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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
JANUARY 2010 AGENDA

	SUBJECT

State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report for Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Covering the Program Year 2008-09.
	 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 2008-09. 

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


The initial SPP was submitted, as approved by the SBE and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, to the Office of Special Education Programs (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.

A revised Part B SPP and a Part B APR were submitted for SBE approval at the January 2009 SBE meeting. Both documents were approved and forwarded to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP).

	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 Special Education Division (SED) has been required 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


to change the original, six-year Part B SPP, and to complete each year’s Part B APR. 

This year, the OSEP has again required a number of changes to the Part B SPP:  

· Indicator 1 (Graduation) and Indicator 2 (Dropout) calculations have been aligned to calculations made for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The reported data are from 2007-08 per OSEP instructions.

· Indicator 4 (Discipline) related to suspension and expulsion:  California is reporting data that was previously reported in the FFY 2007 (2007-08) Annual Performance Report. Per instructions included in the Part B Indicator Measurement Table, CDE is describing the results that were obtained for the “year before the reporting year.” (2007-08). Since this data was previously reported, we are re-reporting it here with updated information about correction of noncompliance reported to districts in 2007-08.

· Indicator 6 (Preschool Least Restrictive Environment) is not reported this year, as OSEP is giving states a year to prepare for an increased data collection.

· Indicator 7 (Preschool Assessment) is the only indicator reported in the SPP. This is the year when the OSEP has specified that states should report benchmarks.

· Indicators 9 (Disproportionality) and 10 (Disproportionality by Disability) are using new methods of calculation based on both a disparity index and a determination of over and/or under representation using the e-formula. (Calculations are explained in Attachment 2, page 46 of 89 to page 48 of 89.).

· Indicator 13 (Secondary Transition) is not reported this year, as OSEP is giving states a year to prepare for a substantial change in the scope of the data collection.

· Indicator 14 (Post School Outcomes) is also not reported this year to allow a year for changes in data collection.

This document is not yet complete. The CDE is still expecting data related to policies, procedures, and practices related to disproportionality. The CDE has been very diligent about the disproportionality calculations. Once stakeholders were consulted on the approach, the CDE reviewed recommendations, made calculations and then disseminated them back to the field for review. In addition, the CDE made comparative calculations using a methodology used commonly by other states (the weighted risk ratio approach) to compare and contrast the method which proved more accurate. The special self-reviews have been out since late November, but due to the holidays, LEAs indicated that a December return was too soon. The data from self-reviews is due in mid January and will be incorporated into the report and be available for review. This report is due to OSEP by February 1, 2010. CDE will provide an information memorandum in February 2010.

The following chart summarizes two years of performance on the Annual Performance Report Indicators. It should be noted that the standards for Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17, and 20 are established by the OSEP. The OSEP specifies that CDE shall use the same standards for students with disabilities as it uses for nondisabled students for graduation, dropout and statewide assessment (Indicators 1, 2, 3). The other indicators are considered compliance indicators and have a zero tolerance standard (e.g., 100 percent for students assessed within 60 days of parent consent; zero percent for district violations of policies, procedures and practices related to disproportionality). Even though California did not meet many of the targets in 2007-08, the state received a meets requirements designation from the OSEP. CDE anticipates that this will be the case for 2008-09.

Annual Performance Report Summary, 2007-2009

	Indicator
	2007-08 Target
	2007-08 Actual
	2008-09 Target
	2008-09 Actual
	Increase Actual
	Met Target 2008-09

	1 - Graduation
	90% of districts meet target
	70% of districts met target
	(2007-08 ESEA rate)

83% of Students
	(2007-08 ESEA rate) 60.2% of Students
	Not Applicable due to change in calculation method
	No

	2 - Dropout
	87% of districts meet target
	91% of districts met target
	Proposed Target of <39.8% for 2008-09 Pending adoption of CDE benchmarks required in ESEA
	39.8% of Districts met proposed target
	Not Applicable due to change in calculation method
	Yes

	3 - Statewide Assessment

	A. Meet AYP
	56% of Districts
	24.9% of Districts
	58% of Districts
	38.7% of Districts
	+13.8%
	No

	B. Participation Rate
	95% of Students
	96.9% ELA of Students
	95% of Students
	94.1% ELA of Students
	- 2.8%
	No

	
	95% of Districts
	98.2% MATH of Students
	95% of Students
	96.1% MATH Of Students
	-2.1%
	No

	C. Proficiency Rate

	1) ELA - Unified
	34.0% of Students
	24.2% of Students
	45.0% of students
	29.8% of students
	+5.6%
	No

	Elementary
	35.2% of Students
	26.3% of Students
	46.0% of students
	33.1% of students
	+6.8%
	No

	High
	33.4% of Students
	18.6% of Students
	44.5% of students
	20.1% of students
	+1.5%
	No

	2) MATH -Unified
	34.6% of Students
	27.7% of Students
	45.5% of students
	31.6% of students
	+3.9%
	No

	Elementary
	37.0% of Students
	30.3% of Students
	47.5% of students
	35.3% of students
	+5.2%
	No

	High
	32.2% of Students
	17.4% of Students
	43.5% of students
	19.3% of students
	+1.9%
	No

	4 - Suspension and Expulsion

	A. Overall rate
	<10.3% of Districts
	10.6% of Districts
	Re-report of 2007-08

<10.3% of Districts
	Re-Report  of 2007-08

10.6% of Districts
	Not Applicable
	No

	B. By Race and ethnicity
	Not Required 
	Not Required 
	Not Required 
	Not Required 
	Not Applicable
	No Applicable

	5 - Least Restrictive Environment

	A. Removed less than 21%
	More than 57% of Students
	52.3% of Students
	More than 62% of Students
	51.6% of Students
	-0.7%
	No

	B. Removed greater than 60%"
	No more than 21% of Students 
	22.6% of Students
	No more than 18% of Students
	22.5% of Students
	-0.1%
	No

	C. Served in separate schools"
	No more than 4.1% of Students
	4.5% of Students
	No more than 4.5% of Students
	4.5% of Students
	0.0
	No

	6 - Preschool Least Restrictive Environment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7 - Preschool Assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A. Social Emotional Skills

1.  Increased rate of growth
	No Benchmarks until 2010
	Not Required
	Baseline Year
	72.2%
	Baseline Year
	Not Applicable

	2. Function at age level on exit
	
	
	
	81.6%
	
	

	B. Use of Knowledge

1.  Increased rate of growth
	
	
	
	69.5%
	
	

	2. Function at age level on exit
	
	
	
	82.0%
	
	

	C. Appropriate Behavior

1.  Increased rate of growth
	
	
	
	74.5%
	
	

	2. Function at age level on exit
	
	
	
	78.5%
	
	

	8 - Parent Involvement
	78% of Parents
	84% of Parents
	82.0% of Parents
	84.4% of Parents
	+.4%
	Yes

	9 - Disproportionality Overall
	0.00%
	5.0% of Districts
	0.00%
	Not Available until Jan 15
	
	

	10 - Disproportionality Disability
	0.00%
	14.4% of Districts
	0.00%
	Not Available until Jan 15
	
	

	11 - Eligibility Evaluation
	100%
	75%
	100%
	87.6%
	+12.6%
	No

	12 - Part C to Part B Transition
	100%
	84%
	100%
	68.6%
	-15.4%
	No

	13 - Secondary Transition Goals and Services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14 - Post-school
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15 - General Supervision
	100% of findings of NC
	98% of findings of NC
	100% of findings of NC
	97.95% of findings of NC
	-0.05%
	No

	16 - Complaints
	100% of Complaints
	100% of Complaints
	100% of Complaints
	100% of Complaints
	0.0
	Yes

	17 - Due Process
	100% of Fully Adjudicated Hearings
	100% of Fully Adjudicated Hearings
	100% of Fully Adjudicated Hearings
	92% of Fully Adjudicated Hearings
	-8%
	No

	18 - Hearing Requests
	64% of Resolution Sessions
	40% of Resolution Sessions
	67% of Resolution Sessions
	26% of Resolution Sessions
	-14%
	No

	19- Mediation
	58% of Mediations
	74% of Mediations
	75% of Mediations
	60% of Mediations
	-14%
	No

	20 - State-reported Data
	100% of Federal Reports
	100% of Federal Reports
	100% of Federal Reports
	95.20% of Federal Reports
	-4.8%
	No


	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


There is no fiscal impact.
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Individuals With Disabilities Education Act of 2004
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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 2008-09, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 2007-08 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 2009)

•
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 (Expiration Date 2/29/2012)

•
OSEP Letter:  Reporting on Correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individual with Disabilities Education Act (October 17, 2008) (OSEP 0902)

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. Updated indicator language and measurement changes (baselines and targets) for the following indicators:  1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17.

During 2008-09 CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
The CDE SED continued utilizing a broad 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 June 2009 and December 2009. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2009 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 SELPA administrators and LEA/districts during the spring and fall of 2009.

•
The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education (ACSE) in February 2009-the ABC's of Disproportionality determination, May 2009-overview about the compliance determination process, and in December 2009-Director’s Report.

•
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 the Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP) Symposium in February 2009 and at the North and South Infant Preschool Field Meetings Webinar in the May 2009. 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 2009 for comments.

•
The SPP and APR were approved at the California State Board of Education’s (SBE) January 2010 meeting.

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

•
LEA level postings for 2007-08 (including special tables for Indicators 11 and 12) may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/datarpts0708.asp . 

· A consolidated SPP reflecting changes made to date may be found at:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/documents/consolspp.doc 

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 2008-09, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 2006-07 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 2008)

•
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 (Expiration Date 2/29/2012)

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

•
OSEP Letter: Reporting on Correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individual with Disabilities Education Act (October 17, 2008) (OSEP 0902)

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. Updated indicator language and measurement changes (baselines and targets) for the following indicators: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17.

During 2008-09 CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
The CDE SED continued utilizing a broad 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 June 2009 and December 2009. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2009 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 SELPA administrators and LEA/districts during the spring and fall of 2009.

•
The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education (ACSE): in November 2008-SPP and APR overview; January 2009-detailed briefing on the 2007/08 SPP and submittal to the SBE prior to submittal to OSEP; February 2009-the ABC's of Disproportionality determination; and May 2009-overview about the compliance determination process.

•
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 the Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP) Symposium in February 2009 and at the North and South Infant Preschool Field Meetings Webinar in May 2009. 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 2009 for comments.

•
Instructions related to the SPP and APR was presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) as information items in December 2009. The SPP and APR were approved at its January 2010 meeting.

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

•
LEA level postings for 2006-07 (including special tables for Indicators 11 and 12) may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/datarpts0607.asp. 

•
A consolidated SPP reflecting changes made to date may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/documents/consolspp.doc .

General Notes:

Data Sources:  Indicators 1and 2 are gathered from CBEDS 2007-08 for graduation and dropout; 3 is from AYP Database and CASEMIS 2008-09; 4 is gathered from CASEMIS 2007-08 and a special self review of policies and procedures and practices; 5 is derived from CASEMIS December 2008; 9 and 10 are collected through the CASEMIS December 2008 and June 2008-09 CBEDS. Data for indicators 11, 12, 13 are also gathered through CASEMIS submission December 2008 and June 2009, with an additional DDS Part C data set for 12. Monitoring data is derived from monitoring and procedural safeguard activities conducted from July 1, 2008, to June 30, 2009, reported in Indicator 15. Indicator 16 is gathered from the complaints database from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009.Indicators 17, 18, and 19 are derived from OAH data from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009. Indictor 20 is gathered through office archives. 

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 notification year basis (e.g., the ABC school district review findings were notified of noncompliance in 2005-06). For the purpose of this and other indicators, compliance 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 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 (date of the review) rather than notification 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. A broad-based stakeholder group, ISES, provided CDE with 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 about ISES, please visit the California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) Web site at http://www.calstat.org/sigPcse.html  .

Monitoring – In 2007-08, CDE began 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.

SPP Technical Assistance System – The CDE is designing and developing a statewide SPP Technical Assistance (TA) System to assist local educational agencies (LEAs) to correct noncompliance findings in any one of the SPP indicators, initially focusing on the disproportionate representation by ethnicity and race of students receiving special education services. This design process will include: convening a Design Team of key professionals, holding a facilitated focus group to gain input on the draft design, identifying and training key content specialist and master trainer, launching the new SPP TA System by July 1, 2010.
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 personnel, parents, and the public. The Special EDge covers current topics in special education in California and nationally. The Division also takes advantage of technology by providing information and training through the Web site and Web casts. Training on California Modified Assessment and IEP Team Decisions, Early Childhood Inclusion, Self Review Process, and CASEMIS were conducted in Web-based trainings statewide and archived for later access. Our consultants are available to the field by phone or e-mail to offer technical assistance and provide information.

Assessment 

Assessment activities cross over 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 California Standards Test (CST) for all students. The California Modified Assessment (CMA) and the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) is provided for students with IEPs as determined by the IEP team. In addition to these three, the STAR program also includes a Spanish assessment for students who speak Spanish. Data is gathered from these assessments to inform Indicator 3. Through the development of a series of training sessions and materials/resources, IEP teams have been given extensive training on how students participate in statewide assessments to maximize student success.

In addition, CDE has developed a statewide assessment for preschoolers called the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP). 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. 

Closing the Achievement Gap

In December 2004, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 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. To address this, the SED has collaborated with the Culture/Climate Subcommittee of the P-16 Council and the Equity Alliance Center in the development of the Web-based Culturally Responsive Education Learning Strands.

In addition, the SED, in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd, is developing Web-based interactive training modules on standards-based IEPs to address closing the achievement gap and improving standards-based instruction for students with disabilities.

