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Executive Summary

The Supplemental Report of the 2008 Budget Act, Item 6110-001-0001 requires the California Department of Education (CDE) to prepare and report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and appropriate fiscal and policy committees of the Legislature a two-part report related to County Court Schools and Division of State Juvenile Justice Schools (DJJ). Part I, submitted by CDE in February 2009, included a list of County Court Schools and DJJ schools by County-District-School (CDS) code, specified data on students and specified data on teachers in these schools.

Part II, enclosed, contains Section I, the annual update report with specific information on CDE monitoring of County Court Schools and DJJ schools, especially as it relates to Categorical Program Monitoring (CPM), English Learners (ELs) and special education services. This report is divided into two sections. The first section provides information on monitoring of programs within the CPM process, which includes the monitoring of multiple programs, including the State Program for ELs (including relevant Title III requirements). The second section provides information related to monitoring done by the CDE Special Education Division.

Each section of the enclosed report includes information on the following six elements, as outlined in the Supplemental Report:

1. A description of CDEs monitoring process for County Court Schools and State DJJ schools statewide for purposes of assuring compliance with state and federal programs and for monitoring access to services and performance outcomes for youth attending these schools.

2. A listing of specific CDE monitoring reviews and site visits conducted—including but not limited to, Categorical Program Monitoring, English learner, and special education reviews—for County Court Schools and State DJJ schools in the current and prior fiscal year and a summary of the findings and outcomes of each of those reviews.

3. A description of the number and type of staff utilized and the scope and duration of each of CDEs monitoring reviews and site visits to County Court Schools and  DJJ schools in the current and prior fiscal year.

4. Identification of CDEs monitoring tools being utilized for the County Court Schools and State DJJ schools reviews.
5. A summary of technical assistance (TA) provided through CDE to County Court Schools and DJJ schools for the purpose of improving educational outcomes for students and schools.

6. A description of interventions, corrective actions, and sanctions provided through CDE to County Court Schools and DJJ schools as a result of state or federal program reviews or accountability programs. 
Section I - Categorical Program Monitoring

Element 1
A description of CDEs monitoring process for County Court Schools and State DJJ Schools statewide for purposes of assuring compliance with state and federal programs and for monitoring access to services and performance outcomes for youth attending these schools. 

The review of a number of categorical programs, excluding Special Education, is done through the CPM process. As noted in the previous California Department of Education (CDE) Report to the Legislature: Part II; Supplemental Report of the 2008 Budget Act Item 6110-001-0001, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Jack O’Connell, announced in February 2009 the suspension of all non-mandated on-site Categorical Program Monitoring (CPM) reviews for approximately one year. O’Connell also announced that a review of the monitoring process would be conducted. As a result of this review, a “redesign” of the CPM process is currently underway. 

The CDE, with assistance from the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd, has been working on the logistics to pilot select elements of a redesigned monitoring process, including the use of the online compliance monitoring and communication tool known as the California Accountability and Improvement System (CAIS). The CAIS has the capacity to store and track large volumes of compliance evidence and other information, improve communication and coordination between the CDE and local educational agencies (LEAs), and in general, bring greater efficiency to compliance monitoring. Monitoring of categorical programs will greatly expand the use of CAIS. 
The CDE resumed CPM on-site reviews in January 2010 and has conducted a number of on-site CPM reviews of LEAs, including County Court Schools, and schools within the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ). These reviews have been of LEAs from two CPM cohorts, Cycle C and Cycle D.
Initially, 150 Cycle C LEAs were selected and scheduled to receive an on-site monitoring review during 2008–09. Forty-five of these LEAs received their on-site review prior to the suspension of on-site reviews. The remaining 105 LEAs were put on hold and were informed that they would be notified of any future reviews. Upon completion of the one-year suspension, the CDE identified 11 of the remaining 105 LEAs from the Cycle C cohort for additional limited scope reviews during January through March 2010. For more information about the 2009–10 Cycle C reviews, including the selection process and scope of review, refer to the December 9, 2009, notification letter available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/cpms2010.pdf).

