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CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOL EXIT EXAMINATION
CHRONOLOGY OF ACTIVITIES REGARDING ELIGIBLE STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
	Date
	Action

	June 25, 1999
	Effective date of new legislation enacting the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE), adding Education Code (EC) sections 60850–60856. (Statutes of 1999-2000, 1st Executive Session, Chapter 1, [Senate Bill 2, O’Connell])

Education Code (EC) Section 60850(a) required development of a high school exit examination in English-language arts and mathematics in accordance with statewide academically rigorous content standards adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE).

EC Section 60850(b) required the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), with the approval of the SBE, to establish a CAHSEE panel “to assist in the design and composition of the exit examination and to ensure that the examination is aligned with statewide academically rigorous content standards.”

EC Section 60855 required independent evaluation of the CAHSEE. Subsection (b) states, in part, that such evaluations will separately consider test results for population subgroups including…individuals with exceptional needs.

	July 7 and 28, 1999

August 24-25, 1999

September 14-15, 1999

September 22, 1999

October 15, 1999

November 18, 1999

January 19, 2000

March 24, 2000

April 18, 2000
	CAHSEE Panel Meetings: Discussed legislation, timeline, test structure, legal issues, and critical tasks. Reviewed other state exit examinations, English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics content standards, and California high school subject matter examinations. Received public input on standards proposed for assessment and in development of guiding principles for the examination. Received presentations: Texas exit examination; accommodations for English-language learners; accommodations for students with disabilities; and Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing to the development, administration, and reporting of the CAHSEE. From the American Institutes for Research (AIR), received status report on test development, and from Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO), received status report on the independent evaluation.

	January 24-25, 2000

February 23, 2000

March 16-17, 2000
	Technical Advisory Committee to the CAHSEE Panel: Reviewed specifications for test content recommended for ELA and mathematics, including principles of test construction. Reviewed spring 2000 CAHSEE, field-test items for alignment with standards and appropriateness.

	September 6-7, 2000

	SBE Meeting: The California Department of Education (CDE) presented the SBE with recommendations for accommodation policies for students with disabilities and English learners for the CAHSEE. The SBE requested the CDE to provide additional information on accommodation practices in other states with high stakes graduation exams at the October SBE meeting. (Item 21)

	October 10-11, 2000
	SBE Meeting: The CDE presented the SBE with information from other states, and recommended approval of accommodation policies for students with disabilities. The SBE directed the CDE to develop draft regulations incorporating the recommended accommodation policies. (Item 18)

	March 8, 2001
	SBE Meeting: The SBE approved regulations for implementing the CAHSEE, California Code of Regulations, Title 5 (5 CCR), and directed the CDE to develop protocols for use of accommodations on the CAHSEE. 

	May 8, 2001
	Chapman et al. v. California Department of Education, et al., No. C 01-1780 BZ. Plaintiffs alleged that the CAHSEE discriminates against students with disabilities because there was no alternate assessment, no procedure for requesting accommodations for the examination; no procedure for appealing denials of accommodation requests; and no instruction in the content tested by the exam. At plaintiffs’ request, a class was certified, but was limited to students who are eligible for an IEP or Section 504 plan and who are subject to the CAHSEE requirement.

	June 18-19, 2001

July 31, 2001

August 1, 2001
	Special Education Workgroup Meetings: Developed protocols regarding the use of accommodations in a testing environment, and on the process of deciding how each student should participate in the tests. Developed training session on implementing accommodations for CAHSEE.

	July 11-12, 2001
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided an update report on the work of the Special Education Workgroup. No action was taken. (Item 25)

	October 29-31, 2001
	Special Education Training of Trainers workshops in Burbank, San Jose, and Sacramento on providing accommodations for the 2002 administrations of the CAHSEE.

