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Overview of the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report Development

The State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report are prepared using instructions forwarded to the California Department of Education (CDE), Special Education Division (SED) by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). For 2006-07, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 2005-06 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 2007)
•
General Instructions for the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)

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

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

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

In January 2007, based on the advice of stakeholders, SED managers undertook an overhaul of the improvement activities. Many of the improvement plans were seen as repetitive and redundant. Many were also seen as only marginally associated with true progress toward the targets and benchmarks. As a result, this document includes a section on improvement activities that address a variety of indicators. It includes descriptive material about the activities and a matrix of indicators affected by the major activity. This allows for including more pertinent improvement activities in each indicator section.

During 2006-07 CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
Beginning in January 2007, the CDE, SED implemented a united stakeholder group, named Improving Special Education Services (ISES). This group was established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency. Members include parents, teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) Directors, agencies, CDE special contracted staff for improvement activities, CDE staff across various divisions, and outside experts as needed. Three meetings have been held to discuss SPP and APR calculations and improvement activities – January 2007, May 2007, and December 2007. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2007 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 local educational agencies (LEA)/districts during the fall of 2006 and the spring of 2007. 

•
The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2007 for comments.

•
SPP requirements and APR data related to Preschool Assessment, Preschool Least Restrictive Environment, and Transition from Part B to Part C were reviewed twice (spring 2006 and fall 2006) with a special stakeholder group of program administrators, staff, and parents. 

•
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 2007 for comments

•
The SPP and APR were presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) as information items in October and November 2007. SED staff met several times during the year with SBE staff and members to coordinate planning efforts and ensure a more timely submission of information. The SPP and APR were approved at its January 2008 meeting.

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

•
LEA level postings for 2005-06 may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/sppaprrpts.asp. Posting for 2006-07 values will be made in May 2007.

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


Indicator 7:  Preschool Assessment

Percent of preschool children with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) who demonstrate improved:

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

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

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

	Measurement:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:

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

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

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

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

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

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


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

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

In anticipation of the data requirements for 2005-06 in regard to child outcomes, the Special Education Division (SED) funded 11 districts and county offices of education to pilot the birth-to-five instrument (DRDP access) and to provide two data points for three, four, and five year-old children with disabilities. These districts represented urban, suburban, and rural settings and include large, small, and moderately sized programs. They were funded in the spring of 2005, prior to elaboration of SPP requirements. 

In July 2005, the CDE convened a meeting (Preschool Stakeholders Committee [PSC]) of representatives from early childhood programs, early childhood training and technical assistance contractors, representatives from the Department of Developmental Services (DDS) (lead agency for Part C) and staff of the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) center to review the requirements and provide input to the SPP. In October 2005, the CDE convened the same group to update input on the updated requirements.

The 2005-06 data reporting on child outcomes was derived from a sampling plan (see Appendix 1 – Sampling Plan) from our pilot studies using the DRDP-R and DRDP access described below. In 2006-07 the CDE implemented the DRDP as a statewide assessment program for all typically developing three, four and five year-old preschoolers who are served by the CDE. This requires the CDE and LEAs to include all three, four and five year-olds with disabilities in the statewide assessment program for DR. Children are assessed two times per year using the DRDP - once in the fall and once in the spring. As a result, we will be assessing all three, four, and five-year-old preschoolers with disabilities two times per year, once in the fall and once in the spring to comply with the SPP and statewide assessment requirements. 

In 2006-07, Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) reported data to the California Department of Education, Special Education Division (CDE, SED) using either a web-based data entry system or a bulk upload to the server at CDE, SED. For more information about the data systems, training activities and products see http://www.draccess.org/.
Technical Information related to the instruments and processes used to collect and evaluate information may be found in the following appendices (attached):

Progress Data for FFY 2006 (2006-2007):

During the 2005–2006 school year, data were collected on 833 preschool age children with disabilities as part of the statewide sampling described in the State Performance Plan (SPP) (see Appendix 1). All children in the sample were assessed using the DRDP access, an authentic observational instrument appropriate for children with a developmental age between birth–5 years. The DRDP access was administered by the child’s primary special education service provider. The DRDP access is a valid and reliable tool. A detailed account of the reliability and validity of the DRDP access is reported in Appendix 2. The definition of “typically developing” and the five developmental categories are described in Appendix 3.

In the spring of 2007, data were collected on all preschool-age children with an IEP in the state of California. Of the 833 children included in the 2005–2006 sample (see Appendix 5 – Entry Data), 344 exited preschool during the 2006–2007 school year. Of these 344 children, 174 had a six-month difference between entry and exit data collection periods. Children were coded as an exiter if they turned 5-years-old by 12/01/2006 or turned 4-years-old by 12/01/2006 and did not reappear in the population assessment in spring 2007. Also, these children must have received early childhood special education services for at least six months. Table 7a describes the demographics of the 174 children included in the current progress data report. 