Two county offices of education (COEs), Humboldt and Modoc, were reviewed as part of the 11 LEAs selected. County Court Schools within these two COEs were reviewed (full review schedule available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/cyclecschedule.doc). The specific programs reviewed in both COEs were the Title I Compensatory Education, Neglected or Delinquent, and Cross Programs. The review of Modoc COE also included the EL program. It is important to note that while there is a specific EL program that is part of the CPM process, services to all students, including ELs, are reviewed within the context of each program being reviewed. The specific program requirements for each program are contained within their respective CPM Program Instruments, as noted in the Monitoring Tools section of this report.
On March 5, 2010, the CDE announced the selection of 20 LEAs from the 2009–10 Cycle D Cohort that will receive an on-site review during the spring of 2010. Two COEs, Santa Clara and San Bernardino, were selected as part of the 20 LEAs to be reviewed this spring. While the selection of individual sites and programs within each of these 20 LEAs has not been finalized, it is anticipated that County Court Schools within the two identified COEs will be selected for review and will include a review of the EL program, among other programs. For more information about the 2009–10 Cycle D reviews, including the selection process and scope of review, refer to the March 5, 2010, notification letter available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/cyclednotify.pdf.

In addition to the review of the combined 31 LEAs referenced above, the CDE has also begun conducting reviews of the DJJ. On January 20–22, 2010, the CDE conducted an on-site review of the DJJ’s Educational Services Branch and Johanna Boss High School in Stockton. On March 23–24, 2010, the CDE conducted a review the DJJ’s Neglected or Delinquent program at James A. Weiden HS in Ione.
As part of the redesign of the CPM process, the CDE adopted a risk-based approach as part of the selection process for both Cycle C and Cycle D LEAs. In light of all LEAs’ receipt of funds through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), this analysis balanced concerns regarding academic program requirements, as well as fiscal spending and reporting requirements. The current selection criteria, as used to identify Cycle D LEAs for an on-site review, examined the following:

· Academic Performance Index (API)

· LEAs that are in corrective action under Titles I, II, or III of No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
· School districts that have received a large combined per pupil allocation under Title I (Parts A [Basic and Neglected], C [Migrant], and D [Delinquent]); Title II; Title III; Title X Part C (McKinney-Vento/Homeless), Career Technical Education (CTE), Economic Impact Aid (EIA), and ARRA (Title 1 Parts A and D, State Fiscal Stabilization Funds [SFSF], and Homeless)

· COEs that receive a large combined allocation under Title I (Parts A [Basic and Neglected], C [Migrant], and D [Delinquent]); Title II; Title III; Title X Part C (McKinney-Vento/Homeless), Career Technical Education (CTE), Economic Impact Aid (EIA), and ARRA (Title 1 Parts A and D, State Fiscal Stabilization Funds [SFSF], and Homeless) 

· LEAs that have reported a large combined amount of carry-over funds under Title I Parts A and D, Title II, Title III, and EIA, as indicated in each LEAs 2008–2009 Consolidated Application

For more details about the selection process and criteria used for Cycles C and D, refer to the Cycle C and Cycle D web links referenced earlier in this section.

The scope of programs reviewed within each LEA is dependent primarily upon the categorical funds received and the categorical programs operated by each LEA. Due to the limited scope nature of the 2009–10 Cycle C reviews, the scope of the programs reviewed were: Title I Part A (Basic, Program Improvement and Compensatory Education), Title I Part C (Migrant), Title I Part D (Neglected or Delinquent [NorD]), Title X Part C (Homeless), Title II, Title III, including the state program for ELs, and related Cross Program items and funding sources under EIA (LEP & SCE) and Title I ARRA. The scope of the programs to be reviewed, however, for the 2009–10 Cycle D reviews includes the full scope of the 13 programs under the current CPM process, including the ARRA related funding, as listed here:

1. Before and After School Programs (NCLB, Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers [21stCCLC]; 21st Century High School After School Safety and Enrichment for Teens [ASSETs]; and After School Education and Safety [ASES])
2. Career Technical Education
3. Child Development
4. Compensatory Education (NCLB, Title I, Part A; and ARRA)
5. English Learner (NCLB, Title III)
6. HIV/AIDS Prevention
7. Homeless Education (NCLB, Title X, Part C; and ARRA)
8. Improving Teacher Quality (NCLB, Title II, Part A)
9. Migrant Education (NCLB, Title I, Part C)
10. Neglected or Delinquent (NCLB, Title I, Part A Neglected and Title I, Part D Delinquent; and ARRA)
11. Physical Education 
12. State Fiscal Stabilization Funds (ARRA)
13. Uniform Complaint Procedures

As part of the redesign, those LEAs in Cycle D that were not selected to receive an on-site review, will be asked to upload compliance evidence into CAIS. The scope of what each LEA will upload is currently under development. This part of the redesign will help inform the full complement of compliance monitoring activities as we move forward with the overall redesign of our compliance monitoring process.
Element 2
A listing of specific CDE monitoring reviews and site visits conducted-including, but not limited to, CPM, English learners, and special education reviews for County Court Schools and State DJJ Schools in the current and prior fiscal year and a summary of the findings and outcomes of each of those reviews.