	November 7-8, 2001
	SBE Meeting: The SBE approved revisions to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR), relating to accommodations. (Item 29)

	December 4-6, 2001
	SBE Meeting: The SBE approved a CAHSEE waiver process involving accommodations that were determined by the SBE to fundamentally alter what the test measures. (Item 8)

	December 5, 2001
	Providing Accommodations for the 2002 Administrations: Training Manual posted on the CAHSEE Web site.

	December 11, 2001
	California High School Exit Examination: Waiver of Test Passage for Specific Special Education Students (policy approved by the SBE) posted on the CAHSEE Web site.

	December 12, 2001
	CAHSEE Waiver Policy Questions & Answers posted on the CAHSEE Web site.

	December 19, 2001
	Categories of Special Education Services and School Types Needed to Complete Request for Accommodations form for CAHSEE posted on the CAHSEE Web site.

	January 1, 2002
	Effective date of Assembly Bill (AB) 1609 (Chapter 716, Statutes of 2001, Calderon). AB 1609 amended EC Section 60851 and added sections 60857 and 60859. AB 1609 required the SSPI to contract for an independent study to determine the state’s readiness to require the Class of 2004 to pass the CAHSEE as a condition of receiving a diploma of graduation from high school. This bill also authorized the SBE to delay the date for requiring students to pass the CAHSEE as a condition of receiving a diploma based on the extent to which the SBE determined that the test development process or the implementation of standards-based instruction met the required standards for a test of this nature. 

	February 21, 2002
	The district court, in Chapman et al. v. California Department of Education, et al., issued an order on plaintiffs’ motion for preliminary injunction. The court ordered that the CAHSEE go forward as scheduled; that children be given any accommodation or modification provided for in their IEP or Section 504 plans; that defendants may grant waivers, but may not deny them, pending further order of the court, that students be given an alternate assessment if provided for in their IEPs or Section 504 plans; that defendants develop an alternate assessment to the CAHSEE; and that a court-drafted notice explaining these conditions be sent to the parents and guardians of every grade ten student with an IEP or Section 504 plan.

	February 26, 2002
	In response to the order by the district court judge in Chapman et al. v. California Department of Education, et al., the CDE informed districts of the contents of the Order and provided a copy of the Notice to be sent to parents and guardians of grade ten students with an IEP or Section 504 plan.

	April 22, 2002
	Notice to All Parents and Guardians of Children with an IEP or a Section 504 Plan sent to districts for May administration and posted to CAHSEE Web site.

	June 26-27, 2002
	SBE Meeting: The SBE approved revisions to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR). (Item 12)

	July 16, 2002
	Chapman et al. v. Superintendent of Public Instruction, et al., filed in Alameda County Superior Court, Case No. 2002-049636. The named parties were the same as those named in the federal court action, and, as in the federal action, plaintiffs sought to have the state action designated as a class action lawsuit. The causes of action set forth in the state complaint were essentially the same as the claims designated in the federal complaint, except that the state case contained two additional causes of action based on state law. Specifically, these were causes of action based on Civil Code sections 51 and 54. Defendants’ demurrer as to these two additional causes of action was granted on December 9, 2002. The case was subsequently stayed (until June 1, 2005).

	October 9-10, 2002
	SBE Meeting: The SBE approved revisions to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR). (Item 14)

	November 13-14, 2002
	SBE Meeting: The SBE approved the accommodations/modifications matrix for all testing programs; including the CAHSEE. (Item 10)

	December 15, 2002
	In the case of Chapman et al. v. California Department of Education, et al., the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals reversed the district court’s preliminary injunction with respect to restricting the SBE to granting waivers but not denying them; required state defendants to develop an alternate assessment; and required state defendants to provide an alternate assessment to the CAHSEE to any student whose IEP provided for an alternate assessment for the CAHSEE, standardized testing, or for classroom testing.