California’s State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) continues to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration and the scaling-up of these practices. Efforts are made to implement evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis is placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2)
RtI is emerging nationally as an effective strategy to support every student. The CDE is using the term RtI to Response to Instruction and Intervention (Rtl2) to define a general education approach of high quality instruction, early intervention, and prevention and behavioral strategies. The CDE’s definitions, philosophy, and core components of Rtl2 are available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/rtiphilosphydefine.asp. 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 RtI2 Partnership Group that includes representatives from the District and School Improvement Division; English Learner and Curriculum Support Division; Child Development Division; Secondary, Career and Adult Learning Division; Curriculum Framework/Instructional Resources Division; and SED.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. These eight teams will provide their regional sites technical assistance and training in the areas of developing professional learning communities, school-wide screening, progress monitoring, tiered service delivery, data-based decision making, research-based interventions, positive behavior supports, and parent involvement. Over the next two years data will be collected at these implementation sites on student outcomes such as proficiency on the CSTs (API & AYP data for all groups) and other outcomes such as high school graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE, and disproportionality. These teams are also addressing RtI²'s relationship to the indicators on graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment data, least restrictive environment, and parent involvement.

On November 4, 2008, Jack O’Connell, Superintendent of Public Instruction of CDE issued a letter on RtI² stating “Thus, the data gained during the implementation of an effective RtI² system can be part of the process to identify students with learning disabilities. Research shows that implementation of RtI² in general education reduces the disproportionate representation of certain groups of students identified as needing special education services. Together, we can close the achievement gap and open the door to a better future for every student, without exception. I look forward to continuing our work together.” This letter and a robust collection of resources can be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/index.asp . 

A major revision of the 2001 edition of the Student Success Team (SST) Manual was made possible during 2009 by the collaborative effort from the Learning Supports and Partnerships Division updating the publication with relevant content on RtI2, resiliency research, and culturally responsive instructional practices, and Closing The Achievement Gap. This resiliency research promotes content that just one people-building person in a child’s life can make the difference between a life of quiet desperation or one of continuing hope and achievement.

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT)

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media & Translations (CSMT) helps to close the achievement gap by providing instructional resources in accessible formats to students with disabilities in California. It is a part of the Curriculum Frameworks and Instructional Resources of the California Department of Education (CDE). The CSMT produces accessible versions of textbooks, workbooks, and literature books adopted by the State Board of Education. Products and services are provided pursuant to California law, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Sections 504 and 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Production and dissemination of materials, including Braille, large print, recordings, and American Sign Language Video-books, are funded by California's Instructional Materials. CSMT also assists in providing devices such as monoculars to view the curricula. Funds to purchase specialized books, materials, and equipment are provided by the Instructional Materials Fund (IMF) for qualified students with hearing or vision impairments, severe orthopedic impairments, or other print disabilities. The work of this unit contributes to several SPP indicators including assessments, LRE, improved graduation rates, access to the core curriculum and post secondary outcomes.

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 access to the core curriculum with supports greatly enhances the success of students with visual impairments. 

Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) and Personnel Development

California’s teacher workforce is the largest in the country with more that 320,000 teachers serving a student population of over six million. The CDE serves more than 9,920 schools under the local control of more than 1,073 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 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 general education and special education, 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 special education 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 special education 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 special education credentials eliminating redundancy, increasing program access, expanding multiple entry points for teacher candidates, and streamlining the credential process. This effort seeks to increase the number of special education teachers that meet the NCLB teacher requirements. CTC approved the regulations implementing the task force recommendations at their December 2008 meeting. Many universities will be accredited to offer the new special education credentials by 2011. 

Professional development activities have been carried out state- and district-wide 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 outlined in the plan were successful with focus areas such as: a) school climate, b) administrative support and c) working conditions. In November 2009, the Special Education Supports Module was added to the Web-based California School Climate Survey (CSCS) adding questions in four areas that address reasons why special education personnel prematurely leave the profession. Many stakeholders, including state and national technical assistance centers, are assisting in this effort to implement a statewide action plan. WestED California Comprehensive Center is assisting in the development of site tools to use the CSCS data in an integrated process with the site’s school improvement plan and strategies.

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, Subject Matter Verification for Secondary Teachers in Special Settings – an advanced certification option, a commitment is made to develop a new subject matter verification process for secondary alternative education and secondary special education teachers as a means to provide an opportunity for them to meet NCLB HQT requirements. A series of web-based professional development modules from San Diego County Office of Education on English Language Arts, and Mathematics were developed in 2008-2009 and available to more districts within the State during 2009-2010 with subject matter specialist support. 
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	 Monitoring Priority:  Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in the LRE


Indicator 7:  Preschool Assessment

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:

Outcomes:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

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

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

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

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

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

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes (use for FFY 2008-2009 reporting):

Summary Statement 1:  Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1:

Percent = # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d) divided by [# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d)] times 100.

Summary Statement 2:  The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: 

Percent = # of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus [# of preschool children reported in progress category (e) divided by the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The California Department of Education (CDE) has been developing a statewide system of progress assessment for young children since the mid-1990s. This system - the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP) Assessment System - includes a set of Desired Results (DR) and a method for assessing child progress known as the DRDP. Children with disabilities have been included in the development of 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, the DRDP was re-conceptualized to provide greater psychometric integrity and a wider range of development, creating a birth-five instrument (DRDP access). Children with disabilities are assessed on the Desired Results Developmental Program-Revised.(DRDP-R) or the DRDP access as determined by the IEP team.

Beginning in the spring of 2007, data were collected on all preschool-age children with an IEP in the state of California. The 2008-09 data reporting on child outcomes was derived from data collected on all three, four, and five year old preschoolers with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) who receive preschool special education services. 

Assessments are completed on 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, Special Education Division (SED) by direct entry or bulk upload to a web-based data system, the Special Education Desired Results System or SEDRS. For more information about the data system, training activities and products see www.dracess.org.

1. Exit from preschool special education refined. SELPAs report to CDE on the enrollment status of all children receiving preschool special education services. SELPAs indicate in this report children who have exited preschool special education services. This enrollment variable was linked to the assessment data collected to select children who should be reported as exiting in 2008-09. 

2. Category a definition revised. As a result of recommendations from the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO), we revised our definition of Category a last year to: “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.” This year, we further refined the Category a definition. We removed children from Category a who have entered within the typically developing range and exited within the typically developing range but did not show an increase of at least one level on any of the measures included in the indicator and coded them into Category e. 

The following tables (7a-c) show progress data for children who exited in the 2008-09 reporting period who had both entry and exit data and who received early childhood special education (ECSE) services for at least six months between entry and exit.

Table 7a

Progress data for OSEP Outcome A Results for 2008 – 2009
	A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	Number of Children
	Percent of Children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	89
	1.9%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	367
	7.9%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	398
	8.6%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	779
	16.8%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	3013
	64.9%

	Total
	4646
	100.1%


Table 7b

Progress data for OSEP Outcome B Results for 2008 – 2009
	B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy):
	Number of Children
	Percent of Children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	53
	1.2%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	419
	9.4%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	333
	7.4%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	753
	16.8%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2920
	65.2%

	Total
	4478
	100.0%


Table7c

Progress data for OSEP Outcome C Results for 2008 – 2009
	C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:
	Number of Children
	Percent of Children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	94
	2.0%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	342
	7.3%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	572
	12.2%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	703
	15.0%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2963
	63.4%

	Total
	4674
	99.9%


For the children with entry-exit pairs, the most frequent trajectory 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 trajectory of progress across the outcomes was trajectory d - preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers. The third most frequent type of progress across Outcomes A and C was trajectory c – preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same aged-peers but did not reach it. For Outcome B, the third most frequent type of progress was trajectory b – preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers. The 2008-09 exiter data was based on statewide data collection.

Tables 7d and 7e describe the demographics of the 5,134 children included in the current progress data report as well as the corresponding percentages statewide. Twelve percent of the exiters were three years old, 68 percent were four years old, and 21 percent were five years old. Sixty-nine percent of exiters were male and 31 percent were female. 

Table 7d

Demographic Information for the 5,134 Children Included in the Progress Data Report

	Descriptive Statistics on Exiters

	
	N
	Percent
	Percent Statewide

	Age

	3 year-olds
	590
	11.5
	38.3

	4 year-olds
	3466
	67.5
	53.2

	5 year-olds
	1078
	21.0
	8.5

	Gender

	Male
	3521
	68.6
	n/a

	Female
	1613
	31.4
	n/a

	Primary Disability*

	Speech or Language Impairment
	4048
	78.8
	65.1

	Autism
	438
	8.5
	13.1

	Mental Retardation
	172
	3.4
	6.0

	Specific Learning Disability
	152
	3.0
	5.6

	Orthopedic Impairment
	85
	1.7
	3.0

	Other Health Impairment
	85
	1.7
	3.1

	Hard of Hearing
	39
	<1
	1.1

	Multiple Disabilities
	36
	<1
	1.2

	Established Medical Disability
	34
	<1
	<1

	Deafness
	20
	<1
	<1

	Visual Impairment
	14
	<1
	<1

	Emotional Disturbance
	7
	<1
	<1

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	4
	<1
	<1

	Total
	5134
	100.0
	100.0


                   *Calculated as five year (2004-09) average statewide.

As shown in Table 7d, speech and language impairment represents the most common primary disability reported at 78.8 percent. Autism, mental retardation, and specific learning disabilities represented the second, third, and fourth most common primary disabilities reported at 8.5 percent, 3.4 percent, and 3 percent respectively. For primary disability, statewide percentages were calculated based on all three-, four-, and five-year old children receiving special education services averaged across the last five years (2004-2009).

Table 7e

Ethnicity Information for the 5,134 Children Included in the Progress Data Report
	Ethnicity
	Number
	Percent
	Percent Statewide

	Hispanic or Latino 
	2407
	46.9
	49.2

	White 
	1938
	37.7
	32.2

	Black or African-American 
	301
	5.9
	10.9

	Asian 
	281
	5.5
	4.7

	Filipino 
	116
	2.3
	1.6

	American Indian or Alaska Native 
	37
	0.7
	0.9

	Other
	35
	0.7
	0.0

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
	19
	0.4
	0.5

	Total
	5134
	100.1
	100.0


Table 7e provides information related to the ethnicity of the 5,134 children included in the progress report. The most common ethnicity reported was Hispanic or Latino at 46.9 percent. White and Black or African-American were the second and third most commonly reported at 37.7 percent and 5.9 percent, respectively.

Baseline Summary Statements for Preschool Children Exiting 2008-09

Two summary statements to report baseline data and set measurable targets were recommended by the Early Childhood Outcomes Center. The two statements are: (1) Of those children below age expectations in the Outcome Area, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they exit the program. Using progress categories: (c + d)/(a + b + c + d), and (2) The percent of children who are functioning within age expectations in the Outcome Area by the time they exit the program. Using progress categories: (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e). Baseline data/summary statements are presented in Table 7f.

Table 7f

Summary Statements - Baseline Data for Preschool Children Exiting 2008-09
	Summary Statements


	Number  of children
	Percent of children

	Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships), N=4646



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (c+ d)/( a + b + c +d)
	(398 + 779)/(89 + 367 + 398 + 779)


	72.2%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program  (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e)
	(779 + 3013)/(89 + 367 + 398 + 779 + 3013)
	81.6%

	Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy), N=4478

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (c+ d)/( a + b + c +d)
	(333 + 753)/(53 + 419 + 333 + 753)


	69.5%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e)
	(753 + 2920)/(53 + 419 + 333 + 753 + 2920)
	82.0%

	Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs, N=4674



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (c+ d)/( a + b + c +d)
	(572 + 703)/(94 + 342 + 572 + 703)


	74.5%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e)
	(703 + 2963)/(94 + 342 + 572 + 703 + 2963)
	78.5%


Measurable and Rigorous Targets:

The targets for 2009-10, shown in Table 7g, were set by calculating the average of the percentages in the five categories for each OSEP Outcome for 2007-08 and 2008-09. The targets for 2010-11 are 0.5 percent above the baseline for each summary statement within each of three OSEP Outcomes.

Table7g

Summary Statements - Targets for Preschool Children Exiting in 2009-10 and 2010-11

	Summary Statements
	Targets FFY 2009 (percent of children)
	Targets FFY 2010 (percent of children)

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



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	63.6%
	72.7%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	69.5%
	82.1%

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

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	62.6%
	70.0%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	69.9%
	82.5%

	Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	65.8%
	75.0%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	65.4%
	79.0%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:

	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	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

	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
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

	Enhance the web-based SEDRS data reporting system to improve timeliness, completeness and quality of data submission
	Yearly
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

	Optimize SEDRS, develop quality assurance measures for optimal user support
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Complete additional missing data analysis to enhance data quality and completeness 
	Fall 2009-Fall 2010
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training
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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 2008-09, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 20062007-07 08 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 20082009)

•
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 (Expiration Date 2/29/2012)

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

•
OSEP Letter:  Reporting on Correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individual with Disabilities Education Act (October 17, 2008) (OSEP 0902)

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. Updated indicator language and measurement changes (baselines and targets) for the following indicators:  1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17.

During 2008-09 CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
The CDE SED continued utilizing a broad 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 June 2009 and December 2009. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2009 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 SELPA administrators and LEA/districts during the spring and fall of 2009.

•
The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education (ACSE) in November 2008-SPP and APR overview January 2009-detailed briefing on the 2007/08 SPP and submittal to the SBE prior to submittal to OSEP, February 2009-the ABC's of Disproportionality determination, , May 2009-overview about the compliance determination process, and in December 2009-Director’s Report..

•
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 the Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP) Symposium in February 2009 and at the North and South Infant Preschool Field Meetings Webinar in the May 2009. 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 2009 for comments.