Three of the total reviews conducted thus far, as referenced in the previous section, were of the County Court Schools and State DJJ Schools. The following is a listing of these reviews and all non-compliant findings identified:
 1) Humboldt COE (County Office level, Southern Humboldt Community, Humboldt COE Court, Humboldt COE Juvenile Hall, Hoopa Community) February 2–5, 2010:
The Humboldt COE review resulted in four non-compliant CPM findings within two programs (Cross Program [CP] and Title I Compensatory Education [CE]) as listed below:

	1.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	I-CP 5 Governance-SSC SPSA

	
	Finding:
	The SSC has not developed the Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA) including the proposed expenditures

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement


	2.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	II-CP 6 Governance-SSC Membership

	
	Finding:
	The SSC membership for the Humboldt County Court and Community Schools is not comprised as required by law

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	3.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	III-CP 11 Funding-Administrative Charges

	
	Finding:
	A Personnel Activity Report (PAR) is not being completed by a staff member being paid with multiple cost objectives including Title I, Part D funds

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	4.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	I-CE 2 Involvement-Parents

	
	Finding:
	Humboldt COE did not convene an annual meeting to inform parents of participating students of the requirements of Title I and their rights to be involved

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement


2) Modoc COE (County Office level, Modoc County Juvenile Hall/Community, Modoc County Community) Feb. 9-10, 2010:
The Modoc COE review resulted in 16 non-compliant CPM findings within four programs (CP, CE, EL], and Neglected or Delinquent [NorD]), as listed below. Two items have been resolved as indicated below:
	1.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	II-CP 4 Governance-LEA Plan

	
	Finding:
	No LEA Plan or SPSA updates have been made

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	2.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	II-CP 5 Governance-SSC SPSA

	
	Finding:
	The LEA has not developed a SPSA

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	3.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	II-CP 6 Governance-SSC Membership

	
	Finding:
	The SSC was not duly selected by its various peers and that parity does not exist between the two sides of the membership

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	4.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	II-CP 11 Funding-Administrative Charges

	
	Finding:
	No semiannual certifications of employment

	
	Current Status:
	Resolved

	5.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	II-CP 14 Accountability-SPSA Evaluation

	
	Finding:
	The SSC revealed that the SSC has not evaluated and determined that the needs of all students have been met. 

	
	Current Status:
	Resolved

	6.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	II-EL 4 Governance-Student Reporting

	
	Finding:
	The required parent notification letter does not exist

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	7.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	IV-EL 6 Accountability-Determines the Effectiveness

	
	Finding:
	The SSC revealed that the LEA does not have a mechanism in place for ensuring ongoing monitoring of the EL program

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	8.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	IV-EL 7 Accountability-Reclassifies Pupils

	
	Finding:
	There is no process for reclassification

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	9.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	V-EL 9 Staffing-Provides High Quality Professional Development

	
	Finding:
	EL Professional development was not being offered

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	10.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	VI-EL 10 Equal Opportunity-Parental Exception Waiver

	
	Finding:
	The LEA has not defined its criteria for less than reasonably fluent nor has it designed an English language acquisition process designed for children learning the language

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	11.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	VI-EL 11 Equal Opportunity-Informed of Placement

	
	Finding:
	There is no notification of parental exception waiver

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement


	12.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	VII-EL 12 Teaching-Program of Instruction in English Language

	
	Finding:
	Each EL does not receive a program of English Language Development

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	13.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	I-CE 2 Involvement-Parents

	
	Finding:
	The LEA does not have a school-parent compact

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	14.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus:
	IV-CE 5 Accountability

	
	Finding:
	Program evaluation containing the required elements is not being completed

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	15.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	VII-CE 10 Teaching and Learning

	
	Finding:
	Title I schools do not have an SPSA

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement

	16.
	Dimension-Program Number and Focus
	IV-NorD 7 Accountability

	
	Finding:
	The LEA does not use multiple measures of student progress in evaluating the Title I, Part D program and has not used the evaluation results to make programmatic changes

	
	Current Status:
	Under Compliance Agreement


3) CDCR – DJJ (Educational Services Branch and Johanna Boss High School) January 20–22, 2010:
The CDCR – DJJ review resulted in no non-compliant CPM findings.

