisions to laws and rules.
	To occur during

2008-11
	OAH staff and its advisory group




	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 18:  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007      (2007-08)
	61 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Table 7 of the required 618 Data Collection is attached. Section C regarding hearing requests is reproduced below:

	SECTION C: Due Process Complaints

	(3)  Due process complaints total
	2398

	(3.1)  Resolution meetings
	1289

	(a)  Written settlement agreements
	520

	(3.2)  Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	67

	(a)  Decisions within timeline (including expedited)
	16

	(b)  Decisions within extended timeline
	51

	(3.3)  Resolved without a hearing
	624


40 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

Calculation: (520 / 1289) *100 = 40%
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

The OAH, rather than CDE, collected resolution session data directly from districts for the reporting year. The target for settlement agreements during 2007-08 was 61 percent while actual achievement proved lower at 40%. Neither OAH nor CDE have direct knowledge regarding circumstances that may have caused slippage in the number of sessions culminating in settlement agreements.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

Revisions to proposed targets, activities, and timelines are required. The significant year-to-year drop in the percentage of sessions ending in agreements compels CDE and OAH to identify circumstances influencing such a decline. A new target range is added while previous targets are deleted.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2007-08
	61 percent of hearing requests that go to resolution sessions will be resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2008-09
	64 44 percent of hearing requests that go to resolution sessions will be resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2009-10
	67 50 percent of hearing requests that go to resolution sessions will be resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2010-11
	71 55 percent of hearing requests that go to resolution sessions will be resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


The following deleted and continuing activities, identified in the APR for 2006-07, were included at that time to complement the previous year’s/continuing improvement efforts. The deleted actions had been incorporated in the APR in anticipation of their inclusion in a revised contract with the OAH. The added activities and timeline, listed below, better reflect the actual content and term of the updated contract and/or actual data. Obtaining data on resolution sessions and agreements will continue.

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Continue: Obtain data, on resolution sessions and settlement agreements deriving solely from those sessions, directly from school districts with due process filings during 2008-09.
	Ongoing
	OAH/contractor staff



	Delete: OAH/contractor will conduct or cause to be conducted, a workshop on strategies for resolving differences in a non-adversarial atmosphere, and with the goal of providing a FAPE.
	To occur during 2007-08
	OAH/contractor staff



	Delete: OAH’s advisory group will recommend training materials to be developed, by OAH, for use by parents and interested others.
	To occur during 2007-08
	OAH staff and its advisory group



	Delete: OAH will, in consultation with its advisory group, develop and submit to CDE for review and approval, recommendations for system improvement.
	To occur during 2007-08
	OAH staff and its advisory group



	Add: The OAH will consult with its advisory group in areas such as: revisions to the OAH Web site, forms, documents, scheduling procedures, staff training, training materials, parent procedure manual, consumer brochure, outreach to families and students, and proposed revisions to laws and rules.
	To occur during

2008-11
	OAH staff and its advisory group 

	Add: CDE and OAH will collaborate to determine circumstances influencing the decline in resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements.
	To occur during 2008/09
	CDE and OAH staff/advisory group


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 19:  Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.

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

	Measurement:

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007
(2007-08)
	At least 46 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

Table 7 of the required 618 Data Collection is attached. Section B regarding mediation requests is reproduced below:

	SECTION B: Mediation Requests

	(2)  Mediation requests total
	2624

	(2.1)  Mediations held
	 

	(a)  Mediations held related to due process
	931

	(i)   Mediation agreements
	680

	(b)  Mediations held not related to due process
	103

	(i)  Mediation agreements
	90

	(2.2)  Mediations not held (including pending)
	1590



74 percent of mediation conferences resulted in mediation agreements.

Calculation: [(680+90) / 1034] *100 = 74%

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):

The target for 2007-08 was at least 46 percent while measured achievement was 74 percent. The discrepancy between target percentage and higher real attainment likely resulted from: mediators improving their skills; parties becoming more accustomed to related changes in the reauthorized IDEA; and the continuing resolution of challenges stemming from the transition of one contractor, the McGeorge School of Law, to the successor contractor, the OAH.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

The newly added target percentage better reflects the significant positive increase in mediation agreements for the previous year. Previous targets are deleted.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	Delete: 2007-08
	At least 46 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	Delete: 2008-09
	At least 49 75 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	Delete: 2009-10
	At least 52 80 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	Delete: 2010-11
	At least 56 85 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.