•
Instructions related to the SPP and APR were presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) as information items in December 2009. The SPP and APR were approved at its the California State Board of Education’s (SBE) January 2010 meeting.

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

•
LEA level postings for 2006-072007-08 (including special tables for Indicators 11 and 12) may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/datarpts0607datarpts0708.asp . 

· A consolidated SPP reflecting changes made to date may be found at:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/documents/consolspp.doc 

General Notes:

Data Sources:  Indicators 1and 2 are gathered from CBEDS 2007-08 for graduation and dropout; 3 is from AYP Database and CASEMIS 2008-09’ 4 is gathered from CASEMIS 2007-08 and a special self review of policies and procedures and practices; 5 is derived from CASEMIS December 2008; 9, and 10 are collected through the CASEMIS December 2008, and June 2008-09 CBEDS. Data for indicators 11, 12, 13 are also gathered through CASEMIS submission December 2008, and June 2009, with an additional DDS Part C data set for 12. Monitoring data is derived from monitoring and procedural safeguard activities conducted from July 1, 2008, to June 30, 2009, reported in Indicator 15. Indicator 16 is gathered from the complaints data base from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009. Indicators 17, 18, and 19 are derived from OAH data from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009. Indictor 20 is gathered through office archives. 

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 notification year basis (e.g., the ABC school district review findings were notified of noncompliance in 2005-06). For the purpose of this and other indicators, compliance 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 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 (date of the review) rather than notification 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. A broad-based stakeholder group, ISES, provided CDE with 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 about ISES, please visit the California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) Web site at http://www.calstat.org/sigPcse.html.

Monitoring – 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.

SPP Technical Assistance System – The CDE is designing and developing a statewide SPP Technical Assistance System to assist local educational agencies (LEAs) to correct noncompliance findings in any one of the SPP indicators, initially focusing on the disproportionate representation by ethnicity and race of students receiving special education services. This design process will include:  convening a Design Team of key professionals, holding a facilitated focus group to gain input on the draft design, identifying and training key content specialist and master trainer, launching the new SPP TA System by July 1, 2010.
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 personnel, parents, and the public. The Special EDge covers current topics in special education in California and nationally. The Division also takes advantage of technology by providing information and training through the Web site and Web casts. Training on California Modified Assessment and IEP Team Decisions, Early Childhood Inclusion, Self Review Process and CASEMIS were conducted in Web-based trainings statewide and archived for later access. 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 California Standards Test (CST) for all students. The California Modified Assessment (CMA) and the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) is provided for students with IEPs as determined by the IEP team. In addition to these three the STAR program also includes a Spanish assessment for students who speak Spanish. Data is gathered from these assessments to inform Indicator 3. Through the development of a series of training sessions and materials/resources IEP teams have been given extensive training on how students participate in statewide assessments to maximize student success.

In addition, CDE has developed a statewide assessment for preschoolers called the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP). 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. 

Closing the Achievement Gap

In December 2004, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 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:  

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

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

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

8. 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:

5. Access Subcommittee

6. Culture/Climate Subcommittee

7. Expectations Subcommittee

8. 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. To address this, the SED has collaborated with the Culture/Climate Subcommittee of the P-16 Council and the Equity Alliance Center in the development of the Web-based Culturally Responsive Education Learning Strands.

In addition the SED in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd, is developing Web-based interactive training modules on Standards-based IEPs to address closing the achievement gap and improving standards-based instruction for students with disabilities.

California’s State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) continues to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaborationandcollaboration and the scaling-up of these practices. Efforts are made to implement evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis is placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2)
RtI is emerging nationally as an effective strategy to support every student. The CDE is squaring the term RtI 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 RtI2 Partnership Group that includes representatives from the District and School Improvement Division; English Learner and Curriculum Support Division; Child Development Division; Secondary, Career and Adult Learning Division; Curriculum Framework/Instructional Resources Division; and SED. 

Eight expert teams of educators have been selected and each team will select 3 sites to implement RtI models in the first year. These eight teams will provide their regional sites technical assistance and training in the areas of developing professional learning communities, school-wide screening, progress monitoring, tiered service delivery, data-based decision making, research-based interventions, positive behavior supports, and parent involvement. Over the next 2 years data will be collected at these implementation sites on student outcomes such as proficiency on the CSTs (API & AYP data for all groups) and other outcomes such as High School Graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE and disproportionality. These teams are also addressing RtI²'s relationship to the indicators on graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment data, least restrictive environment and parent involvement.

On November 4, 2008, Jack O’Connell, Superintendent of Public Instruction of CDE issued a letter on RtI² stating “Thus, the data gained during the implementation of an effective RtI² system can be part of the process to identify students with learning disabilities. Research shows that implementation of RtI² in general education reduces the disproportionate representation of certain groups of students identified as needing special education services. Together, we can close the achievement gap and open the door to a better future for every student, without exception. I look forward to continuing our work together”. This letter and a robust collection of resources can be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/index.asp. 

A major revision of the 2001 edition of the Student Success Team (SST) Manual was made possible during 2009 by the collaborative effort from the Learning Supports and Partnerships Division updating the publication with relevant content on RtI2, resiliency research, and culturally responsive instructional practices, and Closing The Achievement Gap. This resiliency research promotes content that just one people-building person in a child’s life can make the difference between a life of quiet desperation or one of continuing hope and achievement.

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. 

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT)

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media & Translations (CSMT) helps to close the achievement gap by providing instructional resources in accessible formats to students with disabilities in California. It is a part of the Curriculum Frameworks and Instructional Resources of the California Department of Education (CDE). The CSMT produces accessible versions of textbooks, workbooks and literature books adopted by the State Board of Education. Products and services are provided pursuant to California law, Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Sections 504 and 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Production and dissemination of materials include Braille, large print, recordings, and American Sign Language Video-books are funded by California's Instructional Materials. CSMT also assists in providing devices such as monoculars to view the curricula. Funds to purchase specialized books, materials, and equipment are provided by the Instructional Materials Fund (IMF) for qualified students with hearing or vision impairments, severe orthopedic impairments, or other print disabilities. The work of this unit contributes to several SPP indicators including assessments, LRE, improved graduation rates, access to the core curriculum and post secondary outcomes.

Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) and Personnel Development

California’s teacher workforce is the largest in the country with more that 320,000 teachers serving a student population of over six million. The CDE serves more than 9,920 schools under the local control of more than 1,073 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 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 CAHSEE.

Ensuring that there is an adequate supply of highly qualified and effective teachers and administrators, in general education and special education, 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 special education 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 special education teachers’ guidance on ESEA/IDEA, and related state regulations. The California Commission on Teacher (CTC) Credentialing convened a task force to make recommendations for the revision of the special education credentials eliminating redundancy, increasing program access, expanding multiple entry points for teacher candidates, and streamlining the credential process. This effort seeks to increase the number of special education teachers that meet the ESEA teacher requirements. CTC approved the regulations implementing the task force recommendations at their December 2008 meeting. Many universities will be accredited to offer the new special education credentials by 2011. 

Professional development activities have been carried out state- and district-wide 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 November 2009, the Special Education Supports Module was added to the web-based California School Climate Survey adding questions in four areas that address reasons why special education personnel prematurely leave the profession. Many stakeholders, including state and national technical assistance centers, are assisting in this effort in this effort to implement a statewide action plan. WestED California Comprehensive Center is assisting in the development of a set of tools for sites to use the CSCS data in an integrated process with the sites school improvement plan and strategies. 

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, Subject Matter Verification for Secondary Teachers in Special Settings – an advanced certification option, a commitment is made to develop a new subject matter verification process for secondary alternative education and secondary special education teachers as a means to provide an opportunity for them to meet NCLB HQT requirements. A series of web-based professional development modules from San Diego County Office of Education on English Language Arts, and Mathematics were developed in 2008-2009 and available to more districts within the State during 2009-2010 with subject matter specialist support. 

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.

(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 special education are the same methods used by general education in California. The SED collects information about individual students receiving special education from the Data Management Division. General education calculates a cohort rate based on aggregate numbers; calculating 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 provides an exemption from meeting the CAHSEE requirement as a condition of receiving a diploma of graduation for eligible students with disabilities who has otherwise met the district requirements for graduation and the awarding of a regular diploma to such students. 

In addition, at the request of the student’s parent or guardian, a school principal must submit to the local school governing board a request for a waiver of the requirement to pass the part(s) of the CAHSEE on which a modification was used and the equivalent of a passing score was earned.

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 pre-courses or math courses, and because of the nature of their disability cannot pass the course.




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007 (2007-08)
	Minimum graduation rate of 83.0% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (school wide or LEA-wide)


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

For FFY 2008 (2008-09), Indicator 1:  Graduation is to be reported using data from 2007-08.There is a new calculation based on data from California’s ESEA reporting. The calculation is made as follows:

Graduation Rate = Number of graduates divided by number of graduates + grade 9 dropouts from year 1 + grade 10 dropouts from year 2 + grade 11 dropouts from year 3 + grade 12 dropouts from year 4.
In 2007-08, 60.2% (16,366 / 27,177) of students with disabilities graduated with a high school diploma. 

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

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

This is the first time ESEA data and benchmarks have been used in the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report. There is no progress or slippage to report.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

The following improvement activities were implemented and will continue in 2009-10. 

	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 2010
	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, impacting Graduation, achievement, and passing the CAHSEE.
	June 2010
	CDE Staff and outside agencies

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following are the benchmarks used by the California Department of Education for ESEA:

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Benchmarks and Targets

	2005

(2005-06)
	Minimum graduation rate of 82.9% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2006

(2006-07)
	Minimum graduation rate of 82.9% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2007

(2007-08)
	Minimum graduation rate of 83.0% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2008

(2008-09)
	Minimum graduation rate of 83.1% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2009

(2009-10)
	Minimum graduation rate of 83.2% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2010

(2010-11)
	Minimum graduation rate of 83.4% OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two year rate (schoolwide or LEA-wide)


The following activities are being added to facilitate improvement in graduation rates.

	ADDED 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:  core messages on standard-based IEPs posted, 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.
	2008-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance



	California Juvenile Court Schools specialized contracts (e.g. electronic transmissions of records across public agencies; response to instruction and intervention; academic achievement)
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor ( San Diego, San Bernardino and Sacramento County)

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance

	CALPADS and CALTIDES coordination of integrated data across ESEA and IDEA requirements.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor, Commission on Teacher Credentialing, State Legislature, LEAs

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 2:  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.

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

	Measurement:  States must report using the dropout data used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation and follow the timeline established by the Department under the ESEA.

The ESEA dropout rates are calculated from student level data using grades 9 through 12 and ungraded. The CDE calculates two different rates, a one-year rate and a four-year derived rate. 

The Calculations are made as follows:

1-year Rate Formula:  (Adjusted Grade 9-12 Dropouts/Grade  9-12 Enrollment)*100

4-year Derived Rate Formula:  {1-([1-(Reported or Adjusted Grade 9 Dropouts/Grade  9 Enrollment])*(1-[Reported or Adjusted Grade 10 Dropouts/Grade 10 Enrollment])*(1-[Reported or Adjusted Grade 11 Dropouts/Grade 11 Enrollment])*(1-[Reported or Adjusted Grade 12 Dropouts/Grade 12 Enrollment])}*100

The 4-year derived dropout rate is an estimate of the percent of students who would drop out in a four year period based on data collected for a single year.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2007(2007-08)
	The California Department of Education has no established benchmarks for dropout rates. 


Actual Target Data for 2007 (2007-08):

For 2007-08, the dropout rate used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation was 39.8% (the grade 9-12 Derived Dropout Rate - 10,811 / 27,177 = 39.8%).). 

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

Explanation of Progress or Slippage

This is the first time ESEA data and benchmarks have been used in the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report. There is no progress or slippage to report.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

The following improvement activities were implemented and will continue in 2009-10. 

	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:  Technical assistance, information dissemination


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

California does not currently have benchmarks for drop out rates. The following benchmarks and targets are proposed for students with disabilities, until such time as the California Department of Education establishes benchmarks under the ESEA.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Benchmarks and Targets

	2008

(2008-09)
	Less than 39.8% of students with disabilities will drop out.

	2009

(2009-10)
	Less than 39.3% of students with disabilities will drop out.

	2010

(2010-11)
	Less than 38.8% of students with disabilities will drop out.




The following activities are being added to facilitate improvement in dropout rates:

	ADDED 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:  core messages on standard-based IEPs posted, 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.
	2008-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance



	California Juvenile Court Schools specialized contracts (e.g. electronic transmissions of records across public agencies; response to instruction and intervention; academic achievement)
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor ( San Diego, San Bernardino and Sacramento County)

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance

	Transition to Adult Living:  A Guide for Secondary Education – A comprehensive handbook 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. Reprint 5,000 free copies distributed to LEAs and parent organizations; online availability; PowerPoint training modules; and other training materials.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance



	CALPADS and CALTIDES coordination of integrated data across ESEA and IDEA requirements.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor, Commission on Teacher Credentialing, State Legislature, LEAs

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


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

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

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

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

	Measurement

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

B.
Participation rate =

a.
number of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

e.
number 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)].

C. 
Proficiency rate =

a.
number of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

b.
number 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.
number 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.
number 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.
number 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 Target


	2008 (2008-09)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup 

Percent of Districts – 58%

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and Math, 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number), is established under ESEA.

	
	3C. Consistent with ESEA accountability framework, the 2005-11 AMOs (benchmarks) for the percent proficient on statewide assessments are broken down by school subgroup and are provided in the cells below.