Element 3
A description of the number and type of staff utilized and the scope and duration of each of CDEs monitoring reviews and site visits to County Court Schools and  DJJ schools in the current and prior fiscal year. 

Typically, each CPM on-site review is conducted by one Team Lead and at least one other Educational Programs Consultant. In addition to the review of the district/county office level, one day is usually spent reviewing each of the sites scheduled for the review.

1) Humboldt COE (February 2–5, 2010):
	Number of CDE Staff
	Type of CDE Staff
	Scope of Review (programs)
	Scope of Review (sites)
	Duration (days) of review

	2
	1 Team Lead, 1 EPC
	1. Title I Compensatory Ed
2. Neglected or Delinquent

3. Cross Programs
	1. County Office 
2. Southern Humboldt Community 
3. Humboldt COE Court
4. Humboldt COE Juvenile Hall

5. Hoopa Community
	4


2) Modoc COE (February 9–10, 2010):
	Number of CDE Staff
	Type of CDE Staff
	Scope of Review (programs)
	Scope of Review (sites)
	Duration (days) of review

	3
	1 Team Lead, 2 EPCs
	1. Title I Compensatory Ed
2. Neglected or Delinquent

3. English Learner
4. Cross Programs
	1. County Office
2. Modoc County Juvenile Hall/Community

3. Modoc County Community
	2


3) CDCR – DJJ (January 20–22, 2010):
	Number of CDE Staff
	Type of CDE Staff
	Scope of Review (programs)
	Scope of Review (sites)
	Duration (days) of review

	3
	1 Team Lead, 2 EPCs
	Neglected or Delinquent
	1. Educational Services Branch

2. Johanna Boss HS
	3


Element 4
Identification of CDEs latest monitoring tools being utilized for the County Court School and state DJJ School reviews. 

For the review of the eleven LEAs reviewed during the 2010 Cycle C reviews, a total of eight Program Instruments were used, and are available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/cpmredesign.asp.
Specifically, the monitoring instruments used during the CPM reviews of County Court Schools or DJJ Schools were: 

1) Humboldt COE:
· NCLB, Title I, Part A: Basic and State Compensatory Education, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/compedins08.doc.
· NCLB, Title I, Part D: Neglected or Delinquent, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/nordins08.doc.
· Cross Program, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/cpinscyclec.doc.

2) Modoc COE:
· NCLB, Title I, Part A: Basic and State Compensatory Education, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/compedins08.doc.

· NCLB, Title I, Part D: Neglected or Delinquent, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/nordins08.doc.

· Cross Program, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/cpinscyclec.doc.
· English Learner, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/elins08.doc. 
3) CDCR – DJJ
· NCLB, Title I, Part D, Subpart 1: Neglected or Delinquent - State Agency, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/documents/nordsains08.doc. 

Element 5
A summary of technical assistance provided through CDE to County Court Schools and DJJ schools for the purpose of improving educational outcomes for students and schools. 

The CDE provides regular technical assistance (TA) to County Court Schools and DJJ schools, along with all LEAs, through the following: 1) written, phone and e-mail communication, 2) presentations at stakeholder meetings, 3) conferences, 4) webinars, and 5) meetings with LEAs for the purpose of resolving non-compliant findings. In addition, the CDE will provide EL TA to County Court schools and DJJ schools through a contract with the California State University, San Bernardino (CSUSB) that is in the final stages of approval.

The CDE was awarded one-time carry-over funds of $1.6 million in Title III NCLB to contract with a COE or an institution of higher education (IHE) to provide specialized EL instructional training and TA in the County Court Schools and DJJ schools statewide.

In October 2009, the CDE released a Request-for-Interest inviting COEs and IHE to submit proposals to provide these services. Four proposals were submitted: Fresno COE, Los Angeles COE, CSUSB, and San Diego COE. After a thorough review and scoring of each proposal by the CDE, the CSUSB was selected. Their selection was determined, in part, by the comprehensive needs assessment they proposed and their experience and capacity to draw on research-based best practices for the successful education of ELs who are incarcerated.