The following activities, identified in the APR for 2006-07, were included at that time to complement the previous year’s/continuing improvement efforts. Implementation of standards for training, qualifications, and supervision will continue. The deleted actions, listed below, had been incorporated in the APR in anticipation of their inclusion in a revised contract with the OAH. The added activity and timeline, below, better reflects the actual content and term of the updated contract.

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Continue: Implement standards for the training of OAH/contractor staff functioning as mediators.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and OAH/contractor staff

	Continue: Implement standards for the qualifications of OAH/contractor staff functioning as mediators.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and OAH/contractor staff

	Continue: Implement standards for the supervision of OAH/contractor staff functioning as mediators.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and OAH/contractor staff

	Continue: Develop and distribute a parent manual that provides guidance regarding mediations and due process hearings.
	Manual to be completed during 2008-09.
	OAH/contractor staff



	Delete: OAH’s advisory group will recommend training materials to be developed, by OAH, for use by parents and interested others.
	To occur during 2007-08
	OAH staff and its advisory group

	Delete: OAH will, in consultation with its advisory group, develop and submit to CDE for review and approval, recommendations for system improvement.
	To occur during 2007-08
	OAH staff and its advisory group

	Delete: OAH will, in consultation with its advisory group, conduct or cause to be conducted, a workshop on alternative resolutions for resolving differences in a non-adversarial atmosphere, and with the goal of providing a FAPE.
	To occur during 2007-08
	OAH staff and its advisory group

	Add: The OAH will consult with its advisory group in areas such as: revisions to the OAH Web site, forms, documents, scheduling procedures, staff training, training materials, parent procedure manual, consumer brochure, outreach to families and students, and proposed revisions to laws and rules.
	To occur during

2008-11
	OAH staff and its advisory group




	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 20: State reported data (618 and SPP and APR) are timely and accurate.  (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

	Measurement:  State reported data, including 618 data and APRs, are:

a. Submitted on or before due dates (February 1 for child count, including race and ethnicity; placement; November 1 for exiting, discipline, personnel; and February 1 for APRs); and

b. Accurate (describe mechanisms for ensuring error free, consistent, valid and reliable data and evidence that these standards are met).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007

(2007-08)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

The overall percentage for Indicator 20 is 98 percent (see attachment 20a – Part B Indicator 20 Rubric).

Timeliness CDE submitted required 618 data through EDEN and through DANS. No data reports were late. Table 20a depicts due dates and submission dates for each of the federal data tables. 

Table 20a

Submission Dates for 2007-08 618 Data Reports

	
	Due Date
	Submission Date
	On Time

	Table 1
	February 1, 2008
	February 1, 2008
	Yes

	Table 2
	November 1, 2008
	September 9, 2008
	Yes

	Table 3
	February 1, 2008
	January 30, 2008
	Yes

	Table 4
	November 1, 2008
	October 17, 2008
	Yes

	Table 5
	November 1, 2008
	October 7, 2008
	Yes

	Table 6
	February 1, 2008
	January 30, 2008
	Yes

	Table 7
	November 1, 2008
	October 31, 2008
	Yes


Data Accuracy The data collection software for the State, CASEMIS, includes data edits and logical checks in the verification process to ensure data accuracy. In addition the CASEMIS program provides reports during the verification process that identify further potential discrepancies that cannot be detected using logical data edits and checks. 

CDE staff collected and review potential anomaly data from SELPAs. CDE Staff also reviewed and evaluated data submitted in any modified CASEMIS data fields. No data needed to be resubmitted to OSEP or EDEN due to inaccurate data.

It should be noted that the data for Table 5 – Discipline was incomplete as CDE (per the Data Submission Plan) is not intending to submit Discipline data for GE students until CALPADS is implemented in the Fall of 2009.

For further information about data accuracy see Attachment 20b – CASEMIS Data Accuracy.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007 (2007-08):
Explanation of Progress:

Progress in this indicator is due to increased vigilance on the part of CDE staff and support from local SELPAs who made it a priority to ensure timely and complete data throughout the year. CDE has also been the recipient of technical assistance from our OSEP contact and the WRRC who have helped us to improve our data tracking.