Math Percent

	

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	46.0
	47.5

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	44.5
	43.5

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, County Office of Education
	45.0
	45.5


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

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

	
	2007-08
	2008-09

	
	Measured
	Met

	
	N
	Percent 
	N
	Percent

	Participation
	ELA
	491
	88.36
	462
	94.09

	
	Math
	491
	93.10
	472
	96.13

	
	Both
	487
	85.01
	453
	93.02

	Proficiency
	ELA
	264
	66.67
	251
	95.08

	
	Math
	279
	58.66
	223
	79.93

	
	Both
	274
	30.35
	201
	73.36

	Overall
	All AYP
	491
	24.85
	190
	38.70

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

	Data source for 2008-09 is AYP database:  apr09adb.dbf updated 9/15/2009

	California generally uses an N size of 100 for calculating AYP results. A more detailed description of minimum N size is accessible at  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay/glossary09.asp 


Overall, there was a increase in the percent of districts meeting overall AYP objectives in 2008-09 (38.70 percent) from 2007-08 (24.85 percent). This appears to be due to the increase in the percent of districts proficient in ELA and Math in 2008-09 (ELA 95.08, Math 79.93 percent) from 2007-08 (ELA 66.67, Math 58.66 percent)). Despite the increased percentages, the state did not meet its overall AYP target.

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

Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

Table 3b

Participation of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2007-08 through 2008-09
	Assessment Description
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2076-08
	2008-09

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. children with IEPs in assessed grades
	372,472
	100.00
	353,791
	100.0
	372,337
	100.0
	353,767
	100.0

	b. Regular assessment no accommodations
	267,040
	71.7
	164,330
	7.1
	266,482
	71.6
	175,233
	49.5

	c. Regular assessments with accommodations
	27,154
	7.3
	25,219
	46.4
	35,438
	9.5
	28,848
	8.2

	d. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	e. (1) Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	28,260
	7.7
	31,350
	8.9
	31,219
	8.4
	31,266
	8.8

	e. (2) Alternate assessment against modified achievement standards
	38,217
	10.3
	94,668
	26.8
	32,320
	8.7
	74,046
	20.9

	Other - Absent, Exempt, or Invalid
	17,195*
	
	14,359
	4.1
	8,345*
	*
	16,894
	4.8

	Overall Percent (b+c+d+e)/a
	 
	96.9
	 
	93.3
	 
	98.2
	 
	92.2

	Sources:  618 Report, Table 6, 2007-08 and 2008-09 

	* Unresolved anomalies in data set, see attached Table 6, pages 9 and 18 explanations. 


Overall participation in ELA dropped to 93.3 percent in 2008-09 from 96.9 percent in 2007-08. This decrease was also found in Math, where participation dropped from 98.2 percent to 92.2%.The increased participation in modified assessment and decreased participation in the regular assessment with accommodations found between 2006-07 and 2007-08 continued in 2008-09. Overall participation in ELA rose to xxx percent in 2008-09 from xxx percent in 2007-08. 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 xxx percent in 200x-0x from xx percent in 200x-0x) 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. CDE posts information about the number of students, by district, who used accommodations in the STAR Program at:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/staraccomsmods.asp 

Table 3c

Proficiency Rate of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2007-08 Through 2008-09

	Assessment Description
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2007-08
	2008-09

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. children with IEPs in assessed gradeschildren with IEPs in assessed grades
	372,472372,472
	100.0100.0
	353,791
	100.0
	372,337372,337
	100.0100.0
	353,767
	100.0

	b.  Regular assessment with and without accommodations & c. Regular assessment with and without accommodations
	55,28755,287
	14.814.8
	44,450
	12.6
	67,56767,567
	18.218.2
	54,244
	15.3

	c. Alternate assessment against grade-level standardsRegular assessment no accommodations
	053,005
	0.014.2
	0
	0.0
	064,641
	0.017.4
	0
	0.0

	d. (1) Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standardsRegular assessments with accommodations
	21,0642,282
	5.70.6
	24,539
	6.9
	17,5772,946
	4.70.8
	19,466
	5.5

	e. (2) Alternate assessment against modified achievement standardsAlternate assessment against grade-level standards
	10,6160
	2.90.0
	27,654
	7.8
	10,2190
	2.70.0
	23,591
	6.7

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

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

	Overall
	 
	23.3
	 
	27.3
	 
	25.6
	 
	27.5

	Sources:  618 Report, Table 6, 2007-08 and 2008-09 


Proficiency rates for students with disabilities on the ELA test have increased to 27.3 percent in 2008-09 from 23.3 percent in 2007-08. A smaller increase was observed on the Mathematics test, rising to 27.5 percent in 2008-09 from 25.6 percent in 2007-09. 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.

Proficiency rates for students with disabilities on the ELA test have increased dramatically to xxx percent in 2008-09 from xxx percent in 2007-08. A smaller increase was observed on the Mathematics test, rising to xxx percent in 2008-09 from xxx percent in 2007-09. 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

 Percent of Students Scoring Proficient by District Type 2007-08 and 2008-09

	District Type
	2007-08
	2008-09

	
	English Language Arts
	Math
	English Language Arts
	Math

	
	Target Percent
	Actual Percent
	Target Percent
	Actual Percent
	Target Percent
	Actual Percent
	Target Percent
	Actual Percent

	Unified, COE, HS 7-12
	34.00
	24.19
	34.60
	27.66
	45.0
	29.8
	45.5
	31.6

	Elementary *
	35.20
	26.28
	37.00
	30.28
	46.0
	33.1
	47.5
	35.3

	HS 9-12 **
	33.40
	18.55
	32.20
	17.43
	44.5
	20.1
	43.5
	19.3

	* Includes direct funded charter elementary and middle schools* Includes direct funded charter elementary and middle schools

	** Includes direct funded charter high schools** Includes direct funded charter high schools

	Data source for 2008-09is AYP database:  apr09adb.dbf Revised 4-Dec-2009Data source for 2008-09is AYP database:  apr08adb.dbf updated 11/17/2009


Overall, the percent of students scoring proficient or advanced increased between 2007-08 and 2008-09 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 2008-09 over 2007-08. Table 3.C.2 displays the raw data used to calculate the percent of students scoring proficient by district type in 2007-08.

Table 3.C.2 

Data Used to Calculate Percent of Students Scoring Proficient in 2008-09

	Special Education
	ELA
	Math

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

	Unified, COE, HS 7-12
	401
	286,746
	85,398
	29.8
	288,619
	91.261
	31.6

	Elementary *
	549
	93,047
	30,754
	33.1
	93,401
	32,931
	35.3

	HS 9-12 **
	74
	8,632
	1,787
	20.1
	8,760
	1,695
	19.3

	* Includes direct funded charter elementary and middle schools* Includes direct funded charter elementary and middle schools

	** Includes direct funded charter high schools** Includes direct funded charter high schools

	Data source for 2008-09 is AYP database:  apr09adb.dbf Revised 4-Dec-2009Data source for 2008-09 is AYP database:  apr08adb.dbf updated 11/17/2009


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 for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 ESEA 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

	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

	Update and disseminate Student Participation in Statewide Assessments:  Guidelines for IEP Team Decision-Making materials through online resources and collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center.
	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, access to general education curriculum for students with disabilities.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project 

Training and technical assistance


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage:

	ADDED 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:  core messages on standard-based IEPs posted, 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.
	2008-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance

	California Juvenile Court Schools specialized contracts (e.g. electronic transmissions of records across public agencies; response to instruction and intervention; academic achievement)
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor ( San Diego, San Bernardino and Sacramento County)

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance

	CALPADS and CALTIDES coordination of integrated data across ESEA and IDEA requirements.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor, Commission on Teacher Credentialing, State Legislature, LEAs

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance

	Develop and maintain training modules on Standards-based IEPs in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center.
	2009-2010

Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 4:  Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and

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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

	Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of districts that have:  (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”




	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):

Please Note:  California is reporting data that was previously reported in the FFY 2007 (2007-08) Annual Performance Report. Per instructions included in the Part B Indicator Measurement Table, CDE is describing the results that were obtained for the “year before the reporting year.” (2007-08). Since this data was previously reported, we are re-reporting it here with updated information about correction of noncompliance reported to districts in 2007-08.

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

Calculation:  95 / 895 * 100 = 10.6 percent

Indicator 4B:  The measure is not reported this year as per instructions for the FFY 2008 SPP/APR

Percents are not calculated for districts of residence reporting fewer than 20 students receiving special education 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 are expected to decrease over the years. 

Of the 895 districts with a population of students receiving special education 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 percent of their special education population suspended or expelled for 10 days or more are required to complete a special self review of policies, procedures and practices related to positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance. 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. Table 4a depicts the number of noncompliance findings identified through the special self review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development of and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards:

Table 4a

Analysis of Noncompliance Findings Identified Through the Special Self Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices Relating to the Development of and Implementation of IEPS, the Use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports and Procedural Safeguards

	Number of Non-compliance Findings
	Compliance Test

	65
	Does the IEP team specify the development of a functional analysis behavior assessment, when it has been determined that other behavioral/instructional approaches specified in the student’s IEP have been ineffective?

	63
	Does the general education teacher help decide supplementary aids and services for the student?

	58
	When a disciplinary action involving suspension or expulsion of more than 10 days in a school year occurs, is the student provided all IEP services on the 11th day?

	57
	Does the functional analysis assessment include an ecological analysis of the setting in which the behavior occurs most frequently?

	57
	Does the functional analysis assessment result in a written report that includes a description of the targeted behaviors including baseline data, antecedents and consequences?

	57
	If disciplinary action is considered to change a student’s placement for 10 days or more, are the parents notified on the same day this decision is made and given a copy of their rights or Notice of Procedural Safeguards?

	56
	Does the functional analysis assessment result in a written report that includes a description of the rate of the alternative behaviors, their antecedents and consequences?

	55
	Does the functional analysis assessment include all of the required elements, including a systematic observation of the antecedent events?

	54
	Does the functional analysis assessment include a systematic observation of the targeted behavior?

	54
	Does the functional analysis assessment include a systematic observation and analysis of the consequences?

	54
	Does the functional analysis assessment result in a written report that includes a description of the nature and severity of the targeted behaviors?

	52
	Does the functional analysis assessment include a review of records for health and medical factors?

	50
	Does the functional analysis assessment result in a written report that includes recommendations for consideration by the IEP team, which may include a proposed behavior plan?

	43
	Is there evidence that the current assessment includes information about social, emotional, and behavioral status?

	42
	If disciplinary action is considered to change a student's placement for 10 days or more, are functional analysis assessments and behavioral plans developed to address the behavior that resulted in the suspension if such a plan is not already in place?

	39
	If disciplinary action is considered to change a student's placement for 10 school days or more, is the IEP meeting held before the 10th day of suspension to consider if the behavior was a manifestation of the student's disability?

	35
	In making the manifestation determination, did the IEP team consider all required elements?

	31
	Is an interim alternative educational setting determined by the IEP team when there is a change in placement?

	29
	Does the IEP team include the case manager, for the behavior intervention plan whenever the team reviews the functional analysis assessment and develops the behavior intervention plan (Hughes Act), which becomes part of the IEP?

	27
	If disciplinary action changes a student’s placement for 10 days or more, does the student return to the pre disciplinary action placement unless a court order or parent permission has been obtained?

	27
	Are relevant disciplinary procedures applicable to all children carried out only when it has been determined that the placement was appropriate and that the behavior was not a manifestation of the disability?

	26
	Are parents informed that they have the right to pursue a due process hearing if they disagree with the decisions of the IEP team regarding expulsion?

	25
	Is the expulsion hearing conducted only after the pre-expulsion assessment is completed and the IEP team convenes and makes the required findings?

	23
	If a parent is unable to attend the IEP meeting, is a telephone conference used for the IEP meeting to consider expulsion?

	21
	If a parent received proper notice of the meeting, chooses not to participate in the IEP meeting or to consent to an extension beyond 20 consecutive school days, is the meeting conducted without the parent?

	20
	If disciplinary action is considered to change a student’s placement for 10 days or more because the student has violated a rule or code of conduct applying to all students does the LEA follow all of the required procedures?

	15
	Does the LEA use technically sound instruments that may assess the relative contribution of cognitive and behavioral factors, in addition to physical or developmental factors?


Noncompliance related to Indicator 4 was 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 is discussed below:

Correction of Monitoring Findings in 2007-08 Monitoring conducted in 2007-08 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, 43 had findings of noncompliance related to suspension and expulsion. Forty-one of the districts corrected the noncompliance within one year of identification to the district. The other two corrected the noncompliance prior to submission of this APR. All findings of noncompliance were corrected have been corrected.

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 the annual benchmark of 10.3 percent 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 percent 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 in 2007-08. Stakeholders speculated that this may be due to the increased number and percent of “zero tolerance” offenses (e.g., weapons, drugs). However, the data shows no significant differences in “zero tolerance” offenses as the reason for suspension/expulsion between 2006-07 and 2007-08.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

The following activities were implemented and will continue in 2009-10:

	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

	Work with SELPAs, LEAs and County Offices of Education (COE) to clarify responsibilities and improve behavior emergency and other behavioral incident reporting.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

Type:  Liaison work

	Work with SELPAs, LEAs and COE to update and improve monitoring items and instruments for reviewing policies, practices and procedures related to this indicator.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors

Type:  Liaison work


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage.

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Provide Building Effective Schools Together (BEST) positive behavioral supports program training and technical assistance at the school site level focused on decreasing dropout rates. This is a State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) funded activity.
	2007-2012
	Contractor, CDE and LEA Staff

(LAUSD and other competitively selected sites)

Type:  Special Project 

Training and technical assistance

	Positive Behavior Supports (PBS) research based core messages promoting customized training and technical assistance at the school site level, increasing time in academic instruction and decreasing suspension/expulsion incidents.
	2007-2012
	Contractor, CDE and LEA Staff 

Type:  Special Project 

Training and technical assistance

	Promote the IRIS modules

http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/resources.html in behavior, diversity, and other content
	2009-2012
	CDE and LEA Staff, IRIS Center

	Promote the Culturally Responsive Teaching in California, a professional development online training modules, for the entire school site staff dealing with utilizing positive behavior supports.

http://ea.niusileadscape.org/moodle/ 
	2009-2012
	Contractor (Equity Alliance Center at Arizona State University), CDE and LEA Staff 

Type:  Special Project 

Training and technical assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


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

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

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

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

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

	Measurement:  
A. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	5A. 62 percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 18 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 4.0 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements.