The CSUSB will provide professional development and TA to the 65 County Court Schools and nine Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) schools under a scope of work that the CDE will oversee.
Element 6
A description of interventions, corrective actions, and sanctions provided through CDE to County Court Schools and DJJ schools as a result of state or federal program reviews or accountability programs. 

Upon completion of each on-site CPM review, the CDE provides the LEA with a Notification of Findings (NOF) report. In addition to listing the non-compliant findings, if any, the CDE CPM team also describes in the NOF what the LEA needs to do in order to resolve each non-compliant finding. The CDE provides TA to the LEA to resolve outstanding findings and continues to work with the LEA until compliance is resolved. In addition to the TA noted in the preceding section, specific TA that the CDE provides to LEAs with non-compliant findings includes reviewing the LEAs proposed compliance agreement and all related documentation submitted, and providing specific feedback on such documentation. When warranted, the TA includes working with the appropriate LEA staff on understanding the specific program requirements and the LEAs program implementation of such requirements.
In the case of longstanding noncompliance, the State Board of Education (SBE) may withhold funding for categorical programs. Each LEAs Consolidated Application (ConApp) is approved by the SBE each year. The SBE may grant regular approval, conditional approval, or not approve the ConApp and possibly withhold funds. During the 2009–10 school year, the SBE granted regular approval to the majority of LEAs; granted conditional approval to a smaller number; and did not approve the ConApp for one LEA (non-COE or DJJ) until the LEA completed certain actions, at which point, the LEA was granted conditional approval and will be required to adhere to additional actions as a condition of the SBE’s approval of their ConApp. During the period covered by this report, all COEs and the DJJ have had their ConApps approved and have not had any ConApp funds withheld.
Section II – Special Education Monitoring Processes
California has implemented a comprehensive statewide system of monitoring which encompasses annual collection and analysis of district information, monitoring reviews, evaluation and planning processes, training and technical assistance, and dispute resolution systems. 

There are approximately 1,050 school districts, 122 special education local plan areas (SELPAs), 58 COEs, approximately 671 charter schools, and 4 State Operated Programs (SOPs). Each of these agencies is a “local educational agency” (LEA) within the meaning of California Education Code Section 56026.3.

The CDE’s Special Education Division (SED) has divided the state into five focused monitoring and technical assistance (FMTA) teams, each of which is responsible for a specific region of the state. Education Program Consultants on these teams are assigned to specified SELPAs within their team’s region, and they are responsible for coordinating all monitoring and technical assistance activities in those SELPAs.   

The SED monitors LEAs using a focused monitoring approach. SED’s goals and state performance plan indicators (SPPIs) play a central role in selecting districts for review and shaping the content of the review. The overall goal is to achieve appropriate educational outcomes for children with disabilities. The following discussion highlights the main components of the State’s monitoring system.

Annual Collection and Analysis of District Information

Each SELPA must submit a local plan consisting of an annual budget and service plan. Second, the CASEMIS data system generates indications of school district performance on SSPIs and federal and state time line compliance (e.g., annual review of individualized education programs (IEPs) and triennial reevaluations). Third, SED collects and analyzes ongoing school district complaint and due process histories to help ensure that state and federal laws and regulations are implemented. Both SED and districts utilize all the information gathered to identify concerns in order to focus the special education self-review (SESR) and verification review (VR) processes.

Special Education Self-Review

Each year, approximately one-quarter of California’s school districts complete a Special Education Self-Review (SESR) and report their findings to the SED via customized software developed by SED and shared with school districts, along with training on how to use the software. Both the SESR and VRs use the SED software to customize the reviews, which track the applicable federal and state regulatory requirements. The SESR is a collaborative process between the SELPA and the district.  

There are three major stages to the SESR process. 
Stage one: The district team (which includes a parent representative) develops its monitoring plan, that includes a complete analysis of a variety of data sources (parent input, compliance history, complaint history, due process status, adequate yearly progress [AYP], and overdue annual IEP review and triennial reevaluation status), and the district’s SSPI data measures that are summarized by the district to generate data reports. Once the data are collected and analyzed, the district submits its monitoring plan to SED for approval. Based upon the district’s data, the SESR software identifies the specific Part B and State requirements that the district must address as part of its SESR. Very small districts (where fewer than 20 students receive special education and related services) are not required to submit a monitoring plan. These districts must complete the educational benefit review process (see below) for up to five special education students and report the findings to SED.