	January 1, 2003
	Effective date of SB 1476 (Chapter 808, Statutes of 2002, O’Connell), which amended EC sections 60850-60851. SB 1476 authorized waivers of the requirement to successfully pass one or both subject matter parts of the CAHSEE for a pupil with a disability if specified conditions were met. (A pupil with a disability who had taken the CAHSEE with modifications, as defined for that purpose, that altered what the test measures, and had received the equivalent of a passing score on one or both subject matter parts of the high school exit examination, was eligible for a waiver under these provisions.)

	May 7-8, 2003
	SBE Meeting: The independent contractor, HumRRO, presented its findings from the CAHSEE study required by AB 1609, regarding the state’s readiness to require the Class of 2004 to pass the CAHSEE as a condition of receiving a high school diploma. No action was taken. (Item 4) 

	July 9, 2003
	SBE Meeting: Based on the HumRRO analysis in the AB 1609 study, the SBE acted to delay consequences of the CAHSEE to the Class of 2006, finding that standards-based instruction had not been implemented sufficiently for an examination such as the CAHSEE. (Item 4)

	September 10-11, 2003
	SBE Meeting: The SBE released proposed amendments to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR) for a 15-day comment period, and, if no substantive changes were needed as a result of public input, approved the amended regulations. (Item 11)

	January 1, 2004
	Effective date of SB 964 (Burton, Chapter 803, Statutes of 2003), which added EC sections 60852.5 and 60852.6. SB 964 required an independent consultant assess options and develop recommendations for alternatives to the CAHSEE for students with disabilities (hereinafter referred to as the “SB 964 Study”). The SB 964 Study required the independent consultant to: (1) recommend options for graduation requirements and assessments for pupils with disabilities; (2) identify those provisions of state and federal law and regulations relevant to graduation requirements for students with disabilities; and (3) recommend steps to be taken to bring California into full compliance with the state and federal law and regulations.

	January 7-8, 2004
	SBE Meeting: The CDE requested the SBE approve release of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for an independent consultant to assess options for alternatives to the CAHSEE for students with disabilities, and to make recommendations about graduation requirements and assessments (the SB 964 Study). The SBE approved release of the RFP with incorporation of changes recommended by SBE members and staff. (Item 4)

	May 12-14, 2004
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE with a CAHSEE Update, which included an update report on the SB 964 Study. No action was taken. (Item 8)

	August 9, 2004

October 12, 2004

January 7, 2005

February 1, 2005

March 24, 2005
	SB 964 Advisory Panel Meetings (conducted by WestEd, the contractor for the SB 964 Study): Members were provided an overview and background on the purpose of the study; reviewed national and state trends related to high school exit examinations; and considered the benefits and challenges of alternative assessment options, accessing high standards by students with disabilities, and implications of graduation requirement and diploma options for different stakeholder groups. 

	September 8-9, 2004
	SBE Meeting: The SBE released proposed amendments to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR) for a 15-day comment period, and, if no substantive changes were needed as a result of public input, approved the amended regulations. (Item 11)

	November 9-10, 2004
	SBE Meeting: The CAHSEE independent evaluator, HumRRO, presented its Year 5 Evaluation Report, which included a general finding that the performance of special education students on the CAHSEE remained low, and a recommendation for continued exploration of options for students with disabilities. No action was taken. (Item 6)

	March 9-10, 2005
	SBE Meeting – The CDE provided the SBE with an update on the status of the SB 964 Study. No action was taken. (Item 11)

	May 11-12, 2005
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE with a CAHSEE Update, which included a report on the status of the SB 964 Study. The results of the study indicated that, while several alternative assessment formats held great promise as viable alternatives to the CAHSEE, none had sufficient technical or feasibility standards for full-scale implementation as an alternative to the CAHSEE. A recommendation was made that the CDE should develop and implement a focused research agenda on the technical adequacy and feasibility of promising alternative assessment approaches for students with disabilities. (Item 39)

	December 15, 2005
	A public meeting was held at the request of the SSPI to receive input on potential alternate ways for all students to demonstrate mastery of the content assessed on the CAHSEE consistent with EC Section 60856, which directed a study of the “…appropriateness of other criteria by which high school pupils who are regarded as highly proficient but unable to pass the high school exit examination may demonstrate their competency and receive a high school diploma.”