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

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

Table 5a

Number and Percent of Students Served in Various Settings

	Setting
	Number of Students
	Percent of Students
	2006 Target Percent

	5 A. Removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day
	310,030
	51.6%
	62% or more

	5 B. Removed from regular class greater than 60 percent of the day
	134,991
	22.5%
	No more than 18% 

	5 C. Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements
	27,285
	4.5%
	No more than 4.0%


A. 51.6 percent were removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

Calculation:  310,030 / 600,598 * 100 = 51.6 percent
B. 22.5 percent were removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

Calculation:  134,911 / 600,598 * 100 = 22.5 percent
C. 4.5 percent were served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements 
Calculation:  27,285 / 600,598 *100 = 4.5% percent

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 the benchmarks for 5A (removal less than 21 percent of the day) for 5B (removal greater than 60 percent), or for 5C (served in separate schools and facilities). The percent of students removed less than 21% percent decreased from 52.3 percent in 2007-08 to 51.6 percent in 2008-09. The percent of students removed greater than 60 percent decreased from 22.6 percent in 2007-08 to 22.5 percent in 2008-09. The percent of students served in separate schools and facilities remained the same at 4.5 percent in both 2007-08 and 2008-09. 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 for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) 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 RtI2, 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

Ongoing


	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 ESEA.
	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 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage:

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timeline
	Resources

	Develop and maintain training modules on Standards-based IEPs in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center to sustain and promote activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. (Chapter topics:  Access, Standards-based IEPs, Grade-level, Standards-based Goals, Service Delivery Models and Curriculum and Instruction Strategies)
	2009-2010

Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance



	Develop and train on the Inventory of Services and Supports (ISS) for Students with Disabilities document to articulate processes for the District Assistance Intervention Teams (DAIT) process in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center. This is a collaborative product developed with the Programs Improvement Office of CDE.
	2009 

Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor (WestEd California Comprehensive Center)

Type:  Special Project of training and technical assistance


	Monitoring Priority:  FAPE in the LRE


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

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

	Measurement:  Percent = [(number 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 number of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	82 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 2008 (2008-09):

Overall, 84.4 percent of respondents (26,996 out of 31,987 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 (VRs and SESRs). As part of the monitoring process parents complete a survey in which they report whether the 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

2008-09 Parent Survey Responses

	Survey Distribution
	Responses

	Surveys Mailed
	120,652

	Surveys Returned
	30,318

	Percent of Mailed Returned
	25

	Surveys with answers to Q5
	31,987

	Surveys with "YES" to Q5
	26,996

	Percent Responding "YES"
	84.4


While the 84.4 percent response in FFY 2008 exceeds the target of 82 percent it is a very slight increase from the 83.6 percent reported in FFY 2007.

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 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 percent 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 percent interval.

Table 8b

Characteristics of Respondents 2008-09
	Disability
	Sample N
	State N
	Sample Percent
	State Percent
	Difference:  State Percent - Sample Percent
	Sample as Percent of State

	Mental Retardation
	1,943
	42,646
	5.99
	6.29
	0.30
	4.56

	Hard of Hearing
	271
	9,016
	0.84
	1.33
	0.49
	3.00

	Deaf
	167
	4,162
	0.51
	0.61
	0.10
	4.01

	Speech or Language Impairment
	7,057
	172,669
	21.76
	25.46
	3.70
	4.09

	Visual Impairment
	229
	4,588
	0.70
	0.68
	-0.03
	4.98

	Emotional Disturbance
	886
	27,124
	2.73
	4.00
	1.27
	3.27

	Orthopedic Impairment
	509
	15,404
	1.57
	2.27
	0.70
	3.31

	Other Health Impairment
	2,263
	50,614
	6.98
	7.46
	0.49
	4.47

	Specific Learning Disability
	16,343
	291,456
	50.39
	42.98
	-7.41
	5.61

	Deaf-Blindness
	29
	182
	0.09
	0.03
	-0.06
	15.93

	Multiple Disabilities
	260
	5,210
	0.80
	0.77
	-0.03
	4.99

	Autism
	2,358
	53,183
	7.27
	7.84
	0.57
	4.43

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	116
	1,851
	0.36
	0.27
	-0.09
	6.28

	Total
	32,431
	678,105
	100.00
	100.00
	0.00
	4.78


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

	Native American
	497
	5,896
	1.53
	0.87
	-0.66
	8.42

	Hispanic
	14628
	333,346
	45.10
	49.16
	4.05
	4.39

	African-American
	2988
	74,064
	9.21
	10.92
	1.71
	4.03

	White
	11920
	218,448
	36.76
	32.21
	-4.54
	5.46

	Asian
	2398
	46,351
	7.40
	6.84
	-0.56
	5.17

	Total
	32431
	678,105
	100.00
	100.00
	0.00
	4.78


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 82 percent, though there was a slight increase in the overall percent from 83.6 percent in 2007-08 to 84.4 percent in 2008-09. 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:  In the FFY 2008 APR, due February 1, 2010, the State must continue to indicate whether its response group is representative of the State’s population and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.

As noted above, representative data has been collected and calculated for 2008-09. Instructions to LEAs emphasized the importance of securing a representative sample. 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. CDE has pilot tested an online version of the NCSEAM parent involvement survey with both LEAs and Parent Training and Information Centers.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 2008-09, 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.
	2009-2011
	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.
	2009-2010
	CDE Staff:

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring Project

	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

Ongoing
	CDE Staff, Contractors, ISES workgroup, SELPA Directors

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring Project


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09):

The following is being added at the recommendation of the improving Special Education Services (ISES) Stakeholder group:

	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 special education 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 special education 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.”

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2008, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over and underrepresentation) of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by sections 300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum 'n' size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2009 reporting period, i.e., after June 30, 2010. If inappropriate identification is identified, report on corrective actions taken.




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

Overall, there were 63 of 837 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as having disproportionate representation. Of the 61 districts found potentially disproportionate, xxx (x percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification.

Calculation:  xx / 837 *100 = x percent

Table 9a provides a description of the methods used and a calculational example for identifying districts that have disproportionate representation.

For each district, California calculates a race-neutral measure labeled the Disparity Index as part of the Quality Assurance Process (QAP). Specifically, the number of students ages six through twenty-two receiving special education 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 special education 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 percent and the percentage for Hispanics is the lowest at 8 percent, 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 the e-formula 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 e-formula, looks at the over and under representation of each ethnic group compared to the distribution of those ethnic groups in the general education population. The percent of a particular ethnic group is compared to the maximum and minimum percentage values calculated using the e-formula. A district fails the e-formula test if the percent of an ethnicity in special education either exceeds the maximum value or falls below the minimum value for that ethnicity. 

If the district exceeds the benchmark using the disparity test AND the district is determined to have disproportionate representation using the e-formula (either over or under represented), the district is identified as having disproportionate representation.

Across California, African American students are proportionately overrepresented; Asian students are underrepresented. These disproportions are observed using both statewide percentage calculations (see Table 9a) and also when compared to the overall representation of students with disabilities.
Across California, African American students are proportionately overrepresented; Asian students are underrepresented. These disproportions are observed using both total student counts (see Table 9a).

Table 9a

Over- and Under-Representation of Students by Ethnicity using the Disparity Index in California

	Ethnic Disparity 

	
	Native American
	Asian
	Hispanic
	African

American
	White
	Total

	General Ed
	46,446
	734,025
	3,064,614
	454,781
	1,741,664
	6,041,530

	Special Ed
	5,896
	46,351
	333,346
	74,064
	218,448
	678,105

	 
	12.7%
	6.3%
	10.9%
	16.3%
	12.5%
	11.2%

	 
	High Percent
	Low Percent
	Difference
	 

	 
	16.3%
	6.3%
	10.0%
	 


The e-formula (see Table 9b) indicates on a statewide basis that While, African American and Native American students are all over identified. While Asian and Hispanic students are under identified.

Table 9b

Over- and Under-Representation of Students by Ethnicity using the E- formula in California

	 Overall

	 
	Native American
	Asian
	Hispanic
	African American
	White
	Total

	State GE%
	0.8%
	12.2%
	50.7%
	7.5%
	28.8%
	100.0%

	State SE%
	0.9%
	6.8%
	49.2%
	10.9%
	32.2%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	0.9%
	12.5%
	51.2%
	7.8%
	29.3%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.7%
	11.8%
	50.2%
	7.3%
	28.4%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	Over
	Under
	Under
	Over
	Over
	 


Insert State Ethnic Disparity Chart Here

Table 9a

Over- and Under-Representation of Students by Ethnicity using the E- formula in California

Insert State Level E-formula Chart Here

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 was 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. Table 9c contains a sample of 15 Federal and State requirements related to ensuring proportionate representation and appropriate identification. CDE’s instrument for disproportionality review contains 58 items including those contained in the Table 9c sample below.
Table 9c

Sample Items Used to Identify District Policies Procedures and Practices 
That May Result in Inappropriate Identification
	Compliance Test

	Are there written policies and procedures for a continuous student find system which includes the following activities: identification, screening, referral, assessment, planning, implementation, review, and the triennial assessment?

	Does the LEA collect and examine data regarding the over/under representation of racially, ethnically, linguistically and culturally diverse students to determine whether an imbalance exists?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment is comprehensive and that materials and procedures used to assess a student with limited English proficiency are selected and administered to ensure that they measure the extent to which the student has a disability and needs special education, rather than measuring the student's English proficiency?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment is comprehensive and that individually administered tests of intellect or emotional functioning are administered by a credentialed school psychologist?

	Is there evidence that the current assessments include, as appropriate, health and developmental information?

	Is there evidence that the current assessments include, as appropriate, information about vision, including low vision?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment includes information about communication status and language function, as appropriate?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment includes information about academic performance, as appropriate?

	Do assessment procedures ensure that IQ tests are not administered to African-American students?

	Does the written assessment report include the results of tests administered in the student's primary language by qualified personnel?

	Does the written Assessment Report include determination of the effects of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage, where appropriate?

	Does the LEA take whatever action is necessary to ensure that the parent understands the proceedings at the IEP meeting, including arranging for an interpreter for parents with deafness or whose native language is other than English?

	Does the LEA ensure and does the LEA’s document explaining the procedural safeguards contain information about nondiscriminatory assessment and independent educational evaluations, including the fact that testing and evaluation materials and procedures used for the purpose of evaluation and placement are selected and administered so as not to be racially, culturally or sexually discriminatory?

	Is there evidence that the LEA uses non-discriminatory evaluation procedures to ensure that any assessment and evaluation procedures are selected and administered so as not to be racially or culturally discriminatory?

	Does the IEP of students identified as English learners include instructional systems which meet the language development needs of the student and ensure access to the general education curriculum?


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 is discussed below:

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008 (2008-09). As noted above, there were 63 of 837 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #9. 

Correction of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007 (2007-08). In 2007-08, there were 257 of 974 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #9. Of the 257 districts found potentially disproportionate, 52 (5 percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification. Of the 52 districts, all 52 districts corrected their identified noncompliance within one year of identification to the district. 

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008 (2008-09). As noted above, there were xxx of xxx districts with denominators greater than 20 (i.e., student enrollment in special education) that were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #9. 

Correction of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007 (2007-08). In 2007-08, there were 257 of 974 districts with denominators greated than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #9. Of the 257 districts found potentially disproportionate, 52 (5 percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices resulting inappropriate identification. Of the 52 districts, xxx have corrected the identified noncompliance. 

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 and procedures resulting in inappropriate identification have slipped from xxxx percent in 2007-08 to xxx percent in 2008-09. The overall number of districts identified is due to an altered method of calculating Indicator 9. In addition, CDE believes that the web-based data collection method encourages SELPA Directors and staff to take a more active role in training for, and conducting the special self reviews related to disproportionality.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 relationship 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, such as:

· Culturally Responsive Teaching in California at http://ea.niusileadscape.org/moodle/
· Expand of the web-based California School Climate Survey (CSCS) to include a Special Education Supports Module (SESM).

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

Completed Fall  2009
	CDE staff and Contractors

Equity Alliance Center at Arizona State University (Contractor) and the State Superintendent’s P-16 Council. (To be Completed Spring 2010)

CDE staff and WestED, contractor.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage.

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Annually identify districts that are significantly disproportionate, using existing instruments and procedures.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement

	Negotiated contract with the WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	2010-2011
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical assistance

	Negotiated contract with the WRRC to reconvene Larry P. Task Force to reexamine testing matrix and publish revised matrix.
	2010-2011
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. Task Force, CDE staff

Type:  Special Project Policy Development

	Negotiated contract with the WRRC to identify assessment practices, criteria for selection of evaluation instruments consistent with Larry P. case.
	2010-2011
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. Task Force, CDE staff

Type:  Special Project Policy Development

	Develop and maintain a series of Web pages on disproportionate representation by race and ethnicity of students receiving special education services. Disproportionality in California Public Schools at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/disproportionality.asp 
	October 2009 
	CDE staff, WRRC, and Equity Alliance Center

	Obtained an executed contract to design and develop a SPP technical assistance system to assist LEAs to correct non-compliance findings in anyone of the indicators.

· Convene design team to have critical conversations and gain input on the proposed SPP TA system.