Stage two: After SED approves the monitoring plan, the district, with support from its SELPA, begins its monitoring review activities. The district must select and review a random sample of student records; the minimum number of files that a district must review depends on the number of special education students enrolled in that district. The student record review process identifies both student-specific and systemic (system-wide pattern) noncompliance. SED’s monitoring procedures provide criteria for distinguishing between student-specific and systemic issues. While the corrective actions that a district must take are different for the two types of findings, districts must correct all noncompliance within one year of identification. In addition, the record reviews are used as part of the educational benefit and IEP implementation review processes.

During the educational benefit review process, student assessment and subsequent IEPs are chronologically screened according to the student’s present levels of performance, goals, placements, services, and progress. These elements are analyzed to determine whether the student’s program is reasonably calculated to result in educational benefit.  

The failure to implement the IEP is the most frequent finding of noncompliance identified through the SED complaint process. To address this concern, SED conducts an IEP implementation component to enable the district to verify if students receive all services contained in the IEP. In reviewing IEP implementation, SED reviews up to ten student files, randomly selects five IEPs, and must review up to five files of students who are emotionally disturbed or receiving mental health services. A combination of observations and interviews with parents, service providers, and students provide evidence to determine if students' IEPs are being implemented as written.  

Policy and procedure review is another component of the monitoring review activities. Policies and procedures are reviewed for procedural (process issues such as timelines) compliance and to follow up on issues and concerns identified in the Monitoring Plan. The format for reviewing district policies and procedures is generated by the customized software. All findings of noncompliance in this review are considered systemic.  

Stage three: Each district is required to complete the Local Plan Governance Review to determine if the SELPA implemented the required components of the special education local plan, including annual budget, service plan, and local interagency agreements with the county mental health agency.  

Any findings of noncompliance, together with an explanation of the reason for the noncompliance, are entered into the database software system, which generates a list of corrective actions. Stage three consists of an analysis of the results of the monitoring activities, development of corrective action plans, tracking of correction, and follow-up reviews. There are two types of findings of noncompliance: student level and systemic distinguished. Areas of student level noncompliance are identified by a review of student records and through the IEP implementation process, and must be corrected within 45 days. Noncompliance regarding educational benefit is also addressed at the student level, and an IEP Team meeting is held promptly to review the educational benefit finding for the student and to consider the need for compensatory services. Systemic findings require a four-step process, and the first three must be completed within 90 days. The district must provide SED with: (1) evidence that its policies and procedures are compliant with federal and state law; (2) evidence that it has notified staff of policies and procedures; (3) evidence that it has conducted in-service training to staff and administrators; and (4) a list of all students who participated in the required revised process after six months. In addition, a six-month or one-year follow up review is conducted to ensure that based on a random sample of student records, no new instances of noncompliance have been identified. SED reported that items are cleared when there is evidence of correction and that in all cases, identified noncompliance must be corrected within one year of identification.   

Verification Reviews

Verification reviews (VRs) are conducted for 20 districts annually. SED selects districts for VRs in a variety of ways based on some of the following factors: (1) districts that demonstrate significantly sub-average performance or low SSPI values in stakeholder-selected areas (e.g., least restrictive environment, over identification of children with disabilities, and academic performance); (2) the results of complaint investigations that indicate recurrent noncompliance; (3) data from SED staff that allege violations of applicable regulations; (4) data from a history of reviews that indicate the need for further review; and (5) districts that are randomly selected for further review. VRs contain all of the components of the SESR noted above, with the addition of parent, staff and administrator interviews. VR teams conduct interviews with parents, staff and administrators based on questions derived from the software from items included in the monitoring plan. In addition, teams are encouraged to add more questions to address specific concerns. VR teams spend approximately four to five days on-site followed by a post review meeting to review the findings and develop corrective action plans. Three reports are generated: superintendent summary, student corrective action plan, and systemic corrective action plan. SED reported that it conducts at least one follow-up on-site per VR. In all cases, identified noncompliance must be corrected within one year. The review is not closed until the district has demonstrated sustained correction in all identified areas. 

SED conducts a follow-up visit to validate every systemic finding identified during a VR to ensure that the noncompliance has been corrected in a timely manner. For SESRs, SED selects a sample of 5 percent of the districts that have participated in the SESR and conducts an on-site visit to validate if the data are accurate and to determine whether any identified noncompliance has been corrected. SED selects the districts based on random sampling and data that may appear questionable.