Improvement Activities:

	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources and Type

	Modify validation codes and develop prototype reports.
	2005-2011

Ongoing as needed
	CDE staff

Type: General IDEA 2004 requirements

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	2005-2011

Annually

 Fall and Spring as necessary
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Training and Technical Assistance

	Provide ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	2005-2011

Ongoing throughout the year
	CDE staff

Type: Training and Technical Assistance

	Develop and pilot a CASEMIS generated Annual Service Plan (Part of SELPA local plan) for SELPA s to use locally in informing the public of the current services in their area and adoption of the criteria of those services. 
	Began 2006-07

Beginning operation 

2007-08
	CDE staff

Type:  Monitoring and Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Used to Reflect Upon Practice and compliance

	Participate in the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) workgroup and work with CDE data unit(s) and others regarding trends. 
	Began 2006-07

continuing

2007-08
	CDE staff

Type:  Stakeholder, Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Used to Reflect Upon Practice and compliance http://www.ctc.ca.gov/ 

	Participation, development, implementation and monitoring of HQTs under NCLB and IDEA 2004.
	Began 2004 and continuing 2014
	CDE staff (Professional Development Division and SED)

Type:  Stakeholder, Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Used to Reflect Upon Practice and compliance http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/tq/index.asp 

	Improve and expand anomaly analysis and reporting.
	Began 2004 and continuing 2014
	CDE Staff 



	Provide increased technical assistance regarding data entry particularly for data fields concerning referral, assessment, IEP, and entry dates.
	Ongoing throughout the year and continuing 2014
	CDE staff



	Work with SELPAs/LEAs to ensure comprehensive use of valid school codes and unique student identifiers, Statewide Student Identifiers (SSID)
	Ongoing and provided throughout the year
	CDE staff and contractors




Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007 (2007-08):

None
Attachment 20a - Part B Indicator 20 Data Rubric
	Part B Indicator 20 - SPP/APR Data 

	APR Indicator
	Valid and reliable
	Correct calculation
	Total

	1
	1
	
	1

	2
	1
	
	1

	3A
	1
	1
	2

	3B
	1
	1
	2

	3C
	1
	1
	2

	4A
	1
	1
	2

	5
	1
	1
	2

	7
	1
	1
	2

	8
	1
	1
	2

	9
	1
	1
	2

	10
	1
	1
	2

	11
	1
	1
	2

	12
	1
	1
	2

	13
	1
	1
	2

	14
	1
	1
	2

	15
	1
	1
	2

	16
	1
	1
	2

	17
	1
	1
	2

	18
	1
	1
	2

	19
	1
	1
	2

	
	
	Subtotal
	38

	APR Score Calculation
	Timely Submission Points (5 pts for submission of APR/SPP by February 2, 2009)
	5

	
	Grand Total
	43


	Part B Indicator 20 - 618 Data 

	Table
	Timely
	Complete Data
	Passed Edit Check
	Responded to Date Note Requests
	Total

	Table 1 – Child Count

Due Date: 2/1/08
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 2 – Personnel

Due Date: 11/1/08
	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	Table 3 – Ed. Environments

Due Date: 2/1/08
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 4 – Exiting

Due Date: 11/1/08
	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	Table 5 – Discipline

Due Date: 11/1/08
	1
	0
	1
	N/A
	2

	Table 6 – State Assessment

Due Date: 2/1/09
	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	Table 7 – Dispute Resolution

Due Date: 11/1/08
	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	
	
	
	
	Subtotal
	22

	
	
	
	Weighted Total (subtotal X 1.87; round ≤.49 down and ≥ .50 up to whole number)
	41

	Indicator #20 Calculation

	
	
	
	A. APR Total
	43
	

	
	
	
	B. 618 Total
	41
	

	
	
	
	C. Grand Total
	84
	

	Percent of timely and accurate data =

(C divided by 86 times 100)
	(C) / (86) X 100 =
	98%


Attachment 20b

CASEMIS Data Accuracy

System Features
The major features of the CASEMIS software are: (1) to extract student level data for various reporting cycles; (2) to verify data files and generate error, warning, and unextracted records reports; (3) to generate summary reports from various data tables; and (4) to generate the data Certification Report.

The file extraction component of the CASEMIS creates new files by copying records from source data files maintained by the LEA or SOP. This process requires that the LEA source data files have the same data fields and codes as in the 2008-09 CASEMIS database structure. New files are generated to meet the appropriate criteria for various reporting requirements (see Chapter IV). 

The Verification routine checks the data fields in the data files for any logical inconsistency and produces a report of errors, warnings, and unextracted records (if any). The errors must be corrected and the warnings must be verified prior to submitting data to the Department.