· Draft a proposed SPP TA system design.

· Convene focus group of key stakeholders gaining input on the proposed SPP TA, system through a facilitated conversation.

· Develop a briefing paper on the final SPP TA system.

· Identify technical assistance and training consultants in SPP content areas.

· Train identified consultants in the CDE monitoring systems, data, SPP TA system, SPP content resources and tools.
	2009-2010


	CDE staff, Contractor NAPA COE, WestEd California Comprehensive Center, WRRC, Equity Alliance Center (Arizona State University), Two National Experts on Technical Assistance Systems and Disproportionality, Perry Williams (OSEP) via telephone

Type:  Special Project Policy Development

	Obtained an executed contract to implement a SPP technical assistance system to assist LEAs to correct non-compliance findings in anyone of the indicators.
	July I, 2010-2011
	CDE staff, Contractor NAPA COE

Type:  Special Project Policy Development


Attachment 9a

Calculation Methodologies

Disproportionate Representation will be determined using two calculations:  Ethnic Disparity and the E-Formula.

Ethnic Disparity 

Ethnic disparity is determined by comparing the likelihood that a student from one ethnicity will be in special education to the likelihood that a student from another ethnicity will be in special education. For each race/ethnicity category, the number of students receiving special education is divided by the number of students in that race/ethnicity category in general education yielding the likelihood (or risk) that a student from that category will be found eligible for special education. This calculation is repeated for each of the race/ethnicity categories. The smallest risk percentage is subtracted from the largest, producing an index of the size of the disparity in identification among race/ethnicity categories. The annual benchmark for this index decreases each year. 

Table 1 depicts the enrollments in general education and special education as well as the likelihood that a student of a given ethnicity will be in special education (percent of special education students in the general education population. Table 1 also calculates the different between the highest and the lowest risks (the disparity index) and compares the sample value to the benchmark for the district.

Table 1:  Calculation of Ethnic Disparity.
	
	American IndianNative American
	Asian
	African American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	General Education (GE)
	9
	696
	58
	235
	4,231
	5,229

	Special Education (SPED)
	0
	37
	19
	33
	378
	467

	Disparity Percent (Percent of SPED in GE)
	0.0%
	5.3%
	32.8%
	14.0%
	8.9%
	8.9%

	Disparity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Index
	27.4
	
	
	
	
	

	  Benchmark
	19.5
	
	
	
	
	

	  Met (Y/N)
	N
	
	
	
	
	


Disparity Percent:  The number of students in an ethnic category receiving special education divided by the number of students in general education in that category.

Disparity Index:  The difference between the largest and smallest disparity percents

Met Disparity Benchmark:  “Y” if the district was at or below the benchmark. “N” if the district is above the benchmark.

Cut Points for Determining Disproportionate Representation. For the purposes of disproportionate representation (the calculations required for the State Performance Plan Indicators and the Compliance Determinations), CDE will be using the most recent single year. Districts that exceed the annual benchmark are then measured using the E-formula.

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 a special day class (SDC) setting for special education services was disproportionately higher than in the general education 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 special education. 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 special education enrollment (or special education 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 general education in the district

N =
The total special education enrollment (or special education enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district, as defined in E.

In E-formula, special education enrollment is viewed as a sample drawn from a population of the general education enrollment (GE). 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. To determine overrepresentation, the standard error is added to the percentage of the ethnic group in general education (A) to determine the acceptable level for the district. To determine whether a district is over represented, the percent the ethnic group represents in special education is compared to the acceptable E-formula value for that group. If the special education (SE) percentage is greater than the E-formula value, then the district is over represented. 

Table 2 shows the results of the E-formula calculations for various racial/ethnic groups in mental retardation.

Table 2:  E-formula Results for Overrepresentation of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in Mental Retardation

	
	Native American
	Asian
	African -American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District GE (%)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	District SE (%)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Maximum E-formula value
	0.69
	46.38
	13.40
	46.02
	11.44
	NA

	Over Represented 
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	NA


NA = Not applicable.

In the above example, African-American students constitute 10.04 percent of general education enrollment in the district, and the maximum E-formula value allowed for African Americans not to be overrepresented is13.40 percent of the total number of SE students. The actual percentage of African-American students in SE is 17.50 percent, which is 4.10 percentage points above the allowed maximum, and therefore, they are overrepresented. 

It is important to note that while exceeding the maximum E-formula value indicates overrepresentation, a value below the E-formula maximum does not mean underrepresentation – it simply means lack of or short of overrepresentation.
The calculation for underrepresentation in the E-formula is 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 general education 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 special education enrollment (or special education 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 general education in the district

N =
The total special education enrollment (or special education enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district, as defined in E

Table 3 shows the results of underrepresentation calculations using the E-formula.

Table 3:  E-formula Results for Underrepresentation of 

Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in Mental Retardation

	
	Native American
	Asian
	African-Am American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District GE (%)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	District SE (%)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Minimum E-formula value
	-0.30
	35.39
	6.68
	35.04
	5.26
	NA

	Underrepresented 
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	NA


NA = Not applicable.

In the above example, Asian students constitute 40.88 percent of general education enrollment in the district and the minimum E-formula value allowed for them not to be underrepresented is 35.39 percent of the total number of SE students. The actual percentage of Asian students in SE is 33.75 percent, which is below the allowed minimum, and therefore, they are underrepresented. 

Cut Points for Determining Disproportionate Representation. For the purposes of disproportionate representation (the calculations required for the State Performance Plan Indicators and the Compliance Determinations), CDE will be using “8” standard errors for over and underrepresentation. This changes the formula to:

E = A + {8*SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]} (overrepresentation) 

E = A - {8*SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]} (underrepresentation)

	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.”

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2008, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over and under representation) of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by sections 300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum 'n' size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2009, i.e., after June 30, 2010. If inappropriate identification is identified, report on corrective actions taken.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

Overall, there were 70 of 837 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as having disproportionate representation. Of the xxx districts found potentially disproportionate, xxx (x percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification.

Calculation:  xx / 837 *100 = x percent

Overall, there were xxx of xxx districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as having disproportionate representation. Of the xxx districts found potentially disproportionate, xxx (x percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification.

Calculation:  xx / xxx *100 = x percent

Attachment 9a provides a description of the methods used and a calculational example for identifying districts who have disproportionate representation.

For each district, California calculates a race-neutral measure labeled the Disparity Index as part of the Quality Assurance Process (QAP). Specifically, the number of students ages six through twenty-two receiving special education 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 special education 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 percent and the percentage for Hispanics is the lowest at 8 percent, 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 the e-formula 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 is based on the e-formula and calculates maximum and minimum e-formula values for each ethnic group in each of the six most frequent disabilities (mental retardation, specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, speech or language impairments, other health impairments, and autism). The e-formula establishes an “acceptable” range of values using the distribution of those ethnic groups in the overall special education population. The percent of a particular ethnic group with a specific disability is compared to the maximum and minimum percentage values calculated using the e-formula. A district fails the e-formula test if the percent of the ethnicity-disability pair in special education either exceeds the maximum value or falls below the minimum value for that ethnicity-disability pair. 

If the district exceeds the benchmark using the disparity test AND the district is determined to have disproportionate representation using the e-formula (either over or under represented in any one ethnicity-disability pair), the district is identified as having disproportionate representation.

Across California, African American students are proportionately overrepresented; Asian students are underrepresented using the disparity index. These disproportions are observed using both statewide percentage calculations (see Table 9a) and also when compared to the overall representation of students with disabilities.
Table 10a

Over- and Under-Representation of Students by Ethnicity Using the Disparity Index in California

	Ethnic Disparity

	 
	Native American
	Asian
	Hispanic
	African American
	White
	Total

	General Ed
	46,446
	734,025
	3,064,614
	454,781
	1,741,664
	6,041,530

	Special Ed
	5,896
	46,351
	333,346
	74,064
	218,448
	678,105

	 
	12.7%
	6.3%
	10.9%
	16.3%
	12.5%
	11.2%

	 
	High Percent
	Low Percent
	Difference
	 

	 
	16.3%
	6.3%
	10.0%
	 


The e-formula indicates that there is disproportionate representation within the most frequent disability groups. Native Americans are the most appropriately represented – they are only over represented in two of the six disability categories. African American students are the most frequently over represented group, though they appear to be appropriately represented among students with autism and under represented in speech and language impairments. Asian students are consistently under represented in all categories while Hispanic and White students are over represented in some categories and under represented in others.

Table 10b

Over- and Under-Representation of Students by Ethnicity using the E- formula in California

	
	Native American
	Asian
	Hispanic
	African American
	White
	Total

	 

Children with Autism

	State SE%
	0.6%
	15.5%
	32.3%
	8.1%
	43.6%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	1.1%
	13.3%
	52.5%
	8.4%
	30.4%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.5%
	11.0%
	49.0%
	6.6%
	27.3%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	 
	Over
	Under
	 
	Over
	 

	 

Children with Emotional Disturbances

	State SE%
	1.4%
	3.3%
	27.2%
	21.3%
	46.9%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	1.2%
	13.7%
	53.2%
	8.8%
	31.0%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.3%
	10.6%
	48.3%
	6.3%
	26.6%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	Over
	Under
	Under
	Over
	Over
	 

	 

Children with Mental Retardation

	State SE%
	0.8%
	8.9%
	53.6%
	11.4%
	25.3%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	1.1%
	13.4%
	52.7%
	8.6%
	30.6%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.4%
	10.9%
	48.8%
	6.5%
	27.1%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	 
	Under
	Over
	Over
	Under
	 

	 

Children with Other Health Impairments

	State SE%
	1.0%
	4.5%
	33.6%
	12.7%
	48.3%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	1.1%
	13.3%
	52.5%
	8.5%
	30.4%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.5%
	11.0%
	49.0%
	6.6%
	27.2%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	 
	Under
	Under
	Over
	Over
	 

	 

Children with Speech or Language Impairments

	State SE%
	0.8%
	9.5%
	48.4%
	6.7%
	34.6%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	0.9%
	12.8%
	51.7%
	8.0%
	29.7%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.6%
	11.5%
	49.8%
	7.0%
	28.0%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	 
	Under
	Under
	Under
	Over
	 

	 

Children with Specific Learning Disabilities

	State SE%
	0.9%
	3.7%
	57.0%
	13.0%
	25.4%
	100.0%

	Max E-form
	0.9%
	12.6%
	51.5%
	7.9%
	29.5%
	 

	Min E-form
	0.6%
	11.7%
	50.0%
	7.1%
	28.2%
	 

	Ovr/Under?
	Over
	Under
	Over
	Over
	Under
	 


If the district exceeds the benchmark using the disparity test AND the district is determined to have disproportionate representation using the e-formula (either over or under represented in any one ethnicity-disability pair), the district is identified as disproportionate representation.

Across California, African American students are proportionately overrepresented; Asian students are underrepresented. These disproportions are observed using both total student counts (see Table 9a).

Table 10a

Over- and Under-Representation of Students by Ethnicity and Disability in California

Insert State Ethnic Disparity Chart Here

Insert State Level e-formula Chart Here

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 in response to the questions in Table 10c below. This was 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. . Table 9c contains a sample of 15 Federal and State requirements related to ensuring proportionate representation and appropriate identification. CDE’s instrument for disproportionality review contains 58 items including those contained in the Table 9c sample below.

Table 10c

Sample Items Used to Identify District Policies Procedures and Practices 

That May Result in Inappropriate Identification

	Compliance Test

	Are there written policies and procedures for a continuous student find system which includes the following activities: identification, screening, referral, assessment, planning, implementation, review, and the triennial assessment?

	Does the LEA collect and examine data regarding the over/under representation of racially, ethnically, linguistically and culturally diverse students to determine whether an imbalance exists?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment is comprehensive and that materials and procedures used to assess a student with limited English proficiency are selected and administered to ensure that they measure the extent to which the student has a disability and needs special education, rather than measuring the student's English proficiency?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment is comprehensive and that individually administered tests of intellect or emotional functioning are administered by a credentialed school psychologist?

	Is there evidence that the current assessments include, as appropriate, health and developmental information?

	Is there evidence that the current assessments include, as appropriate, information about vision, including low vision?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment includes information about communication status and language function, as appropriate?

	Is there evidence that the current assessment includes information about academic performance, as appropriate?

	Do assessment procedures ensure that IQ tests are not administered to African-American students?

	Does the written assessment report include the results of tests administered in the student's primary language by qualified personnel?

	Does the written Assessment Report include determination of the effects of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage, where appropriate?

	Does the LEA take whatever action is necessary to ensure that the parent understands the proceedings at the IEP meeting, including arranging for an interpreter for parents with deafness or whose native language is other than English?

	Does the LEA ensure and does the LEA’s document explaining the procedural safeguards contain information about nondiscriminatory assessment and independent educational evaluations, including the fact that testing and evaluation materials and procedures used for the purpose of evaluation and placement are selected and administered so as not to be racially, culturally or sexually discriminatory?

	Is there evidence that the LEA uses non-discriminatory evaluation procedures to ensure that any assessment and evaluation procedures are selected and administered so as not to be racially or culturally discriminatory?

	Does the IEP of students identified as English learners include instructional systems which meet the language development needs of the student and ensure access to the general education curriculum?


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 is discussed below:

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008 (2008-09).

As noted above, there were 70 of 837 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self-review related to Indicator #9. Of the 70 districts found potentially disproportionate, xxx (xx percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification.

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007 (2007-08). In 2007-08, there were 686 of 974 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #10. Of the 686 districts found potentially disproportionate, 142 were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification. Of the 142 districts, 140 corrected the identified noncompliance within one year. The other two districts have subsequently corrected the noncompliance. Both of the districts were provided technical assistance and received site visits. 