Table 7a

Demographic information for the 174 children included in the progress data report.

	Descriptive Statistics on Exiters

	
	N
	Percent

	Age

	
	5 year-olds
	126
	72%

	
	4 year-olds
	48
	28%

	Gender

	
	Male
	130
	75%

	
	Female
	44
	25%

	Home Language

	
	English
	123
	71%

	
	Spanish
	36
	21%

	
	Other/Multiple/Missing
	15
	9%

	Ethnicity

	
	Hispanic/Latino
	75
	43%

	
	Caucasian/White
	58
	33%

	
	Asian
	15
	9%

	
	Other/Missing
	14
	8%

	
	Multiple
	12
	7%

	Primary Disability

	
	Speech or Language Impairment
	72
	41%

	
	Autism
	34
	20%

	
	Other
	31
	18%

	
	Mental Retardation
	13
	7%

	
	Orthopedic Impairment
	13
	7%

	
	Other Health Impairment
	11
	6%


The following tables (7b-7d) show progress data for children who exited in the 2006-07 reporting period who had both entry and exit data and who received early childhood special education services for at least six months.

Table 7b

Progress data for OSEP Outcome A

	A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	No. of children
	% of children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning
	24
	14%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	37
	21%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach
	24
	14%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	11
	6%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	78
	45%

	Total
	N=174
	100%


Table 7c

Progress data for OSEP Outcome B

	B. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	No. of children
	% of children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning
	14
	8%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	34
	20%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach
	32
	18%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	12
	7%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	82
	47%

	Total
	N=174
	100%


Table 7d

Progress data for OSEP Outcome C

	C. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	No. of children
	% of children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning
	29
	17%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	30
	17%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach
	21
	12%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	7
	4%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	87
	50%

	Total
	N=174
	100%


Discussion of Progress Data:

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

For the FFY 2007 APR (due February 2009), it is expected that the CDE will report progress data on at least 1362 children with both entry and exit data and who have received early childhood special education services for at least six months. This number may increase depending on the number of children that exit preschool services before they age out. 

Measurable and Rigorous Targets:

Targets are to be set in 2010 per OSEP instructions for the 2006-07 SPP and APR.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

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

	2006

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

	2007

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

	2008

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

	2009

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

	2010

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


Description of Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources

Listed below are the improvement activities for this indicator.  As this is not the first draft of the State Performance Plan for this indicator, improvement activities have been grouped by their implementation status:  completed, continuing and added for 2007-08 and beyond.

Appendix 6 contains a description of the improvement activities added for 2007-08 and beyond.

	COMPLETED

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

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

Type: Technical Assistance and Research

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

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training

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

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


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide ongoing technical assistance and support 
	September 2006 - ongoing
	C Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training DE staff and contractors

	Collect entry and exit data on 3,4, and 5 year old preschoolers
	Fall 2007 and Spring 2008
	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 


	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Conduct peer comparison studies to add information about how children with disabilities compare to their typically developing age peers
	2007 - 2010
	CDE staff and contractors

	Improve web based data collection system 
	2007-2010
	CDE staff and contractors

	Continue to provide web based technical assistance and support
	2007 - 2010
	CDE staff and contractors

	Develop benchmarks and targets 
	Summer and Fall 2008
	CDE staff and contractors

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical Assistance and Training


Attachments:

Appendix 1 – Sampling Plan

Appendix 2 – DRDP access Reliability and Validity

Appendix 3 – Definition of “Typically Developing” and Developmental Trajectories

Appendix 4 – Relationship of Desired Results Indicators and Measures to the OSEP Outcome Areas

Appendix 5 – Entry Data for FFY 2005 (2005-06)

Appendix 6 – Improvement Activity Discussion
Appendix 1 - Sampling Plan

General Considerations

California is using a sampling plan for the first three years of the SPP period (2004-05, 2005-06 and 2006-07). Beginning in FFY 2007 (2007-08), all 3, 4 and 5 year old preschoolers will be assessed.  

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

Representative of Population:

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

Methods to Collect Data:

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

Similarity and Differences of the Sample to the Population:

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

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

	Age

	
	Age 3 
	311
	37.3
	15,796
	36

	
	Age 4
	444
	53.3
	23,308
	53.1

	
	Age 5 
	78
	9.4
	4,790
	10.9

	LEA

	
	Kern COE
	72
	8.7
	276
	0.6

	
	LACOE/Southwest SELPA
	66
	7.9
	1,235
	2.8

	
	Los Angeles USD
	146
	17.6
	5,680
	12.9

	
	San Diego City USD
	58
	7
	995
	2.3

	
	Riverside COE
	83
	10
	264
	0.6

	
	Santa Barbara COE
	25
	3
	627
	1.4

	
	Santa Clara COE
	85
	10.2
	228
	0.5

	
	Sacramento COE
	23
	2.8
	69
	0.2

	
	Shasta COE
	66
	7.9
	193
	0.4

	
	Mendocino COE
	16
	1.9
	133
	0.3

	
	Madera COE
	17
	2
	167
	0.4

	
	Elk Grove USD
	24
	2.9
	324
	0.7

	
	Sacramento City USD
	25
	3
	299
	0.7

	
	Fresno USD
	25
	3
	383
	0.9

	
	Capistrano USD
	25
	3
	394
	0.9

	
	Santa Ana USD
	25
	3
	484
	1.1

	
	San Bernardino USD
	25
	3
	299
	0.7

	
	Long Beach USD
	25
	3
	383
	0.9

	Gender

	
	Male
	553
	66.6
	31,022
	70.7

	
	Female
	277
	33.4
	12,872
	29.3

	Home Language

	
	English
	515
	62.4
	29,123
	66.3

	
	Spanish
	214
	25.9
	12,502
	28.5

	
	Other
	16
	1.9
	256
	0.6

	
	Multiple Home languages
	80
	9.7
	
	

	Ethnicity

	
	African American/Black
	64
	7.7
	2,838
	6.5

	
	Asian
	67
	8.1
	3,064
	7

	
	Caucasian/White
	267
	32.3
	16,390
	37.3

	
	Hispanic/Latino
	377
	45.6
	20,206
	46

	
	Native American/Alaskan Native
	3
	0.4
	298
	0.7

	
	Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
	8
	0.9
	180
	0.4

	
	Other
	6
	0.7
	
	

	
	Multiracial/Multiple Boxes Marked
	35
	4.2
	
	

	Primary Disability

	
	Mental Retardation
	115
	13.9
	2,659
	6.1

	
	Hard of Hearing
	10
	1.2
	503
	1.1

	
	Deafness
	21
	2.5
	366
	0.8

	
	Visual Impairment
	11
	1.3
	379
	0.9

	
	Traumatic brain Injury
	2
	0.2
	57
	0.1

	
	Speech or Language Impairment
	278
	33.5
	28,295
	64.5

	
	Orthopedic Impairment
	59
	7.1
	1,390
	3.2

	
	Other Health Impairment
	40
	4.8
	1,424
	3.2

	
	Specific Learning Disability
	10
	1.2
	2,413
	5.5

	
	Autism
	176
	21.2
	5,786
	13.2

	
	Multiple Disabilities
	46
	5.5
	571
	1.3

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


Responses Necessary to draw Inferences:

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

	
	Paired-t Statistic 
	Cohen’s D

	OSEP Indicator 1
	26.2
	1.94

	OSEP Indicator 2
	29.4
	2.18

	OSEP Indicator 3
	26.5
	1.96


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

Addressing Challenges: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Further Considerations

Exit and Entry:

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

	
	Exit at 3
	Exit at 4
	Exit at 5

	Entry at 3
	X
	X
	X

	Entry at 4
	
	X
	X

	Entry at 5
	
	
	X


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

Reliable Data:

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

Level of Reporting:

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

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

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

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

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

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

On Going Technical Assistance:

To ensure consistent messages and capacity building CDE will provide:

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

· A series of regional trainings will be provided in the fall 2006 and fall 2007 by the Desired Results access Project (DR access) in collaboration with the Supporting Early Education Delivery System (SEEDS) and representatives from the network of projects funded to pilot the birth-to-five DRDP instrument.

· Ongoing support will be coordinated by DR access through the SEEDS project that will house expert teams in their visitation sites and through their statewide network of core consultants. Web based training and teleconferences are also proposed for fall 2006.

· Spring 2008 the DR access Project in collaboration with SEEDS conduct training of trainers of SELPA teams to build local capacity for preschool assessment.

Appendix 2 

Reliability and Validity of Scores from the Three OSEP Subscales of the DRDP access

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

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

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

Appendix 3

Definitions of Typically Developing and the Developmental Trajectories

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

To determine growth over time, the project calculated the slope of the line between entry and exit. This was estimated using the difference between scores at exit and entry (the denominator of the slope equation is a constant because all children are tracked from entry to exit).  

The five progress categories were analyzed by combining information about status at entry and exit with information about slope. The category percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning includes children who had a negative slope (exit score – entry score). The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who had a positive slope and exited with a status below typically developing. The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it was defined as children who had a positive slope and exited with a status close to typically developing. The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who had a positive slope, entered preschool with a status below typically developing or close to typically developing and exited with a status of typically developing. The category percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children with a positive slope who entered with a status of typically developing and exited with a status of typically developing.

Appendix 4

Relationship of Desired Results Indicators and Measure to the OSEP Outcome Areas

How the DRDP indicators and measures will be used to produce the required information. The DRDP consists of four Desired Results for children:

· Children are personally and socially competent,

· Children are effective learners,

· Children show physical and motor competence, and

· Children are safe and healthy.

