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Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development

Instructions for the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) were disseminated on November 1, 2006. In anticipation of the 2005-2006 updates (due in February 2007), the California Department of Education (CDE) made a number of presentations and solicited input at a variety of meetings.

· The SPP and APR requirements were presented at two separate California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) training sessions with the special education local plan area (SELPA) administrators and local educational agencies (LEA)/districts during the spring 2006. 

· The revised SPP and APR requirements and potential revisions to baselines and benchmarks were discussed during the summer 2006 meeting of the Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC).

· The SPP and APR requirements were presented at two meetings (August and September 2006) of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education 

· The SPP and APR contents were presented and discussed at the two separate California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) training sessions with the special education local plan area (SELPA) administrators and local educational agencies (LEA)/districts during the fall 2006.

· Additional revisions to the SPP requirements and APR data and contents were reviewed during the November 2006 meeting of the KPISC.

· 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 were reviewed at the December 2006 SELPA Directors Meeting.

· Final public input was collected from representatives of Parent Training and Information Centers, SELPA Directors, Special Education Administrators of County Office of Education (SEACO), the California Advisory Commission on Special Education, and the KPISC during a teleconference scheduled December 15, 2006.

· The SPP and APR were presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) at its January 2007 meeting.
· The SPP and the APR are scheduled to be presented to the California Advisory Commission on Special Education at the January 2007 meeting.

· Over 100 State Performance and Personnel Development Stakeholders are scheduled to meet in January 2007 to reflect on the SPP and APR, and to use that information to discuss needs and guide the development of California’s grant proposal for the next State Personnel Development Grant competition.

· The revised SPP and APR will be posted on the CDE website once they have been approved by the Office of Special Education Programs.

· Local Education Agency level postings will be made in May 2007.
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 1:  Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma compared to percent of all youth in the State graduating with a regular diploma.

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

	Measurement: Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth. Explain calculation.
The methods for calculating the graduation rate for students receiving special education differ from the methods used by general education in California. Through the California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS), the Special Education Division (SED) collects information about individual students receiving special education. This allows SED to calculate the proportion of exiting students who graduate; general education calculates a cohort rate based on aggregate numbers. General education calculates graduation as the number of twelfth-grade graduates who received a diploma in the school year indicated, or the summer following that year, divided by the number of students in grade 9 four years ago. 

The requirements to graduate with a regular diploma in California are the same for all students. In addition to meeting the district's requirements for graduation, all students were required to pass the California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) in order to earn a public high school diploma. California state law, however, does permit a waiver of the CAHSEE requirement for a student with an IEP who has otherwise met the district requirements for graduation and the awarding of a regular diploma to such students. 

A local school board may grant a waiver of the CAHSEE requirement for a student with an IEP who has taken the CAHSEE on multiple occasions, has participated in CAHSEE preparation opportunities and is otherwise met the district requirements for graduation and the awarding of a regular diploma to such students. Also, students with disabilities may obtain a waiver of the requirement to pass a course in Algebra from the State Board of Education if their transcript demonstrates that the student has been on track to receive a regular diploma, has taken Algebra and the appropriate precursor math courses, and because of the nature of their disability cannot pass the course.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	90 percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):

91 percent of Districts (218 of 242 districts who had more than 20 exiters at grade 12 and/or 18 years or more who were upgraded) met or exceeded established annual benchmarks.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):

The FFY 2005 (2005-2006) rate of 91 percent is a one percent improvement over the 90 percent rate reported for FFY 2005 (2004-05).

Statewide, in the 2004-05 school year, 56.8 percent of students receiving special education services in California exiting from grade twelve graduated with a regular diploma. In the 2005-06 school year, 61.6 percent of students receiving special education services, graduated with a regular diploma. This is an increase of 4.8 percent.

Analyses of district data was unrevealing.

For high school districts with grades seven through twelve, in the 2004-05 school year, 56.5 percent of students receiving special education services graduated with a regular diploma. In the 2005-06 school year, 62 percent of students receiving special education services, graduated with a regular diploma. This is an increase of 5.5 percent. Within this school type, only two out of eleven districts (18 percent) fell below the benchmark. One of these districts is in the central part of the state. This district is in year one of program improvement under NCLB. The other district is from the southern part of the state and is completing a Verification Review.