	January 6, 2006
	Press briefing held and letter released regarding alternatives to the CAHSEE and options for students who did not satisfy the CAHSEE requirement by the end of grade twelve.

	January 20, 2006
	CDE news release announced the introduction of legislation (SB 517), which proposed a one-year delay of the CAHSEE requirement for eligible special education students in the Class of 2006.

	January 30, 2006
	Enactment and effective date of SB 517 (Chapter 3, Statutes of 2006, Romero), which amended EC Section 60851 and added Section 60852.3. SB 517 delayed the CAHSEE requirement for eligible special education students in the Class of 2006 by one year. Specifically, SB 517 required the granting of a high school diploma to eligible students with disabilities who were scheduled to graduate from high school in 2006, but had not passed the CAHSEE or received a CAHSEE waiver. Local denial of a diploma under these provisions required documentation and reporting to the SBE, which could result in a decision by the SBE to overturn the local denial. SB 517 required reporting of the number of diplomas granted or denied under these provisions to be reported to the SSPI. SB 517 provided for the repeal of these provisions on December 31, 2006. SB 517 also required reporting to the SSPI on the number of CAHSEE waivers reviewed, granted, and denied.

	February 8, 2006
	Lawsuit filed with San Francisco County Superior Court by Morrison & Foerster (Valenzuela et al. v. O’Connell, et al.). 

	March 8-9, 2006
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided a summary of the work that had been done over the years to consider alternatives to the CAHSEE for students with disabilities, and reported the SSPI’s conclusion that no practical alternatives to the CAHSEE yet existed that would also ensure that all students awarded a high school diploma had mastered the subject tested by the CAHSEE. The SBE concurred, determining that there were no other criteria that were appropriate and that did not undermine the Legislature’s intent that all high school graduates demonstrate satisfactory academic proficiency, pursuant to EC Section 60856. Therefore, the SBE did NOT recommend that the Legislature enact alternatives to the CAHSEE for high school students regarded as highly proficient but unable to pass the high school exit examination. (Item 3)

	May 12, 2006
	The Alameda County Superior Court issued a ruling in the case of Valenzuela, et al. v. O’Connell, et al., regarding the CAHSEE. The Court issued a preliminary injunction ordering districts to offer diplomas to students in the class of 2006 who had met all state and local graduation requirements, except for passing the CAHSEE.

	May 24, 2006
	The California Supreme Court granted a request by the CDE to stay a lower court order. That ruling, handed down May 12, 2006, by an Alameda County Superior Court judge, had blocked the requirement that public school students pass a high school exit exam in order to graduate. In O'Connell v. Superior Court (Valenzuela) (S143543), the state's high court also acted on the CDE's request for a writ of mandate, by issuing an "order to show cause" and sending the case to the state Court of Appeal, First Appellate District (San Francisco), for further action.

	September 29, 2006
	Enactment and effective date of SB 267 (Chapter 629, Statutes of 2006, Romero), which added EC Section 60852.4. SB 267 extended the date by which LEAs were required to comply with requirements for granting or denying a high school diploma to pupils with disabilities who were scheduled to graduate from high school in 2007 because they had not passed the CAHSEE, were eligible for a waiver, had not received a waiver, or met other specified criteria.

