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	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
	Special Education: Alignment of the California State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report to multiple current state initiatives including the Local Control Funding Formula, Local Control and Accountability Plans, recommendations of the Special Education Task Force, and the State Superintendent’s Blueprint 2.0


Summary of Key Issues

The enactment of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) law introduced significant changes to California’s accountability landscape. With the focus on aligning local resources with student needs to support continuous improvement, California has embarked on a transition to a new accountability system that is dependent on successful state and local partnerships. 

Updates to the State Board of Education (SBE) on the progress towards developing a new accountability system began in November 2014 with a draft framework and an implementation plan on the new accountability system presented at the November 2015 meeting. (Refer to the SBE Web site located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/nov15item11.doc). The draft framework and implementation plan recommend action items to further align required state and federal reports and plans with the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and in particular, the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) development, implementation, and evaluation. 
Additionally, California’s Statewide Task Force on Special Education recommended in March 2015 that the state develop a statewide system of support designed to align services with the tenets of LCFF in order to support one coherent system of education serving all students. (Refer to the Special Education Task Force Web site located at 
http://www.smcoe.org/about-smcoe/statewide-special-education-task-force/). Finally, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (SSPI’s) Blueprint 2.0 recommends alignment of services to provide a coherent educational system for all students, and further demonstrates the effort to align academic and fiscal resources at all levels of the educational system. 
As required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004, Part B, the Special Education Division (SED) of the California Department of Education (CDE), has developed the State Performance Plan (SPP), which is a six-year plan covering federal fiscal year (FFY) 2013–14 through 2018–19. California is required to have in place an SPP to guide the state's implementation of IDEA Part B and to describe how the state will meet implementation targets. The SPP contains indicators 1 through 17, as defined by the federal Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). These data indicators consist of 5 compliance indicators, 11 performance indicators, and 1 indicator that includes both compliance and performance components. Combined, these indicators document California’s overall progress as measured by state data. Each year, since 2005, the SPP has been updated, as approved by the SBE, to reflect changes in federal requirements. The SPP remains current through FFY 2014, program year 2014–15. 

The SED prepares the Annual Performance Report (APR), which documents and analyzes the state’s progress in meeting the target and benchmarks identified in the SPP. The APR is presented to the SBE annually for review and approval as the CDE’s annual report to the OSEP. Usually, the SED provides the APR to the SBE for review at its November SBE meeting; however, due to implementation of the Smarter Balanced Assessment System, data needed to calculate Indicator 3, Statewide Assessment, was unavailable. The OSEP has recently notified states that due to the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act, states will be provided a two-year break in reporting Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) data. Consequently, this year’s SPP and APR did not include AYP data, including statewide assessment information. The APR was presented and approved at the SBE meeting in January 2016.
A description of all 17 indicators that are captured in the SPP and the APR is presented in Attachment 1. Preliminary analysis of these indicators compared with the LCFF state priorities, which are included in the LCAPs, demonstrates an alignment to at least four of the priorities, as shown in the table below. 
	LCFF/LCAP Priority
	APR Indicator(s)