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008 (2008-09).

As noted above, there were xxx of xxx districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self-review related to Indicator 9. Of the 257 districts found potentially disproportionate, 52 (5 percent) were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification.

Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007 (2007-08). In 2007-08, there were 686 of 974 districts with denominators greater than 20 who were identified as disproportionately represented. These districts participated in a special self review related to Indicator #10. Of the 686 districts found potentially disproportionate, 142 were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, or practices as a result of inappropriate identification. Of the 142 districts, xxx have corrected the identified noncompliance. 

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 as a result of inappropriate identification have slipped from x percent in 2007-08 to x percent in 2008-09. The overall number of districts identified is due to an altered method of calculating Indicator 10. In addition, we believe that the web-based data collection method encourages SELPA Directors and staff to take a more active role in training for, and conducting the special self reviews related to disproportionality.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):
	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 relationship 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



	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

	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, such as: 

· Culturally Responsive Teaching in California at http://ea.niusileadscape.org/moodle/ 

· Expand of the web-based California School Climate Survey (CSCS) to include a Special Education Supports Module (SESM).  

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

Completed

Fall 2009
	CDE staff and Contractors

Equity Alliance Center at Arizona State University (Contractor) and the State Superintendent’s P-16 Council. (To be Completed Spring 2010)

CDE staff and WestED, contractor.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage:

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Annually identify districts that are significantly disproportionate, using existing instruments and procedures.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement

	Negotiated contract with the WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	2010-2011
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical assistance

	Negotiated contract with the WRRC to reconvene Larry P. Task Force to reexamine testing matrix and publish revised matrix.
	2010-2011
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. Task Force, CDE staff

Type:  Special Project Policy Development

	Negotiated contract with the WRRC to identify assessment practices, criteria for selection of evaluation instruments consistent with Larry P. case.
	2010-2011
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. Task Force, CDE staff

Type:  Special Project Policy Development

	Develop and maintain a series of webpages on disproportionate representation by race and ethnicity of students receiving special education services. Disproportionality in California Public Schools at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/disproportionality.asp 
	October 2009
	CDE staff, WRRC, and Equity Alliance Center

	Obtained an executed contract to design and develop a SPP technical assistance system to assist LEAs to correct non-compliance findings in anyone of the indicators.

· Convene design team to have critical conversations and gain input on the proposed SPP TA system.

· Draft a proposed SPP TA system design.

· Convene focus group of key stakeholders gaining input on the proposed SPP TA, system through a facilitated conversation.

· Develop a briefing paper on the final SPP TA system.

· Identify technical assistance and training consultants in SPP content areas.

· Train identified consultants in the CDE monitoring systems, data, SPP TA system, SPP content resources and tools.
	2009-2010
	CDE staff, Contractor NAPA COE, WestEd California Comprehensive Center, WRRC, Equity Alliance Center (Arizona State University), Two National Experts on Technical Assistance Systems and Disproportionality, Perry Williams (OSEP) via telephone

Type:  Special Project Policy Development

	Obtained an executed contract to implement a SPP technical assistance system to assist LEAs to correct non-compliance findings in anyone of the indicators.
	July I, 2010-2011
	CDE staff, Contractor NAPA COE

Type:  Special Project Policy Development


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


Indicator 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.

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

	Measurement:  

a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

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

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

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




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

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.
	124,522



	B.  Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).
	109,059

	Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60 days. Percent = [(b + c) divided by (a)] times 100.
	87.58


These data were calculated using CASEMIS data fields related to 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. If the parent of a child repeatedly failed or refused to produce the child for the evaluation; or a child enrolled in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability, then the child was eliminated from both the numerator and the denominator. 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.

Students whose assessments were late except for the state’s timelines (per 34 CFR 300.301(c)(1)(ii)) were included in the number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days.

Table 11b 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 11b

Range of Days Beyond 60 days

	Date Range
	Number
	Percent of All Consents

	1 to 30 days 
	3,492
	64.24

	31 to 60 days
	1,117
	20.54

	61 to 90 days
	525
	9.65

	91 to 120 days
	169
	3.11

	121 to 150 days 
	69
	1.27

	Over 150 days 
	64
	1.17


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 2008-09. In 2008-09 there were 1,071 findings of noncompliance reported to 153 districts and agencies related to the initial evaluation item above. A total of 9,096 students were tested using the initial evaluation item. This results in an on time percentage of 88.2% (100-(1587/9096*100). 

Correction of Noncompliance reported in 2007-08. In 2007-08, there were 1,337 findings of noncompliance related to initial identification of students with disabilities. These findings were identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes in 2007-08. Of the total noncompliance findings, 1,243 had timely correction within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district while 167 have been subsequently corrected, but prior to the submission of this APR. Districts with late compliance correction were provided individual technical assistance and/or onsite visits.

Noncompliance findings reported in 2008-09. In 2008-09 there were xxxx findings of noncompliance reported to districts related to the initial evaluation issue above. There were xxx students whose files were examined for this issue. This would indicate that xx percent of the students whose files were examined met the 60-day timeline.

Correction of Noncompliance reported in 2007-08. There were 6,686 findings of noncompliance related to initial identification of students with disabilities. These findings were identified through monitoring and dispute resolution processes in 2007-08. Of the total noncompliance findings, xxx had timely correction within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district while xxx have been subsequently corrected, 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 2008 (2008-09):

Explanation of Progress and Slippage

There was an increase from 75 percent in 2007-08 to 87.58 percent in 2008-09. The addition of a field in the CASEMIS data collection that records information about the reasons students’ assessment appear to be late, but are on time due to parent refusal to make the child available of the state timeline exceptions maybe partially responsible for the improved performance

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage.

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources 

	Convene leadership team for Strategic Plan for Recruiting, Preparing, and Retaining Special Education Personnel twice per year.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, key stakeholders

Type:  Recruiting, preparing, and retaining personnel

	Develop and publish an enhancement, Special Education Supports Module, to the California School Climate Survey focusing on Special Education Personnel. Anonymous staff survey given every two years obtaining staff perceptions of key attributes that enhance school climate and environments conducive to learning.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, key stakeholders, Title IV Safe and Drug Free Schools, WestEd – California Healthy Kids Survey

Type:  Recruiting, preparing, and retaining personnel 


	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. number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.

b. number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.

c. number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

d. number of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.

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

Account for children included in a but not included in b, c, d or e. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed and the reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	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 2008 (2008-09):

Overall 68.6 percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, were found eligible for Part B, and had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. This data was collected through CASEMIS and data from the Department of Developmental Services. The total Number of children served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination prior to their third birthday was 21,699.

Table 12a summarizes the target data for FFY 2007 (2007-08).

Table 12a

Target Data for FFY 2008 (2008-09)

	Measurement Item
	Target Data

	a. Number of children been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination
	21,699

	b. Number referred determined NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to the third birthday
	870

	c. Number found eligible who had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday
	11,351

	d. Number of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.
	4,283

	Percent of Children referred by Part C prior to age 3, found eligible for Part B, and who had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday. (Calculation:  Percent = [(c) divided by (a – b – d ] times 100)
	68.60


While this does not meet the target, it represents a decrease in the percent of children from 80.2 percent in 2007-08 to 68.6 percent in 2008-09. This decrease is due primarily to the number of late referrals to Part B. 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. Reasons cited for delays included:  late referrals (before third birthday, but with insufficient time to complete the assessment), lack of staff, ineffective tracking systems, student illness, and failure to keep appointments. LEAs reported that 3,681 children served in Part C were referred to Part B less than 60 days prior to their third birthday. If these students were removed from the denominator of the indicator calculation, the percent on time would increase from 68.6% to 88.23%

Table 12b

Range of Days beyond the Third Birthday

	Days from Third Birthday
	No. of Children
	Percent of All Referrals
	No. of Children referred late

	1 to 14 After
	1,274
	15.39
	190

	15 to 30 After
	1,019
	12.31
	192

	31 to 60 After
	1,393
	16.83
	482

	61 to 90 After
	1,138
	13.75
	571

	91 to 180 After
	2,122
	25.64
	1359

	Greater Than 180 After
	1,328
	16.05
	887

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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. Reasons cited for delays included:  late referrals (before third birthday, but with insufficient time to complete the assessment), lack of staff, ineffective tracking systems, student illness, and failure to keep appointments.

All verification reviews and Special Education Self-Reviews 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 2008 (2008-09)

In 2008-09 there were a total of 854 preschool age children with disabilities (who transitioned from Part C) whose files were reviewed. Of those files, there were 28 found noncompliant related to having an IEP developed and implemented by the third birthday. Using these data, it would appear 96.5 percent of the files reviewed were compliant on this item.

Correction of Noncompliance reported in 2007-08. 

There were 167 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 2007-08. Of the total noncompliance findings, 167 had timely correction within one year of identifying the noncompliance to the district.

There were 244 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 2007-08. Of the total noncompliance findings, xxx had timely correction 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 a decrease in the percent of children having an IEP in place by their third birthday from 80.2 percent in 2007-08 to 68.6 percent in 2008-09. This decrease is due primarily to the large number of referrals that were made too late to complete an assessment by the third birthday.
Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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

Ongoing
	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, 

Type:  CDE activity

	Participate in OSEP National Early Childhood Conference 
	Annually
	Part B and C staff and resources

WRRC

Type:  Special Project, Training and technical assistance

	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


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following are being added to address identified slippage.

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activity
	Timeline
	Resources and Type

	Added data collection for new measurement element (e) for of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 Days before their third birthdays
	2009-2011
	CDE Staff and LEAs

Type:  CDE activity

	Revise existing C to B Transition Handbook to update and align language in collaboration with Part C lead agency and Part B lead agency.
	2009-2010
	CDE staff and DDS staff and contractor

Type:  Special Project, Training and technical assistance

	Train on the Transition Handbook at symposiums, workshops and webinars, and other internet technologies.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and DDS staff and contractor

Type:  Special Project, Training and technical assistance

	Continue publishing Special Education Early Childhood Handbooks, (birth to 5) covering the following topics:  IFSP/IEP, Service Delivery, Interagency Agreements, Transition, Administration, Assessment, Families, available for purchase or download at the CDE Website. http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/fp/ecseries.asp
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and DDS staff and contractor

Type:  Special Project, Training and technical assistance

	Continue participating with DDS, Part C lead agency, on the ICC, monitoring activities, symposiums and planning meetings to build a strong state level community of practice.
	Ongoing
	CDE staff 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 with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

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

	Measurement:  Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	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 2008 (2008-09):

CDE is not required to report on this indicator in 2008-09, except for the identification of noncompliance identified in 2008-09 and the correction of noncompliance reported to LEAs in 2007-08.
Noncompliance Identified in 2008-09. All VR and SESRs include the following items:

	Number of Non-compliance FindingsItem No.
	Compliance Test

	
	For students at age 16, or younger if appropriate, does the IEP describe needed transition services?

	
	For students at age 16, or younger if appropriate, are transition services designed using an outcome and results oriented process? 

	
	Is the first IEP that addresses transition, when the student turns 16 years old or younger, if appropriate, reviewed annually? 

	
	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?

	
	Does the first IEP that addresses transition, when the student turns 16 years old or younger, if appropriate, contain measurable post secondary goals?

	
	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?


In 2008-09, there were xxx students (16+ years of age) found noncompliant in one or more of the items listed above. There were a total xxx students whose files were tested for these items. Based on these data it would appear that xxx percent of students are compliant related to secondary transition requirements.

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 1,857 findings of noncompliance. Of the findings related to the 552 students, 1,832 were corrected within one year of identification. All other findings were subsequently corrected.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. Of the findings related to the 552 students, xxx were completed within one year of identification.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 CoP 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 2008 (2008-09)

The following is being added at the recommendation of the improving Special Education Services (ISES) Stakeholder group:

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources and Type

	Transition to Adult Living:  A Guide for Secondary Education – A comprehensive handbook 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. Reprint 5,000 free copies for distribution to LEAs and parent organizations; pursue online availability; PowerPoint training modules; and other training materials.
	2009-2011
	CDE staff, contractor

Type:  Special Project of 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. number of findings of noncompliance. 

b. number of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.

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

States are required to use the “Indicator 15 Worksheet” to report data for this indicator (see Attachment A).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	100 percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

Table 15a summarizes the data and calculation for the percent of noncompliance to be corrected within one year of identification.

 Table 15a

Percent of Noncompliance Corrected within One Year of Identification
	Item
	Number

	a. Number of findings of noncompliance


	33,287

	b. Number of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification
	32,607

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

32,607/ 33,287 * 100 = 97.95%
	97.95%


In 2007-08, 97.95 percent of noncompliance was corrected within one year of identification. 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 district was notified of noncompliance finding. 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 (date of review) rather than the notification date.

Findings for this indicator are based on findings reported by CDE to districts in 2007-08 and include noncompliance identified through onsite monitoring (Verification and Nonpublic School Reviews), Special EductionEducation Self 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 special education funds. 

General procedures for monitoring and correction. As noted in Indicator 15 in the SPP, CDE has used multiple methods to carry out 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. All of these methods 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 181 school districts, COE and nonpublic schools and agencies. Noncompliant findings related to dispute resolutions were reported to 181 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 clustering 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 used 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
	Number of LEAs Issued Findings in FFY 2007 (7/1/07 to 6/30/08)
	(a) Number of Findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 (7/1/07 to 6/30/08)
	(b) Number of 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.

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.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	52
	3186
	3182

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	126
	665
	574



	3.  Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments.

7. Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrated improved outcomes.


	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	59
	494
	489

	
	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
	44
	1099
	1090

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	12
	29
	25

	5.  Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 -educational placements.

6.  Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 – early childhood placement.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	173
	8061
	7840

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	10
	32
	29

	8. Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	181
	2459
	2429

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	36
	80
	74

	9.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education that is the result of inappropriate identification.