The report generation component prepares various reports by SELPA, by district, or by site within the SELPA, according to the format specified by the CDE. Additionally, the system generates summary reports by SELPA, and by districts,
When the data files are verified and determined to be error-free, the user may upload the data files to the CDE via the CASEMIS secured Web site available in the “Upload Data File” option. The user can generate a Certification Report using the existing data files on the computer and fax a signed copy to CDE.
In addition, the CASEMIS software offers a set of Tools that are helpful for editing the data files. The utilities contain the latest information on the SELPA and district configuration, file and manipulation options.

Errors and Warnings
CASEMIS software generates three types of errors and warnings while verifying student level data tables. These are: (1) file verification errors, (2) file verification warnings, and (3) warnings for possible duplicate records.

These errors and warnings are listed in numerical order with explanations of the message and how to correct them. All errors must be corrected and the warning messages must be verified to make sure they are not errors.

File Verification Errors

Sample Error Messages:

	Error
	Error Message and Explanation

	D911
	DUPLICATE STUDENT NAME, BIRTHDATE, GENDER

The student has the same LAST_NAME, FIRST_NAME, BIRTHDATE, and GENDER as another student in the data table. Please verify all other information in the record for these students and make sure they are not the same student. If the records are about the same student, remove all but one record on the student from the table.

	E100
	SELPA_CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SELPA_CODE is not one of the codes listed, or the field is blank. Enter the correct four-digit code for your SELPA or SOP.

	E101
	SELPA_FROM CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SELPA_FROM is not one of the codes listed. Enter the correct code from the SELPA code list.

	E102
	DIST_SERV CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DIST_SERV is not a valid district/site code, or the field is blank. Please verify the entry against the list of districts under this SELPA/SOP and enter the correct seven-digit DIST_SERV code (2-digit county code plus 5-digit district code). You may obtain the correct county-district code from the California Public School Directory.

	E103
	DIST_RESI CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DIST_RESI is not a valid district code or the field is blank. Please verify the code against the CDS (county-district-school) codes published in the California Public School Directory and enter the correct code.


	E104
	STUDENT_ID IS BLANK

There is no entry in the field STUDENT_ID. This field must contain a student identifier, assigned by the SELPA or SOP.

	E105
	DUPLICATE STUDENT, SEE RECORD NNNNNN

The entry in the field STUDENT_ID is the same as in another record in the file. The entry in the field STUDENT_ID must be unique -- no two students in the same SELPA/SOP can have the same code in the field STUDENT_ID.

	E106
	SSN CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SSN (social security number) is not a valid number. The entry must have only numeric data. Please enter correct social security number.

	E107
	DUPLICATE SSN, SEE RECORD NNNNNN

The entry in the field SSN (social security number) is the same as in another record in the file. The SSN must be unique -- no two students may have the same social security number.

	E108
	REPT_DATE IS NOT MM/DD/CCYY

The entry in the field REPT_DATE is not one of the dates for the state reporting requirements, or the field is blank. See Field Detail in Chapter II for correct reporting dates under this field. Enter appropriate date to correct the error.


File Verification Warnings

Sample warning messages:

	Warning
	Warning Message and Explanation

	W900
	RESID_STAT CODE IS 71 OR 72

The entry in the field RESID_STAT is "71" (State Hospital) or "72" (Developmental Center) for an LEA. These codes are generally used by the state operated programs and they are not meant for the LEAs, unless there are special circumstances. Make sure it is not an error. Also make sure that the student is not reported by both agencies.

	W901
	RESID_STAT CODE IS NOT 71 OR 72

The entry in the field RESID_STAT is not "71" (State Hospital) or "72" 

(Developmental Center) for corresponding RESID_STAT codes in programs operated by the Department of Developmental Services (DDS). Please verify the entries in these two fields to make sure the codes are correct.

	W902
	RESID_STAT CODE IS NOT 60

The entry in the field RESID_STAT is not "60" for programs operated by the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Division of Juvenile Justice. It is unlikely that the individuals under these institutions have different residential status. Make sure that it is not an error.

	W903
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The entry in the field GRADE is "13" (12+/transition) for age under 17. It is highly unlikely, if not impossible, to be in community college or in a postsecondary program for a student under age 17. Check the GRADE code and the BIRTHDATE to make sure there is no error.

	W904
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The student is at least two years younger than the normal age for the reported GRADE. Please check the field(s) BIRTHDATE and/or GRADE to make sure this is not an error.

	W905
	AGE IS AA FOR GRADE INFANT

The age of the student is more than three years while GRADE is "16" 

(Infant). Generally, a student in an infant program is under three years of age. Make sure this is not an error.