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

Table 7a

Desired Results Developmental Profile -Revised (DRDP-R)

	Outcome 1:

Positive Social-Emotional Skills
	Outcome 2:

Knowledge and Skills
	Outcome 3:

Action to Meet Needs

	Desired Result 1

Self Concept: 

· Identity of Self 

· Recognition of Own Skills and Accomplishments

Social and Interpersonal Skills:

· Expressions of Empathy

· Building Cooperative Relationships with Adults

· Building Cooperative Play with Other Children

· Developing Friendships

· Conflict Negotiation

· Awareness of Diversity in Self and Others

Self-Regulation:

· Impulse Control

· Taking Turns

· Shared Use of Space and Materials


	Desired Result 1

Language:

· Comprehends Meaning

· Follows Increasingly Complex Instructions

· Expresses Self Through Language

· Uses Language in Conversation

Desired Result 2

Learning:

· Curiosity and Initiative

· Engagement and Persistence

Cognitive Competence:

· Memory and Knowledge

· Cause and Effect

· Engages in Problem Solving

· Socio-dramatic Play

Math:

· Number sense: Understands Quantity and Counting

· Number Sense: Math Operations

· Shapes

· Classification

· Measurement

· Patterning

· Time

Literacy:

· Interest in Literacy

· Concepts of Print

· Letter and Word Knowledge

· Phonological Awareness

· Emerging Writing


	Desired Result 3

Motor Skills:

· Gross Motor Movement

· Balance

· Fine Motor Skills

Desired Result 4

Safety and Health:

· Personal Care Routines

· Personal Safety

· Understanding Healthy Lifestyle


Table 7b 

Desired Results Developmental Profile access (DRDPaccess):  Birth-to-5 

	Outcome 1:

Positive Social Relationships
	Outcome 2:

Knowledge and Skills
	Outcome 3:

Action to Meet Needs

	Desired Result 1

Self Concept: 

· Identity of Self and Connection to Others

· Recognition of Ability

· Self-Expression

Social and Interpersonal Skills:

· Empathy

· Interactions with Adults

· Relationships with Familiar Adults

· Interactions with Peers

· Friendships 

· Conflict Negotiation

· Awareness of Diversity

Self-Regulation:

· Impulse Control

· Seeking Other’s Help to Regulate Self

· Responsiveness to Other’s Support

· Self-Comforting

· Taking Turns


	Desired Result 1

Language:

· Language Comprehension

· Responsiveness to Language

· Expresses Self Through Language

· Uses Language in Conversation

Desired Result 2

Learning:

· Curiosity and Initiative

· Attention Maintenance and Persistence

Cognitive Competence:

· Memory

· Cause and Effect

· Problem Solving

· Symbolic and Dramatic Play

Math:

· Understands Quantity and Counting

· Math Operations

· Comparison of Quantity

· Shapes

· Classification and Matching

· Measurement

· Patterning

· Time

Literacy:

· Interest in Literacy

· Concepts of Print

· Letter and Word Knowledge

· Phonological Awareness

· Emerging Writing

· Comprehension of Text
	Desired Result 3

Motor Skills:

· Movement

· Balance

· Grasp/Release and Manipulation 
· Eye-Hand Coordination

Desired Result 4

Safety and Health:

· Toileting and Hygiene

· Dressing

· Self-Feeding

· Personal Safety

· Eating and Nutrition


Appendix 5

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

	Performance on OSEP Outcome 1: Positive Social Emotional Skills

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	833
	52.7
	47.3


	Performance on OSEP Outcome 2: Knowledge and Skills

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	833
	47.7
	52.3


	Performance on OSEP Outcome 3: Action to Meet Needs

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	833
	53.4
	46.6


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

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

Appendix 6

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

Each year, the California Department of Education, Special Education Division is required to report to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) on the progress of preschool-age children with IEPs on the Desired Results Developmental Profiles. This includes a comparison of the progress of children with disabilities to that of children without disabilities. Two years ago, the Desired Results access Project conducted a peer comparison study to collect data on children without disabilities from general early childhood education programs throughout California, including Child Development Division and Head Start programs. The purpose of this study was to calibrate the DRDP access and to determine the range of scores considered typical for 3, 4, and 5-year-old children.

The Desired Results access Project is conducting another peer comparison study in 2007-08. The Project trained 144 general education infant-toddler and preschool providers to collect DRDP access assessment data in fall 2007and spring 2008, providing two data points on 850 children with typical development. For about 275 children, three data points will be collected. The purpose of the current study is to increase the sensitivity and precision of the growth norms by collecting data on children without disabilities across time. 

Special Education Desired Results System: Improvement in Data Collection and Reporting 

The SEDRS web-based data reporting system is being revised to enhance the functionality for its users. The revisions planned for 2007-08 will improve data input, system reports, and account management. 

Data input revisions include:

· Option to upload data in bulk into the SEDRS system 

· Pre-population of the fields of the DRDP Information Page from data submitted through the California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS).  Teachers and data entry clerks will no longer need to re-enter fields on the Information Page that remain unchanged. 