Facilitated District Reviews

Facilitated district reviews (FDRs) are for school districts that have the lowest 15 percent of SSPIs and that are identified as needing program improvement. FDRs begin with the VR and proceed with site- and district-based intervention. Districts voluntarily agree to participate in a three-year process supported through a grant and support from the Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT). Eight districts have completed the first cohort of the FDRs and that there are an additional four districts participating in the second cohort.

Timely Correction of Noncompliance

SED’s monitoring processes, including both the SESR and SED’s monitoring of LEAs, result in findings of noncompliance at the student and district levels, and SED requires correction of all findings within one year of identification. All findings of noncompliance are corrected within one year of identification. SED maintains documentation of: (1) the date on which it notified the district of noncompliance; (2) the follow-up procedures that SED implemented to determine whether the noncompliance was corrected; (3) the date on which SED notified the district that it had corrected the noncompliance; and (4) that the noncompliance was corrected within one year of identification. 

Sanctions

SED has a variety of sanctions available to use in situations when LEAs are substantially out of compliance, fail to comply with corrective action orders, or fail to implement the decision of a due process hearing. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction may apply the following sanctions: corrective action plans or compliance agreements, special conditions, disapproval of local plans, withholding state and/or federal funds, and seeking court enforcement of corrective actions.

2007-08 SED Verification Monitoring of County Court Schools 

For the 2007–08 data collection period, ten county court schools participated in a verification review. The following chart identifies the county school reviewed, dates of the review, number of staff involved in the review, systemic noncompliant findings, and corrective action status update for the findings identified in last year’s report.    

	County Court School Monitored
	Date
	Number of Staff Involved
	Summary of Major Noncompliant Findings
	Status of Corrective Actions

	Alameda 
	June 9–11, 
2008
	6
	· Failure to include all contents in assessment report

· Failure to document a description of how a student’s progress would be measured

· Failure to provide secondary transition requirements

· Failure to provide written notice of individualized education program (IEP) meeting 

· Failure to implement student IEP 

	Closed  

	Contra Costa 
	June 23–25, 2008
	4
	· Failure to include all contents in assessment report

· Failure to follow timelines when developing IEP

· Failure to meet secondary transition requirements

· Failure to provide written notice of IEP meeting 

	Closed 

	Kern 
	October 20–24, 2009
	5
	· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older

	Closed



	Los Angeles
	December 4–7, 2007
	5
	· Failure to provide prior written notice

· Failure to follow assessment timelines

· Failure to complete vision and hearing screening

· Failure to complete timely reevaluations 

· Failure to implement student IEP

· Failure to include general education teacher in IEP meetings

· Failure to consider the language needs of students

· Failure to provide transition services

· Failure to provide a summary of student’s academic and functional performance

	Closed

	Orange 
	August 11–14, 2008
	5
	· Failure to provide proper assessment of students with limited English proficiency

· Failure to provide valid assessments

· Failure to consider the language needs of English language learners

· Failure to provide transition services

· Failure to use the California English Language Development Test 

· Failure to provide  appropriate instruction to English language learners

	Closed

	Riverside 
	June 9–13, 
2008
	5
	· Failure to provide transition from school to post-secondary services/settings

· Failure to provide the student’s IEP at the beginning of the school year

· Failure to show a direct relationship between present level of performance, goals and the specific educational services provided

	Closed

	Sacramento


	November 5–7, 2008; 
December 18, 2008


	6


	· Failure to meet required IEP timelines

· Failure to document student progress toward meeting goals

· Failure to include a general education teacher in IEP meetings

· Failure to provide transition services

	In process of correcting systemic non-compliance.



	Santa Clara 


	August 5–7, 2008


	6
	· Failure to meet assessment timelines

· Failure to include a general education teacher in IEP meetings

· Failure to implement  the IEP

· Failure to provide transition services

· Failure to provide a summary of student’s academic and functional performance

	Closed



	San Diego 
	June 16–20, 2008
	5
	· Failure to transition the student from school to post-secondary services/settings

	Closed

	San Bernardino
	October 6–10, 2008
	5
	· Failure to develop an assessment plan

· Failure to include parent input at IEP meetings

	Closed


2008-09 SED Verification Monitoring of County Court Schools 

For the 2008-09 data collection period, seven county court schools participated in a verification review. The following chart identifies the county court school reviewed, dates of the review, number of staff involved in the review, systemic noncompliant findings, and corrective action status.    