	November 8-9, 2006
	SBE Meeting: The CDE recommended that the SBE affirm decisions by LEAs to deny high school diplomas to certain students who did not meet the exemption criteria specified in EC Section 60852.4 (waiver reporting requirements added by SB 267). Approved on consent. (Item 9)

	January 10-11, 2007
	SBE Meeting: The CDE recommended that the SBE affirm decisions by LEAs to deny high school diplomas to certain students who did not meet the exemption criteria specified in EC Section 60852.4 (waiver reporting requirements added by SB 267). Approved on consent. (Item 13)

	February 14-15, 2007
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE with information about implementation of SB 267, and presented alternative approaches for students with IEPs or Section 504 plans to demonstrate mastery of California’s academic content standards. No action was taken. (Item 5)

	March 7-8, 2007
	SBE Meeting: The CDE presented the SBE with a more detailed review of the options that were discussed at the February 14, 2007, SBE meeting. This summary included a description, the benefits and challenges, and an estimate of the costs associated with each of the considered options. The CDE presented additional data analysis in regards to the CAHSEE for students with disabilities using accommodations and modifications and on the use and frequency of exemptions and waivers of the CAHSEE requirement by school districts. No action was taken. (Item 3)

	May 9-10, 2007
	SBE Meeting: The CDE presented the SBE with a recommended course of action regarding students with disabilities who had met all other state and local graduation requirements, but were unable to satisfy the CAHSEE requirement. The SBE approved the CDE’s recommendation for changes to the local waiver process, and directed that the proposed legislative amendments be submitted to the Legislature. (Item 4) 
The SBE released proposed amendments to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR) for a 15-day comment period, and, if no substantive changes were needed as a result of public input, approved the amended regulations. (Item 5)

	July 24, 2007
	Proposed settlement reached in Valenzuela, et al. v. O’Connell, et al. This class action lawsuit was brought against the SSPI, the State of California, the CDE, and the SBE, in 2006. Petitioners/plaintiffs alleged that the State had failed to provide some or all of the members of the class with an equal and reasonable opportunity to pass the CAHSEE. Accordingly, petitioners/plaintiffs contended that denying a diploma to students who had not passed one or both sections of the CAHSEE would violate their constitutional rights to due process and equal protection. Respondents/defendants denied all of the allegations made by petitioners/plaintiffs.

	July 26, 2007
	SSPI letter: The settlement proposal required passage by the Legislature and approval by the Governor of AB 347, authored by Assembly Member Pedro Nava. AB 347 ensured that students who failed to pass the CAHSEE and graduate, could receive up to an additional two years of academic assistance from their school districts. 

	September 18-19, 2007
	SBE Meeting: The CDE recommended that the SBE affirm decisions by LEAs to deny high school diplomas to certain students who did not meet the exemption criteria specified in EC Section 60852.4 (waiver reporting requirements added by SB 267). Approved on consent. (Item 24)

The CDE provided the SBE with a CAHSEE Update, which included a report on a tentative settlement in Valenzuela, et al. v. O’Connell et al. The settlement proposal required passage by the Legislature and approval by the Governor of AB 347, which ensured that students who had not passed the CAHSEE and graduated, could receive up to an additional two years of academic assistance from their school districts. No action was taken. (Item 4)

	October 12, 2007
	Enactment and effective date of AB 347 (Chapter 526, Statutes of 2007, Nava), which amended EC sections 1240, 35186, 37254, 52378, and 52380. AB 347 enacted statutory changes that embodied and implemented the settlement agreement of the parties to Valenzuela, et al. v. O’Connell, et al. Specifically, AB 347 established new oversight and monitoring responsibilities for county superintendents, and required that students be provided with intensive instruction and services for up to two additional years after completion of grade twelve (impacting students in the Classes of 2006 and 2007) who had not yet passed the CAHSEE under the Intensive Service and Instruction and the Middle and High School Counseling Programs. 

	January 9-11, 2008
	SBE Meeting: The CDE recommended that the SBE affirm decisions by LEAs to deny high school diplomas to certain students who did not meet the exemption criteria specified in EC Section 60852.4 (waiver reporting requirements added by SB 267). Approved on consent. (Item 27) 
HumRRO presented its CAHSEE Special Populations Study, which examined what schools were doing to help their English learners and students with disabilities pass the CAHSEE, both from the standpoint of preparation and remediation provided. The report did not focus on initial CAHSEE passing rates so much as it did on total CAHSEE passing rates; that is, what schools were doing to help students pass the CAHSEE in time for them to graduate without delays. No action was taken. (Item 40).