System reports revisions include:

· Addition of a SEDRS Developmental Progress report for teachers that will chart the growth of preschool-age children with IEPs assessed on the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP)

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

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

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

Web Activity: Improvement in Facilitating Access to Information

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

Table 7e

Desired Results access Web Site Activity (February –November 2007)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


From February 1, 2007 through November 20, 2007, there were 33,690 visits to the Desired Results access website. The daily average is 110 visits. The most requested documents are the full versions of the DRDP instruments (PS DRDP-R and DRDP access Manuals), User's Guide, and Training Handout. Also of interest to web visitors were the following information and support materials: (1) Guide to Assessing Children with Disabilities who are English Learners, (2) training information (calendar, PowerPoint slides), (3) data reporting, (4) description of the DRDP instruments, (5) general information about the Desired Results system, (6) frequently asked questions, (7) information for families, and (8) the document, Strategies to Support SLPs. The vast majority of web visitors type in the website address. This indicates that the website address has been properly disseminated and that web visitors directly access the project website for more information. The second and third most frequent ways visitors get to the website are through a Google search function, and the CDE website. The number of visits to the website and the interest in various documents and support materials indicate that the use of the web to provide materials and assistance has been successful. 

	Monitoring Priority:  Effective Supervision Part B/Effective Transition


Indicator 14:  Post-school
Percent of youth who had Individualized Education Programs (IEP), are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:  Percent = number of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school divided by number of youth assessed who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

Post-school outcomes, indicator 14 addresses all youth who left school including those who graduated, dropped out, aged out, etc. States must include students who completed school during the prior year or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. As a new SPP indicator, baseline data and targets do not need to be provided until the Annual Performance Report (APR) that is due no later than February 1, 2008. These baseline data will provide information about students exiting in the 2005-06 school years. The total number of students exiting 2005-06 school years is 36,119. Table 14a provides the database values and their definitions for the database variable, Exit-Reason, as well as the number of students in each category.

Table 14a

Students Exiting Special Education in 2005-06 by Exit Reason

	Exit

Reason
	Definition
	Number of Students

Age 14-21

	71
	Graduated from high school with diploma
	20,142

	72
	Graduated from high school with certificate of completion or other than diploma
	1,885

	73
	Reached maximum age
	961

	74
	Dropped out, includes attempts to contact unsuccessful
	3,632

	78
	Parent withdrawal
	1,666

	80
	Moved, and NOT known to be continuing 
	7,753

	81
	Received high school proficiency certificate through general education development (GED) test
	80

	 
	Total
	36,119


California collects data from a census of the leavers; that is all students who received special education services in the state of California and exited high school during to 2005-06 school years. During the summer months of 2005, SED worked with SELPA and LEAs to determine strategies to meet collect these data. As a result, the 2006-07 statewide CASEMIS data fields have been modified to capture the required post-school activities in statute (20 U.S.C. 1416(a) (3)(B)), including employment and post-school program participation.

Data is collected post-school data annually between April and September, inclusive and was due to the CDE by August 17, 2007. Post school data was collected on students who exited school in the 2005-06 school years. Data was collected by the CASEMIS, which is an information reporting and retrieval system in special education, developed by the CDE, SED. CASEMIS is the data collection tool for collecting data for Section 618 of IDEA, preschool, personnel, and transition and post-secondary outcome. The system has been designed to assist the LEAs, SELPAs, county offices of education, school districts, and the state-operated programs for the disabled (SOP) to submit student level data to the CDE.

States must provide a narrative that defines competitive employment and enrolled in some type of postsecondary school. California has adopted definitions and included them in the instructions for collection of Postsecondary employment and Postsecondary school data.
The CASEMIS valid codes and descriptions for competitive employment, PST_SECEMP – field 19 in Table D, are as follows:

	D-19 PST_SECEMP  (Student’s status of competitive employment, earning unsubsidized wage)

	Definition:
	Student’s post-secondary employment status. Competitive employment means work-(i) In the competitive labor market that is performed on a full-time or part-time basis in an integrated setting; and (ii) For which an individual is compensated at or above the minimum wage, but not less than the customary wage and level of benefits paid by the employer for the same or similar work performed by individuals who are not disabled. Competitive employment can be full-time (35 or more hours per week) or part-time (less than 35 hours per week).

	Purpose:
	To comply with 20 USC 1416 (a)(3)(b)

	Valid Codes
	(CCC)

(2 digit Character code)

10     Yes

20     No

80     Unknown

	Verified:
	An entry must be made, otherwise an error will result.