	W906
	GRADE IS PRESCHOOL FOR AGE NN

The entry in the field GRADE is "17" (Preschool) for age higher than six years. Normally, the preschool program is for students who are of age group 3-5, although there may be exceptions. Make sure that the BIRTHDATE and GRADE fields have the correct codes.


	W907
	GRADE IS KINDERGARTEN FOR AGE AA

The entry in the field GRADE is "18" (Kindergarten) for age less than four years. Normally the age of a kindergarten student is five years. Make sure this is not an error.


Anomaly Reports

The DE, OSEP and the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) require that states provide explanations of data anomalies by category, if changes are significant. In the CDE effort to provide accurate and quality data and timely response to the OSEP and OIG, CASEMIS software automatically generates reports showing year-to-year comparison of data for districts and SELPAs as a part of the verification process. These reports are designed to assist SELPA directors and staff in identifying potential data anomalies from last year to the current year before sending the data to the CDE. Potential data discrepancies or anomalies are encircled on these reports. The SELPAs shall review these reports prior to sending SELPA data files to the CDE and provide an explanation regarding any encircled data element. In order for SELPAs to be compliant, these explanations must be received by the Department along with the data files and signed certification page.

Calculated by comparison with prior year. Must have at least 20 in at least one of the years for comparison

Test 1: (2007-2006)/2006*100>=100%

Test 2: (2007-2006)/2007*100>=100%

Test 3: |2007-2006|>=50

Anomaly reports are a required part of the CASEMIS data submission
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Duplicate Students

Removing Duplicate Students from File – December Report
In order to eliminate reporting the same student by more than one SELPA, the Department will verify the statewide student data file after the submission deadline (December Reporting Cycle only). The verification will be conducted by comparing selected demographic data fields (LAST_NAME, FIRST_NAME, BIRTHDATE, and GENDER) for all students. Reports listing matching students will be sent to the SELPAs involved to examine their file for possible duplication and correction.

It is extremely important that all SELPAs submit their file containing all students by the initial deadline so the department can verify the file for possible duplicate students. An unduplicated count is a mandate under the IDEA. If a single SELPA fails to submit its complete file by the deadline, the department's effort to eliminate duplicate students from the statewide file would be incomplete. In addition, it delays the other SELPAs, who met the time line, from declaring their files as final.

In order to streamline the process of unduplication, the Department will follow the steps listed below:

Step 1:
Following the file submission reporting deadlines, the Department will verify the statewide student data file for possible duplicate report of students. This will be done even if the statewide file does not have data from all SELPAs (see Step 5 below).

Step 2:
A cover letter and report access instructions will be sent by CDE to each SELPA director involved.

Step 3:
SELPAs shall verify the reports showing possible duplicates against their data file and remove students as appropriate. SELPAs will submit a new unduplicated data file to the department within one week or as otherwise directed. SELPAS submitting potential duplicate students during this step must provide documentation describing the methods used for determining the student should be included in their data file.


NOTE: NO new student records may be added during this process.

Step 4:
After the one-week window period the Department will again verify the statewide student data file for duplicates student records from all revised files from Step 3. The Department will determine the disposition of any remaining potential duplicate student records as described in Step 5.

Step 5:
If the verification in Step 4 shows a duplicate student between a SELPA that had failed to submit a revision or meet the initial timeline and another SELPA that did meet all timelines, the Department may exercise its authority to unduplicate the file by removing that student from the SELPA that failed to submit a revision or failed to meet the initial timeline. If two or more SELPAs resubmit duplicate student records without documentation that they are different students, the Department will remove the students from all SELPAs.

The statewide student data file will then be finalized and a report showing the status and count for all SELPAs will be released. The reporting cycle will then be closed.

Each year, Special Education Local Plan Areas are sent a letter to initiate the unduplication process::

To:
Email address:  
From:
Special Education Division

 

Subject:  Password Information for Duplicate Report for December 2007 Data

 

The CDE, SED previously sent an email with instructions for downloading and installing the Unduplicated December 2007 Student Data listing program.

 

The file can be downloaded from the following site:

 

ftp://ftp.cde.ca.gov/casemis/UndupDec07.exe
 

 

The following information is necessary for you to access your particular SELPAs un-duplication report:

 

User Name is:     Undup



 

User Password is:  0708


 

SELPA Name:  South Bay Service SELPA

 

SELPA Password: 

 

Please secure this access information.  The data contained in these files should be regarded as confidential in nature.  As the SELPA Director you should designate who will coordinate the report and which PC the software will be installed.  The duplication report software should be installed on a single Windows computer. 
 