	February 28, 2008
	SSPI letter: Beginning with the March 2008 administration of the CAHSEE, any proposed test variation, including but not limited to accommodation or modification not listed in (5 CCR) sections 1215, 1215.5, or 1216, must be approved 30 days in advance of the test by the CDE. This was a change from the former regulation which allowed but did not require approval of such test variations. A “test variation” was defined in 5 CCR as a change in the manner in which a test is presented or administered, or in how a test taker is allowed to respond, and includes, but is not limited to, accommodations and modifications as defined in EC Section 60850.

	March 12-14, 2008
	SBE Meeting: The CDE recommended that the SBE affirm decisions by LEAs to deny high school diplomas to certain students who did not meet the exemption criteria specified in EC Section 60852.4 (waiver reporting requirements added by SB 267). Approved on consent. (Item 39)

	May 2, 2008
	A tentative settlement agreement was reached in Kidd (Chapman) v. California Department of Education, a lawsuit filed in 2002 challenging the CAHSEE for those students with an IEP and/or Section 504 plan. The settlement proposal required the CDE to contract with an external consultant to conduct a study on grade twelve students who had taken the CAHSEE with modifications and accommodations specified in their respective IEP or Section 504 plans, but who had not passed the CAHSEE, and who had satisfied or would have satisfied all other requirements for graduation from high school.

	July 9-10, 2008
	SBE Meeting: The CDE presented the CAHSEE Update, which included a report on the final settlement agreement in Kidd (Chapman) v. California Department of Education, a lawsuit filed in 2002 challenging the CAHSEE for those students with an IEP and/or Section 504 plan. No action was taken. (Item 19).

	July 28, 2008
	AB 2 of the 2009–10 Fourth Extraordinary Session (ABX4 2, Evans) (Chapter 2, Statutes of 2009) enacted EC Section 60852.3, which, beginning in 2009–10, exempted an eligible student from meeting the CAHSEE requirement as a condition for graduation. An eligible student as defined in the law is a student with a disability with an IEP or Section 504 plan that indicates that the student has satisfied or will satisfy all other state and local requirements to receive a high school diploma on or after July 1, 2009. Students with disabilities were required to take the CAHSEE in grade ten for purposes of fulfilling the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. This exemption exists until the SBE either implements an alternative means for students with disabilities to demonstrate achievement in the standards measured by the CAHSEE or determines that an alternative means assessment to the CAHSEE is not feasible.

	November 5-6, 2008
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE with a CAHSEE update, which included information on the Kidd (Chapman) v. California Department of Education settlement agreement. The CDE reported that it was required to contract with an external consultant to conduct a study on grade twelve students who: (1) had taken the CAHSEE with modifications and/or accommodations specified in their respective IEP or Section 504 plans; (2) had not passed the CAHSEE; and (3) who had satisfied or would have satisfied all other requirements for graduation from high school. The CDE issued an RFP on August 21, 2008; a verbal update on the status of the RFP was provided to SBE members. No action was taken. (Item 24)

	January 1, 2009
	Effective date of AB 2040 (Nunez, Chapter 666, Statutes of 2008), which added EC sections 60852.1 and 60852.2. AB 2040 required that the SSPI recommend, and the SBE select, members of a panel that would convene to make recommendations regarding alternative means for eligible pupils with disabilities demonstrating that they had achieved the same level of academic achievement in the content standards in English-language arts or mathematics, or both, required for passage of the CAHSEE.