The CASEMIS valid codes and descriptions related to post-secondary follow up program participation, PST_SECPRG – field 18 in Table D, are as follows:

	D-18 PST_SECPRG  (Student’s post secondary program participation)

	Definition:
	Student’s post secondary program participation. Post secondary school can include four-year college/university, community college, GED program, vocational or technical school, ROP classes, Workforce Investment Act (WIA) supported programs, military training, or other education, classes or programs undertaken after leaving high school.  Post secondary school can be full time (12 semester units or more) or Part time (less than 12 semester units).

	Purpose:
	To comply with 20 USC 1416 (a)(3)(b)

	Valid  Codes
	(CCC) 

(3-digit Character code)

100
None
200
Four-year college/university
210
Community college
220
GED program

300
Vocational or technical school 

310
ROP classes

320
Work Force Investment Act (WIA) supported program

400
Military training 

800
Unknown 

900
Other

See Appendix A for a list of post secondary program participation codes.

	Verified:
	An entry must be made, otherwise an error will result.


Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-2005):

In March of 2007, the SELPAs were provided training and a technical assistance paper regarding various ways of contacting students who exit school during the 2005-06 school year and were required to report their findings through CASEMIS. Table 14b shows the results of post school follow up for the 2006-07 school years.

Table 14b

Post School Survey Responses

	Records Received
	 
	 

	Codes
	Codes
	# of Rec.
	% of Total

	BLANK
	BLANK
	13,151
	41.7%

	800
	BLANK
	1,065
	3.4%

	BLANK
	80
	2
	0.0%

	800
	80
	17,321
	54.9%

	Totals
	 
	31,539
	100.0%

	Exiting Students
	10,393
	

	Total records submitted
	41,932
	 


Overall there were 10,393 students reported who exited school during the 2005-06 school year who were 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. There were a total of 41,923 students who were contacted for responses. According to LEA and SELPA report, this included students who were reported to exit the program in 2005-06 as well as students who had been previously enrolled and who failed to return to school in the fall. It should be noted that BLANKS, 800 and 80 values were used by LEAs to indicate lack of response by the students who were contacted, not a failure to contact students who left the programs.  As a result, students who had a combination of blank and unknown responses were considered non-responders, while those with a response in either the post-secondary education and/or the post school employment fields were considered responders. A discussion of the sample representativeness may be found in the next section, the “Discussion of Baseline Data for FFY 2008 (2005-06).

The measurement for indicator 14 is the percent of number of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school divided by number of youth assessed who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school times 100. During the 2006-07 school years, states were required to collect baseline on indicator 14. The baseline value for Indicator 14 in 2006-07 is 24.8%, the calculation for Indicator 14 is as follows:

Calculation:  (Number of records with valid post secondary program codes or a valid post secondary employment codes)/Total number of students with IEP’s exiting high school in the 2005-06 school year.)

(10,393/ 41,932) *100 = 24.8%

24.8% of students were reported after exiting in the 2005-06 school. Table 14c is an analysis by category of the10, 393 records that were complete:

Table 14c

Survey Results

	Post Secondary Programs

	Code
	 
	 
	 

	BLANK
	 
	14
	0.1%

	100
	None
	4,336
	41.7%

	200
	Four-year college/university
	431
	4.1%

	210
	Community college
	3,075
	29.6%

	220
	GED program
	64
	0.6%

	300
	Vocational or technical school 
	485
	4.7%

	310
	ROP classes
	69
	0.7%

	320
	Work Force Investment Act (WIA) supported program
	77
	0.7%

	400
	Military training 
	122
	1.2%

	800
	Unknown 
	878
	8.4%

	900
	Other
	842
	8.1%

	Totals
	 
	10,393
	100.0%

	Competitive Employment

	BLANK
	 
	66
	0.6%

	10
	Yes
	4,489
	43.2%

	20
	No
	3,622
	34.9%

	80
	Unknown 
	2,216
	21.3%

	Totals
	 
	10,393
	100.0%

	Both

	 
	Post secondary program participation and competitively employed
	2,457
	23.6%


The table indicates that 29.6% of the responding students reported that they are enrolled in a community college program. The table also shows that 43.2% of responding students are competitively employed and 23.6% of responding students are both participating in a post secondary school program and are competitively employed. The totals for post secondary school program participation and competitive employment are the same because each record in Table D of CASEMIS contains a variable for post secondary school program participation and competitive employment.

Discussion of Baseline Data:

Starting June 2006-07, the Postsecondary follow-up table (Table D) was added to the CASEMIS data collection and reporting instrument to do a census data collection on all students exiting during the 2006-07 school year. Table D includes the following information: report date, SELPA code, district of service, district residence, school code, school type, first name, last name, student identification code, other student identifiers, birth date, gender, variables for four ethnic identifiers. The table also includes the student’s postsecondary program participation and whether or not the student is earning competitive unsubsidized wage.