10.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	143
	3836
	3776

	
	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
	194
	1114
	1076

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	50
	223
	167

	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
	32
	167
	167

	
	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
	92
	1843
	1824

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	5
	14
	6

	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
	35
	8757
	8752

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	99
	442
	357

	Other areas of noncompliance:

Qualified Personnel
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	29
	362
	370



	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	10
	31
	30

	Other areas of noncompliance:
	 Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	31
	385
	366

	
	Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	Sum the numbers down Column a and Column b
	33,287
	32,607

	Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification = (column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) times 100.(b) / (a) X 100 
	97.95%


The overall percentage of noncompliance findings had timely correction within one year of identification decreased only slightly from 98.3 percent in 2007-08 to 97.95 percent in 2008-09. There was was a significant decrease in the number of findings from 2007-08 (46,707) to 2007 (33,287). This is due, in part, to catching up on the of VR’s and SESR’s schedule. 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. In addition, 2007-08 reviews were started later in the program year, and, as a result, some 2007-08 findings were not reported to districts until 2008-09. 

Of the 680 findings corrected more than one year after being reported to the district, 533 have been subsequently corrected. Two districts are responsible for the remaining 147 findings. They have been issued sanction letters.

In the FFY 2007 APR, Developmental Centers (state hospitals) operated by the Department of Developmental Services were identified as agencies whose noncompliance was not corrected within one year or by the the submission of the APR on February 1, 2009. Correction of the noncompliance has raised significant issues of jurisdiction and authority under California law. These issues have been resolved and are being addressed through the state interagency agreement process. 

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

Explanation of Progress or Slippage:

See discussion above.


Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Complete development of the Interagency Agreement with the Department of Developmental Services.
	2010
	CDE Staff 

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Prepare and maintain a compliance tracking application for use by managers and individual staff, which includes a “tickler” notification system.
	2010

Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following is being added to address identified slippage:

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide targeted training on implementing the IDEA 2004 including court cases and legal interpretations for CDE staff
	November 2009
	Perry Zirkel, Esq., nationally known expert in IDEA.

Type:  Training and technical assistance for SEA


	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, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution, if available in the State.

(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

	2008 (2008-09)
	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 2008 (2008-09):

	Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Complaints, Mediations, Resolution Sessions, and Due Process Hearings

	SECTION A:  Signed, written complaints 

	(1)  Signed, written complaints total
	838

	          (1.1)  Complaints with reports issued
	679

	                    (a)  Reports with findings
	679

	                    (b)  Reports within timeline
	665

	                    (c)  Reports within extended timelines
	14

	          (1.2)  Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	159

	          (1.3)  Complaints pending
	0

	                    (a)  Complaint pending a due process hearing
	0


The table indicates that the CDE resolved 100 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 = 100percent

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2008 (2008-09):

The CDE achieved the target percentage of written complaints resolved within the 60-day timeline and extended timelines. This demonstrates maintenance of the 100 percent timely completion rate from last reporting year (2007-08), and demonstrates continuous improvement from the two previous reporting periods (i.e., 93 percent in 2006-2007, and 84 percent in 2005-2006). 
Each the five regional Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance (FMTA) units continue to complete the complaints investigation and corrective action monitoring processes, including:  investigating of allegations of noncompliance; issuing investigatory reports with corrective actions; monitoring of school district completion of corrective actions; and close the complaint file. The CDE continually monitors the completion of each step to ensure timely completion of each step in the process. 

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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 and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	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 and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Combined the complaints investigation process within five FMTA units, integrating corrective action follow-up
	February 15, 2008
	CED/Staff

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

The following is being added at the recommendation of the improving Special Education Services (ISES) Stakeholder group:

	ADDED ACTIVITES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide targeted training on implementing the IDEA 2004 including court cases and legal interpretations for CDE staff
	November 2009
	Perry Zirkel, Esq., nationally known expert in IDEA.

Type:  Training and technical assistance for SEA


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 17:  Percent of adjudicated due process hearing requests that were adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party or in the case of an expedited hearing, within the required timelines.

(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

	2008 (2008-09)
	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 2008 (2008-09):

Table 7 reflects the Required 618 Data Collection Section C regarding hearing requests

Table 7
	Section C:  Due Process Complaints

	(3) Due process complaints total
	2,709 

	    (3.1) Resolution meetings
	530 

	       (a) Written settlement agreements
	140 

	    (3.2) Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	104 

	       (a) Decisions with timeline (including expedited)
	12 

	       (b) Decisions within extended timeline
	84 

	    (3.3) Resolved without a hearing
	2,605 


Calculation:  [(12+84) / 104] *100 = 92 percent

Ninety-two percent of due process hearing requests were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a time line that was properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2008 (2008-09):

The target of 100 percent was met in 2006-07 and 2007-08.California did not meet the target of 100 percent in 2008-09. The decrease to ninety-two percent was due to eight hearing requests not adjudicated within the 45-day time line or within a time line that was properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Obtain data, on resolution sessions and settlement agreements deriving solely from those sessions directly from school districts with due process fillings during 2008-09.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	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.
	2008-2011

Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

[If applicable]
	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Conduct records review at OAH as part of CDE's efforts to implement recommendations of the Bureau of State Audits (BSA) report 2008-09 on CDE and how it is handling oversight of the special education hearings and mediation process. This review is part of an on-going monitoring activity as a result of the BSA report and constitutes the final review.
	2009-2011
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Utilization of a monitoring system as well as the letters to districts, are part of the on going and required training agenda for staff involved in due process efforts at OAH. Training sessions are planned through mid March or April, 2010.
	2009-2011


	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Training, Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 


	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

	2008 (2008-09)
	67 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

Table 7 of the Required 618 Data Collection Section C Regarding Hearing Requests

	Section C:  Due Process Complaints

	(3) Due process complaints total
	2,709 

	    (3.1) Resolution meetings
	530 

	       (a) Written settlement agreements
	140 

	    (3.2) Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	104 

	       (a) Decisions with timeline (including expedited)
	12 

	       (b) Decisions within extended timeline
	84 

	    (3.3) Resolved without a hearing
	2,605 


Calculation:  (140/530) *100 = 26 percent
26 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2008 (2008-09):

In 2008-09, the target was that 44 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions would be resolved through settlement agreements. California did not meet this target. The actual percentage of hearing requests that were resolved through resolution session agreements was 26 percent. This was lower than 2007-08, when 40 percent of the hearing requests were resolved through resolution session agreements. This slippage was due to a decrease in the number of resolution meetings and written settlement agreements.

Office of Administrative Hearing (OAH) recently implemented a process wherein letters were sent to school districts to prompt them to report if a resolution session was held. OAH anticipates that this number will increase in 2009-2010, as the letter notification process was implemented in the later half of 2008-2009.

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	CONTINUING ACTIVITES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	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
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 

	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.
	2008-2011
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	CDE and OAH will collaborate to determine circumstances influencing the decline in resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements.
	2008-2011
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

[If applicable]
	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Conduct records review at OAH as part of CDE's efforts to implement recommendations of the Bureau of State Audits (BSA) report 2008-09 on CDE and how it is handling oversight of the special education hearings and mediation process. This review is part of an on-going monitoring activity as a result of the BSA report and constitutes the final review.
	2009-2011
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Utilization of a monitoring system as well as the letters to districts, are part of the on going and required training agenda for staff involved in due process efforts at OAH. Training sessions are planned through mid March or April, 2010.
	2009-2011


	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type: Training, Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 


	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

	2008 (2008-09)
	At least seventy-five percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.


Actual Target Data for 2008 (2008-09):

Table 7 reflects the required 618 Data Collection is attached Section B regarding mediation a request.

Table 7
	Section B:  Mediation Requests    

	(2) Mediation requests total    
	2,706 

	    (2.1) Mediations held
	1,585 

	       (a) Mediations held related to due process
	1,406 

	           (i) Mediation agreements
	852 

	       (b) Mediations held not related to due process
	179 

	           (i) Mediation agreements
	100 

	    (2.2) Mediations not held (including pending)
	1,121 


Calculation:  [(852+100) /1585] *100 = 60 percent

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2008 (2008-09):

The target for 2008-09 was at least 75 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements. California did not meet its target. The percent of mediation conferences resulting in mediation agreements was 60 percent. The measurement was lower than 2007-08, when 74 percent of mediation conferences resulted in mediation agreements. This is due to the increased of number of mediations held from the previous year (2007-08 1,034, 2008-09 1,585).

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Implement standards for the training of OAH/contractor staff functioning as mediators.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Implement standards for the qualifications of OAH/contractor staff functioning as mediators.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Implement standards for the supervision of OAH/contractor staff functioning as mediators.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	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.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)
[If applicable]
	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Conduct training sessions for staff and LEAs on dispute resolution and mediations on an ongoing basis.
	2009-2011
	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Training, Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision

	Utilization of a monitoring system as well as the letters to districts, are part of the on going and required training agenda for staff involved in due process efforts at OAH. Training sessions are planned through mid March or April, 2010.
	2009-2011


	CDE Staff and contractors 

OAH staff and its advisory group

Type:  Training, Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 


	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 20:  State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate.

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

	Measurement:  
State reported data, including 618 data, State Performance Plan, and Annual Performance Reports, 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 dispute resolution; and February 1 for Annual Performance Reports and assessment); and

b. Accurate, including covering the correct year and following the correct measurement. 

States are required to use the “Indicator 20 Scoring Rubric” for reporting data for this indicator (see Attachment B).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2008 (2008-09)
	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 2008 (2008-09):

The overall percentage for Indicator 20 is 95.3 percent (see attachment 20a – Part B Indicator 20 Rubric).

Timeliness CDE submitted required 618 data through EDEN and through DANS. One report was late. Table 20a depicts due dates and submission dates for each of the federal data tables. 

Table 20a

Submission Dates for 2008-09 618 Data Reports

	
	Due Date
	Submission Date
	On Time

	Table 1
	February 1, 2009
	February 1, 2009
	Yes

	Table 2
	November 1, 2009
	October 30, 2009
	Yes

	Table 3
	February 1, 2008
	January 30, 2008
	Yes

	Table 4
	November 1, 2008
	October 30, 2008
	Yes

	Table 5
	November 1, 2008
	October 30, 2008
	Yes

	Table 6
	February 1, 2008
	January 30, 2008
	Yes

	Table 7
	November 1, 2008
	November 19, 2008
	No


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.More information about CASEMIS data checks and accuracy may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/documents/tagnewethn112009.doc .

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

Improvement Activities for 2008 (2008-09):

	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

	Participation, development, implementation and monitoring of HQTs under ESEA 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 

Type:  General IDEA 2004 requirements

	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

Type:  Training and technical assistance

	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

Type:  Stakeholder, Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Used to Reflect Upon Practice and compliance


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008 (2008-09)
[If applicable]
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
	0
	1
	1
	N/A
	2

	
	Subtotal
	21

	
	Weighted Total (subtotal X 1.87; round ≤.49 down and ≥ .50 up to whole number)
	39

	Indicator 20 Calculation

	
	A. APR Total
	43
	

	
	B. 618 Total
	39
	

	
	C. Grand Total
	82
	

	Percent of timely and accurate data =

(C divided by 86 times 100)
	(C) / (86) X 100 =
	95.34


Attachment 1 - Table 7, Report of Dispute Resolution under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
	TABLE 7
	
	

	OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
	
	
	

	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
	2008-09
	FORM EXPIRES:
	08/31/2009

	
	
	
	

	
	
	STATE:
	CA

	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION A:  WRITTEN, SIGNED COMPLAINTS
	

	
	(1) Total number of written, signed complaints filed
	838
	

	
	        (1.1) Complaints with reports issued
	679
	

	
	                   (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance
	679
	

	
	                   (b) Reports within timeline
	665
	

	
	                   (c) Reports within extended timelines
	14
	

	
	        (1.2) Complaints pending
	0
	

	
	                   (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing
	0
	

	
	        (1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	159
	

	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION B:  MEDIATION REQUESTS
	

	
	(2) Total number of mediation requests received
	2706
	

	
	        (2.1) Mediations held
	1585
	

	
	                (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints
	1406
	

	
	                       (i) Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	852
	

	
	                (b) Mediations held not related to due process complaints
	179
	

	
	                       (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
	100
	

	
	        (2.2) Mediations not held (including pending)
	1121
	

	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION C:  DUE PROCESS COMPLAINTS
	

	
	(3) Total number of due process complaints filed
	2709
	

	
	        (3.1) Resolution meetings
	530
	

	
	                (a) Written Settlement agreements
	140
	

	
	        (3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated
	104
	

	
	                (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited)
	12
	

	
	                (b) Decisions within extended timeline
	84
	

	
	        (3.3) Resolved without a hearing
	2332
	

	
	
	
	

	
	SECTION D:  EXPEDITED DUE PROCESS COMPLAINTS (RELATED TO DISCIPLINARY DECISION)
	

	
	(4)  Total number of expedited due process complaints filed
	42
	

	
	        (4.1) Resolution meetings
	3
	

	
	                (a) Writen settlement agreements
	0
	

	
	        (4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated
	3
	

	
	                (a) Change of placement ordered
	0
	


Attachment 2:  Acronyms

	Acronym
	Full Name

	§
	Section

	ACSE
	California Advisory Commission on Special Education

	APR
	Annual Performance Report

	AYP
	Adequate Yearly Progress

	BEST
	Building Effective Schools Together

	CAHSEE
	California High School Exit Examination

	CAPA
	California Alternate Performance Assessment

	CELDT
	California English Language Development Test

	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

	ELL
	English Language Learners 

	ESEA
	Elementary and Secondary Education Act

	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

	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

	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