	Student Achievement
	Indicator   3 – Statewide Assessment

Indicator 17 – SSIP

	Student Engagement
	Indicator   1 – Graduation 

Indicator   2 – Dropout

	School Climate
	Indicator   4 – Discipline

	Parental Involvement
	Indicator   8 – Parent Involvement


The SED supports local educational agencies (LEAs) in using the indicator data to address the LCFF/LCAP priorities by calculating and reporting indicator results for each LEA. The results for all indicators for each LEA are posted on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp.
Most of these data indicators are reported as measures of past performance. The only indicator that is tied to future work is Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). Indicator 17 describes plans for improvement activities, and it will be presented to the SBE at its March 2016 meeting for submission to the OSEP on April 1, 2016. The SSIP covers multiple years and is focused on improving academic achievement outcomes of students with disabilities who are also English Learners, foster youth, and/or students who are eligible for free and reduced price meals. Students with disabilities are disproportionately represented in the student subgroups targeted by the LCFF, as depicted in the chart below.
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While students with disabilities comprise 10.9 percent of the entire student population, they comprise a significantly larger percentage of students in the LCFF targeted student subgroups. In fact, 15 percent of students eligible for free and reduced price meals, 21 percent of English Learners, and 25 percent of foster youth are students with disabilities. Furthermore, 70 percent of all students with disabilities are in one or more of the three LCFF-targeted subgroups. (See the chart at left.) Focusing the SSIP on these student groups will therefore have a significant impact on the performance of students with disabilities overall. This focus also enables LEAs to better align their SSIP activities to their LCAPs, as the same student subgroups are targeted in both LCAP and SSIP activities. 
The SSIP (Indicator 17) creates additional opportunities for alignment between the APR and the LCFF/LCAP, Blueprint 2.0, and the Special Education Task Force recommendations. In addition to the alignment of the APR indicators with the LCFF/LCAP priorities, the SSIP offers support to LEAs through the use of what the OSEP terms “coherent improvement strategies.” These strategies were chosen for their potential in improving the academic outcomes for the LCAP subgroups, and all students. These strategies are student engagement (improved attendance), student discipline (reducing suspensions/expulsions), and access to, and instruction in, California’s Standards (e.g., Common Core, Next Generation Science Standards, Career Technical Education Standards, and English Language Development). The SED, as part of the SSIP, is updating previously identified evidence-based practices (EBPs) to improve outcomes under each of the identified coherent improvement strategies. The EBPs will be provided through a Tiered Technical Assistance and Intervention System based on a multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) framework. 
The Phase I SSIP contained broad strategies with detailed improvement activities related to data analysis, identification of areas for improvement, and infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity based on the Theory of Action. Phase I was presented and approved at the March 2015 SBE meeting. The Phase II SSIP proposal will contain specific plans for meeting the OSEP requirements and will strengthen the alignment and supports for LEAs through the LCFF/LCAP process.
Additionally, the SED has reviewed the recommendations from the Special Education Task Force Report and has prioritized recommendations that are within the work of the SED. The SED is currently engaged in activities to address recommendations from the Task Force. It should be noted that a number of the Task Force recommendations are within the responsibility of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing and other divisions within the CDE. 

Lastly, the APR SSIP directly supports the CDE initiatives contained in Strategic Priority 3 – Student Success, of the Blueprint 2.0: 

3.1 – Set the foundation for one coherent system of education in which students receive the supports they need to be successful in the most inclusive environment.

3.9 – Support the implementation of the SSIP developed by the CDE, SED, consistent with the Statewide Task Force on Special Education’s recommendations for one coherent system of education.
The SED continues to work on Task Force priorities as well as alignment of the SSIP with the eight priority areas of the LCAP and Blueprint 2.0 through its cross divisional work with the CDE staff from the English Learner Division, Title I and Title III programs, and the Local Agency Systems Support Office (LASSO). The SED also continues to meet with stakeholders and agency partners such as the Department of Developmental Services and the Department of Rehabilitation on these and other priorities. 

Attachment(s)
Attachment 1: Part B State Performance Plan Indicators (2 pages)
PART B STATE PERFORMANCE PLAN INDICATORS
1. Percent of youth with individual education programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular diploma.
2. Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of school.

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

4. Rates of suspension and expulsion for children with IEPs greater than 10 days.

5. Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 80 percent or more of the day; inside the regular class less than 40 percent of the day; and in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

6. Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education/related services in that program; and attending a separate special education class, separate school, or residential facility.

7. Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved positive social-emotional skills, acquisition and use of knowledge and skills, and use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
8. Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that school facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
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.

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

11.  Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation.

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 birthday.

13.  Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measureable postsecondary goals that are annually updated 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 service needs. There must also 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.

14.  Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were enrolled in higher education or some other postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

15.  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

16.  Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.

17.  State Systemic Improvement Plan. 
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