Statewide, 108 out of 115 SELPAs submitted post secondary data into the follow-up table (Table D). For those SELPAs who did not submit their data by August 17, 2007 a follow up letter was sent indicating that they need to submit their data, an additional five SELPAs submitted data for a total 112 SELPAs. At the district level there are 739 high school and unified school districts.  559 districts reported students as exiters in June 2006. There were 351 districts who submitted data in June 2007, resulting in a district response rate of 62.8 percent. School districts varied in from a very large unified district that submitted 4,516 records to small far northern California school districts that submitted less than a dozen students. An analysis of the statewide response rates and district totals are shown in Table 14d below. Also included in Table 14d are the characteristics of responders compared to population of exiters by disability, ethnicity, gender and age at the time they exited school in June of 2006.

Table 14d

Response Rates and demographic characteristics 

for students with complete demographic information
	
	Target Leaver Totals
	Response Totals
	Response Rate
	% of all Target Leavers
	% of all Respond-ents
	Difference

	Total Districts
	559
	351
	62.8%
	 
	 
	 

	Total Students
	36,119
	7,826
	21.7%
	 
	 
	 

	Disabilities 

	Mental Retardation (010)
	2,332
	506
	21.7%
	6.5%
	6.5%
	0.0%

	Hard of Hearing (020)
	546
	146
	26.7%
	1.5%
	1.9%
	0.4%

	Speech or Language Impairment (040)
	1,248
	269
	21.6%
	3.5%
	3.4%
	0.0%

	Visual Impairment (050)
	183
	44
	24.0%
	0.5%
	0.6%
	0.1%

	Emotional Disturbance (060)
	3,011
	522
	17.3%
	8.3%
	6.7%
	-1.7%

	Orthopedic Impairment (070)
	602
	156
	25.9%
	1.7%
	2.0%
	0.3%

	Other Health Impairment (080)
	1,968
	438
	22.3%
	5.4%
	5.6%
	0.1%

	Specific Learning Disability (090)
	25,267
	5,498
	21.8%
	70.0%
	70.3%
	0.3%

	Deaf-Blindness (100)
	9
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Multiple Disabilities (110)
	222
	48
	21.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.0%

	Autism (120)
	575
	160
	27.8%
	1.6%
	2.0%
	0.5%

	Traumatic Brain Injury (130)
	156
	39
	25.0%
	0.4%
	0.5%
	0.1%

	Total
	36,119
	7,826
	21.7%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	 

	Ethnicity 

	Native American (100)
	412
	72
	17.5%
	1.1%
	0.9%
	-0.2%

	Asian (200)
	1,733
	444
	25.6%
	4.8%
	5.7%
	0.9%

	Hispanic (300)
	15,275
	2,683
	17.6%
	42.3%
	34.3%
	-8.0%

	African American (400)
	5,421
	1,295
	23.9%
	15.0%
	16.5%
	1.5%

	White (500)
	13,278
	3,332
	25.1%
	36.8%
	42.6%
	5.8%

	Total
	36,119
	7,826
	21.7%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	 

	Gender 

	Female
	12,309
	2,770
	22.5%
	34.0%
	35.4%
	1.4%

	Male
	23,810
	5,056
	21.2%
	66.0%
	64.6%
	-1.4%

	Total
	36,119
	7,826
	21.7%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	 

	Age

	Age 14
	1,500
	116
	7.7%
	4.2%
	1.5%
	-2.7%

	Age 15
	1,806
	172
	9.5%
	5.0%
	2.2%
	-2.8%

	Age 16
	2,111
	213
	10.1%
	5.8%
	2.7%
	-3.1%

	Age 17
	8,206
	1,871
	22.8%
	22.7%
	23.9%
	1.2%

	Age 18
	15,927
	4,053
	25.4%
	44.1%
	51.8%
	7.7%

	Age 19
	4,198
	919
	21.9%
	11.6%
	11.7%
	0.1%

	Age 20
	674
	89
	13.2%
	1.9%
	1.1%
	-0.7%

	Age 21
	553
	122
	22.1%
	1.5%
	1.6%
	0.0%

	Age 22
	1,037
	264
	25.5%
	2.9%
	3.4%
	0.5%

	Age 23
	107
	7
	6.5%
	0.3%
	0.1%
	-0.2%

	Total
	36,119
	7,826
	21.7%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	 


Table 14d shows the distribution of responses in Table D from the CASEMIS. The “Target Leaver Totals” column represents the demographics distribution of 2005-06 exiters. The “Response Totals” shows the number of students that were found to have all of the demographics variables from the June 2006 CASEMIS database contained in their 2006-07 Table D entries. Of the 10,393 students with valid code responses, 7,826 had a complete set of associated demographics. The “Response Rate” is the “Target Leaver Totals” divided by the “Response Totals”. Again, the response rate is low because of the difficulties that the LEAs and SELPAs have in collecting post school data in the first year and it is expected that there will be a significant increase in the response rate next year.

 The “% of Target Leavers” is derived by dividing each demographic category by the total number of leavers per demographic (e.g., students with mental retardation are 6.5% of the total leavers – 506/2,332). Similarly, the “% of respondents” is derived by dividing each demographic category by the total number of respondents per demographic. 