	County Court School Monitored
	Date
	Number of Staff Involved
	Summary of Major Noncompliant Findings
	Status of Corrective Actions

	Imperial
	August 13, 
2010
	1
	· Failure to include a statement of how the student’s disability affects involvement and progress in the general education curriculum in the student’s IEP

	Closed

	Lassen 
	February 22–23, 2010
	2
	· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older

· Failure to have a mental health interagency agreement

· Failure to reevaluate students

· Failure to include districts in the development of local plan revision

	In process of correcting systemic noncompliance.

	Butte
	March 9–10, 2010
	3
	· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older 

· Failure to develop a written report enabling involvement and progress in general education

	In process of correcting student level noncompliance.

	Colusa
	February 23–24, 2010
	3
	· Failure to reevaluate students

· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older

· Failure to provide written notice

	In process of correcting systemic noncompliance.

	Mendocino
	February 16–17, 2010
	3
	· Failure to include all required IEP team members

· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older

· Failure to provide written notice

	In process of correcting systemic non-compliance.

	Fresno
	March 8–12, 2010
	4
	· Failure to include a general education teacher in IEP meetings

· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older

· Failure to obtain excusal of required absent IEP team members

· Failure to provide interim placement

	In process of correcting systemic non-compliance.

	Ventura


	February 22–26, 2010


	2
	· Failure to arrange an IEP at a mutually agreeable time and place

· Failure to include a general education teacher in IEP meetings

· Failure to provide transition services for students aged 16 years and older

· Failure to obtain excusal of required absent IEP team members

· Failure to implement the IEP

· Failure to provide interim placement

	In process of correcting systemic non-compliance.


Technical Assistance

SED offers training and technical assistance through a variety of methods that are based on statewide and local needs, stakeholder input, and changes in statutes or regulations. SED uses a number of contracted projects and SED EPCs to provide varying levels of training, technical assistance, and resources to LEAs, parents and professionals to ensure compliance with federal and state law and to improve student achievement and outcomes. Some of these projects include California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CALStat), Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Resources Project, Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP), and Special Education Early Delivery System Project (SEEDS). SED provides training and technical assistance through on-site and follow-up visits, annual workshops, satellite conferences, Web casts, and telephone contacts. The following highlights the technical assistance accomplishments for the 2008–09 school year:

· Pursuant to the 2008 Budget Act, the CDE worked with Sacramento, San Bernardino, and San Diego COEs to provide technical assistance to juvenile court schools throughout the State of California. 

· Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE) developed a PowerPoint information tool and started building the information needed for the manual. Staff has provided four presentations informing the juvenile court school field of the three county-based technical assistance projects, as well as the specific work SCOE is doing. 

· San Bernardino County Office of Education (SBCOE) developed a project manual that demonstrates best practices in sharing and accessing student records to ensure the timely implementation of IEPs. The SBCOE is creating a computer shell program so that other juvenile court programs may implement this model approach. Interested juvenile court programs may receive the shell program and manual.

· San Diego County Office of Education (SDCOE) is developing multiple modules that demonstrate best practices in curriculum and instruction in juvenile court settings. The SDCOE has also created a pretest and posttest that will allow the juvenile court programs to assess how the program is meeting student needs and what support they need.  

The Alternative Education Branch of the Juvenile Courts Community and Alternative Schools Administrators of California will hold an annual conference in May, in which all three juvenile court programs, will present their programs related to the agreements with CDE. 
You can find this report on three California Department of Education Web pages:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/; http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/el; and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/as/documents/legsplmrpt2010.doc. 
If you need assistance with, or require a hard copy of, Section I: Categorical Program Monitoring, please contact, Hector Rico, Director, Categorical Compliance Division, by phone at 916-319-0742 or by e-mail at hrico@cde.ca.gov.
If you need assistance with, or require a hard copy of, Section II: Special Education Monitoring, please contact, Robert Morgan, Education Administrator I, Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance Unit V, Special Education Division, by phone at 916-445-4632 or by e-mail at rmorgan@cde.ca.gov. 
� An “local educational agency” "means a school district, a county office of education, a nonprofit charter school participating as a member of a special education local plan area, or a special education local plan area.” (Education Code Section 56026.3.)
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