	January 8, 2009
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE with a legislative update, which included information on the major deliverables and key dates for the AB 2040 Panel. No action was taken. (Item 22)

	March 12, 2009
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE an update on the AB 2040 Panel application process. No action was taken. (Item 21)

	May 7, 2009
	SBE Meeting: The SSPI recommended, and the SBE approved, 20 panelists from over 100 applications (for the AB 2040 Panel). The panel was made up of educators and others who had experience with students with disabilities or expertise with multiple forms of assessment. 
EC Section 60852.1 required that a majority of the panel be classroom teachers. (Item 17)

	June 25-26, 2009

August 13-14, 2009

September 9-11, 2009

October 29, 2009
	AB 2040 Panel meetings. Panelists reviewed research and data regarding students with disabilities, and the practices of other states that use alternative means to their exit examination. In addition, the panel reviewed findings and recommendations summarized by the CDE from the sum of its meetings.

	July 28, 2009
	Enactment and effective date of ABX4 2 (Chapter 2, Statutes of 2009, Evans), which amended various education statutes as part of the Budget Act of 2009-10, and added EC sections 60852.2 and 60852.3. EC Section 60852.2 defined, for purposes of the CAHSEE requirement, eligible pupils with a disability. Beginning with the 2009-10 school year, EC Section 60852.3 provided an exemption from meeting the CAHSEE requirement as a condition of receiving a diploma of graduation for eligible students with disabilities with an IEP or a Section 504 plan. The IEP or Section 504 plan must state that the student is scheduled to receive a high school diploma, and has satisfied or will satisfy all state and local requirements for high school graduation, on or after July 1, 2009. The exemption from passing the CAHSEE for purposes of receiving a diploma of graduation did not affect the requirement of taking the CAHSEE in grade ten. (With the exception of students who participate in the CAPA, all grade ten students participate in the CAHSEE to satisfy Adequate Yearly Progress requirements.) This exemption exists until the SBE makes a determination whether or not it is feasible to have an alternative to the CAHSEE for students with disabilities. If an alternative to the CAHSEE is determined feasible, regulations must be in place by October 1, 2010, and the alternative may be implemented as early as January 1, 2011.

	September 17, 2009
	SBE Meeting: As part of the CAHSEE update, the CDE provided the SBE with information regarding the activities of the AB 2040 Panel and the status of AIR’s Independent Evaluation Study of Certain Students Who Used Modifications and/or Accommodations on the CAHSEE. (This independent evaluation was performed in accordance with the Kidd (Chapman) v. California Department of Education settlement agreement.) (Item 22)

The SBE approved revisions to the CAHSEE regulations (5 CCR, sections 1200–1216) in response to changes in the Budget Acts of 2007 and 2008, needs that developed during the administration of the CAHSEE, and a need to clarify existing regulatory language. (Item 23)

	November 18-19, 2009
	SBE Meeting: The CDE provided the SBE with an overview of the activities of the AB 2040 Panel, and with a copy of the AB 2040 Panel’s findings and recommendations. The CDE indicated that staff would review the AB 2040 Panel’s recommendations and report its analysis to the SSPI and the SBE at a future SBE meeting. At that time, the SBE would determine whether it is feasible to create an alternative means for an eligible student to demonstrate the same level of academic achievement as that required by the CAHSEE for any portion of the test or any of the content standards covered on the CAHSEE. If an affirmative determination is made, the SBE may direct the 
CDE to begin drafting regulations to meet the October 1, 2010, legislative deadline for adopting regulations. No action was taken. (Item 22)

	February 1, 2010
	SBE Information Memorandum: The CDE provided an update on AIR’s independent evaluation performed in accordance with the Kidd (Chapman) v. California Department of Education settlement agreement. (Item 3)

	March 10-11, 2010
	SBE Meeting: HumRRO presented the CAHSEE Independent Evaluation 2010 Biennial Report, which included results of the study of instruction relative to the content standards assessed by the CAHSEE. This study found that students with disabilities continue to have greater difficulties meeting the CAHSEE requirement than their classmates, and recommended that all possible efforts be made to provide students with disabilities with access to the general curriculum so that they could obtain the skills necessary to pass the CAHSEE.
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