The deadline for submitting the corrected data files is Friday, January 25, 2008 (receiving date - not sending date).
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	AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES
	REPORT OF DISPUTE RESOLUTION UNDER PART B, OF THE 
	OMB NO.: 1820-0677

	OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
	INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT
	

	PROGRAMS
	
	
	2007-08
	
	FORM EXPIRES: 8/31/2009

	
	
	
	
	STATE:
	CA-California

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION A: Written, Signed Complaints 
	

	
	(1)  Written, signed complaints total
	1034
	

	
	(1.1)  Complaints with reports issued
	864
	

	
	(a)  Reports with findings
	864
	

	
	(b)  Reports within timeline
	861
	

	
	(c)  Reports within extended timelines
	3
	

	
	(1.2)  Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	170
	

	
	(1.3)  Complaints pending
	0
	

	
	(a)  Complaint pending a due process hearing
	0
	

	
	SECTION B: Mediation Requests
	

	
	(2)  Mediation requests total
	2624
	

	
	(2.1)  Mediations held
	 
	

	
	(a)  Mediations held related to due process complaints
	931
	

	
	(i)   Mediation agreements
	680
	

	
	(b)  Mediations held not related to due process complaints
	103
	

	
	(i)  Mediation agreements
	90
	

	
	(2.2)  Mediations not held (including pending)
	1590
	

	
	SECTION C: Due Process Complaints
	

	
	(3)  Due process complaints total
	2398
	

	
	(3.1)  Resolution meetings
	1289
	

	
	(a)  Written settlement agreements
	520
	

	
	(3.2)  Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	67
	

	
	(a)  Decisions within timeline (including expedited)
	16
	

	
	(b)  Decisions within extended timeline
	51
	

	
	(3.3)  Resolved without a hearing
	624
	

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

	
	(4)  Expedited due process complaints total
	25
	

	
	(4.1)  Resolution meetings
	14
	

	
	(a)  Written settlement agreements
	9
	

	
	(4.2)  Expedited hearings (fully adjudicated)
	0
	

	
	(a)  Change of placement ordered
	0
	


Attachment 3:  Acronyms

	Acronym
	Full Name

	§
	Section

	APR
	Annual Performance Report 

	AYP
	Adequate Yearly Progress

	BEST
	Building Effective Schools Together

	CAHSEE
	California High School Exit Examination

	CAPA
	California Alternate Performance Assessment

	CASEMIS
	California Special Education Management Information System

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CMA
	California Modified Assessment

	CMM
	Complaints Management and Mediation Unit

	COE
	County Offices of Education

	CoP
	Community of Practice

	CST
	California Standards Test

	DE
	U.S. Department of Education

	DR
	Desired Results

	DRDP
	Desired Results Developmental Profile

	DRDP-R
	Desired Results Developmental Profile Revised

	EDD
	Employment Development Department

	ELA
	English Language Arts

	FAPE
	Free Appropriate Public Education

	FEC
	Family Empowerment Centers

	FFY
	Federal Fiscal Year

	FMTA
	Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance

	GE
	General Education

	HQT
	Highly Qualified Teacher

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IEP
	Individualized Education Program

	IFSP
	Individualized Family Service Plan

	ISES
	Improving Special Education Services

	KPI
	Key Performance Indicators

	LEA
	Local Educational Agency

	LRE
	Least Restrictive Environment 

	NASDSE
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education

	NCCRESt
	National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems

	NCLB
	No Child Left Behind

	NIMAC
	National Instructional Materials Accessibility Center

	NIMAS
	National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard

	OAH
	Office of Administrative Hearing

	OSEP
	Office of Special Education Programs

	PI
	Program Improvement

	PTI
	Parent Training and Information Centers

	QAP
	Quality Assurance Process

	RtI
	Response to Intervention

	SBE
	State Board of Education

	SE
	Special Education

	SEACO
	Special Education Administrators of County Offices

	SED
	Special Education Division

	SEDRS
	Special Education Desired Results System

	SELPA
	Special Education Local Plan Area

	SESR
	Special Education Self Review

	SIG
	State Improvement Grant

	SILC
	California State Independent Living Council

	SPP
	State Performance Plan

	SSPI
	State Superintendent of Public Instruction

	STAR
	Standardized Testing and Reporting

	VR
	Verification Reviews

	WRRC
	Western Regional Resource Center
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