The last column shows the difference between “% of target leavers” and “the % of respondents.” The difference column shows the representativeness between the target leaver population and the respondent population. A positive difference indicates the degree of over-representation, a negative difference indicates the degree of under-representation. A difference of greater than +/-3 percentage points indicates the demographic category may be significantly over or under represented and these data are highlighted in bold italics. The Hispanic and White ethnic categories, for example, are under and over represented respectively. The use of this type of analysis is encouraged by Westat and the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO) http://www.psocenter.org.
For the Post School Indicator 14, the special education division will use 2006-07 as baseline and establish benchmarks through the 2011-12 target years. CDE has used a five-year benchmarking process for performance indicators at the recommendation of our Key Performance Indicator (KPI) stakeholder group (convened between 1999 and 2005). Also, as advised by the KPI stakeholders, performance indicator benchmarks start out relatively flat in the first couple of years, mirroring the progress of Annual Measurable Objectives used in California for the No Child Left Behind Act. Thus, annual benchmarks for this indicator are derived by taking the baseline value (24.4%) and the highest response rate in the 75 percentile of school districts with 20 or more students exiting in the 2006-07 school years. There were 107school districts (out of a total of 739 unified and high school districts) in the baseline that had 20 or more students exiting in the 2006-07 school years. The range of exiting students enrolled in post secondary program participation, competitive employment or both in these school districts ranged from 0 to 64 percent. The 75th percentile was 37% 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. Table 14e shows what the five-year benchmark series would be. 

	Year
	Benchmarks for Post School Indicator 14

	Baseline
	24.8%

	1
	26%

	2
	28%

	3
	30%

	4
	34%

	5
	37%


Using the baseline and the first four of the five-year benchmarks yields the following measurable and rigorous targets:

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	Prior to baseline and target setting

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Baseline and target setting year

24.8 percent of youth who had Individualized Education Programs (IEP) who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	26 percent of youth who had Individualized Education Programs (IEP) who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	27 percent of youth who had Individualized Education Programs (IEP) who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	30 percent of youth who had Individualized Education Programs (IEP) who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	34 percent of youth who had Individualized Education Programs (IEP) who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:

Many improvement activities are shared by Indication #13 (Secondary Transition) and Indicator #14 (Post School Outcomes). In addition, however, this indicator is new for LEAs in California and requires additional technical assistance regarding the methods to secure a greater response rate by students exiting special education.
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education: Guide revised to IDEA final regulations. This comprehensive handbook is written for students, parents, and teachers. It offers practical guidance and resources in support of transition efforts for students with disabilities as they move from their junior high and high school years into the world of adulthood and/or independent living.
	2005-2007
	CDE staff, field staff

Type:  Development of training and technical assistance, information dissemination, general supervision for compliance with IDEA 2004

See calstat.org and search for 07winEinsert.pdf

	Develop and implement multiple activities regarding Secondary Transition including training to build local capacity, technical assistance, Community of Practice, materials dissemination with emphasis on compliance and guidance based upon exemplary researched based practices and stakeholder input.
	October, November 2005; March, April, May and June 2006
	CDE staff, Workability I staff, field trainers

Type:  Training and technical assistance

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance regarding transition services language in the IEP.
	October, November 2005; March, April, May and June 2006
	CDE staff, Workability I staff, field trainers

Type:  Training and technical assistance


	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Use statewide community of practice for collaborative efforts related to transition services across multiple agencies (DOR, EDD, SILC, parents and consumers).
	2005-2011


	CDE staff, Workability I 

Staff, NASDSE facilitation for COP

Type:  Stakeholder group; Technical Assistance

	Prepare report in CASEMIS software to enable LEAs and SELPAs to review Table D entries relative to prior June exiters.
	For June 2008 data collection
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Target technical assistance to LEAs and SELPAs with no valid responses.
	January through June 2008
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Use statewide community of practice for collaborative efforts related to transition services across multiple agencies (DOR, EDD, SILC, parents and consumers).
	2005-2011


	CDE staff, Workability I 

Staff, NASDSE facilitation for COP




	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Activity
	Activity

	Use transition data in the state-funded Workability I grant procedures to ensure programs include the provision of transition services.
	December 30, 2007
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance 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

Type:  Monitoring, technical assistance and training

	Work with national and state experts on research and data approaches to address post school outcomes data collection.
	2006-2011
	CDE staff, experts

Type:  Technical stakeholder workgroup and research


	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Review and revise technical assistance materials related to Post Secondary Outcome surveys. Disseminate to LEAs with exiters reported in June 07.
	January 2008
	CDE Staff and contactors

	Prepare and disseminate LEA and SELPA summaries related to Post Secondary survey responses in Table D.
	January 2008
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Target technical assistance to LEAs and SELPAs with no valid responses.
	January through June 2008
	CDE Staff and contractors
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