For high school districts with grades nine through twelve, in the 2004-05 school year, 56.2 percent of students receiving special education services graduated with a regular diploma. In the 2005-06 school year, 61.2 percent of students receiving special education services, graduated with a regular diploma. This is an increase of five percent. Within this school type, six out of 46 districts (13 percent) fell below the benchmark. Two of these are in the northern part of the state and four are from the central part of the state. Three of these districts are in year one of program improvement under NCLB. One of these three is also completing a Special Education Self Review.

For unified school districts, kindergarten through grade twelve, in the 2004-05 school year, 56.5 percent of students receiving special education services graduated with a regular diploma. In the 2005-06 school year, 61.7 percent of students receiving special education services, graduated with a regular diploma. This is an increase of 5.2 percent. Within this school type, 15 out of 183 districts (eight percent) fell below the benchmark. Seven of these are from the northern part of the state; four are from the central part of the state, and four from the southern part of the state. Three of these districts are in year one of program improvement for NCLB and two are completing a Verification Review.

At the student level, an analysis of graduates by ethnicity indicates that while white and Asian students are more likely to graduate, no ethnic group is underrepresented among the graduates, when compared to the ethnic composition of the potential graduate pool.

Students with severe disabilities (mental retardation, emotional disturbance, deaf-blind, and multiple disabilities) are underrepresented compared to the number with those disabilities present in the potential graduate pool. Students with hearing impairments, speech and language impairments, health impairments and specific learning disabilities are more likely to be among those graduating with a diploma.
Improvement Activities completed follow:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, and Selected Special Projects

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports
	July 1, 2005 – June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Convene Stakeholder Groups such as the LRE, State Performance and Personnel Development Plan Stakeholders (SPPDP), and the IEP Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, CDE staff 
	Completed and ongoing

	Participate in national charter school study
	2004 - 2006
	University of Maryland, CDE staff, funded grant from DOE/OSEP
	Completed

	Selected Training/Technical Assistance

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for PI
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In process

	Regional trainings for trainers on serving students with disabilities in the LRE
	September - October, 2005 and annually as needed
	CDE staff, contractor, RSDSS staff
	In process

	Provide facilitated IEP training, a trainer of trainer module
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Not completed based on recommendations of IEP Task Force

	Host Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT) teleconference
	October 2005 - 06
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Training
	February 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed and ongoing

	School-site specific RCAT Teleconference
	March - June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed and ongoing

	RCAT Summer Institute
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed and ongoing

	RCAT Leadership Development Program follow-up Seminar
	August - September 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed and ongoing

	Facilitate and provide training, technical assistance in a wide range of research-based core messages practices to assist in improving special education services in areas such as: the qualify and number of teachers and other personnel who work with students with disabilities, the coordination of services for students with disabilities, the behavioral supports available for students with disabilities, academic outcomes, particularly in the area of literacy/English/Language Arts, the participation of parents and family members, and in the collection and dissemination of data.
	Ongoing throughout the year
	Second State Improvement Grant (SIG2), federally funded
	SIG2 ends August 31, 2007

	Provide five Web casts that cover the concept of RtI and stream this content for on-demand viewing
	December 2005, January, February, March and April 2006
	CDE staff, contractor, SELPA

	Completed

	Develop and distribute training module in DVD format that incorporates RtI concepts and specific skills
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	RtI Trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Three-tiered model trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	State Superintendent High School Summit Focus on Students with Disabilities
	October 2005
	Contracted speakers support through registration fees from participants and IDEA funds, CDE staff
	Completed

	Develop charter school guidance primers to address the needs of students with disabilities attending charter schools
	2005-06
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education and grant from DOE/OSEP, CDE staff
	California drafts Completed 

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school
	Ongoing
	International Center for Leadership in Education and Council of Chief State School Officers and financial resources provided through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools
	September 2005 -June 2010
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the IDEA
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp 
	Completed

	IDEA Final Regulation Training Web cast promoted during fall 2006. Web cast archived and DVD distributed.
	January 2007
	Art Cernosia, Esq., nationally known expert in the IDEA. Free to public and funded from IDEA funds
	Planned

	Hosted and promoted USDOE’s Community-Based Public Meeting
	November 14, 2006

Sacramento, CA
	USDOE and CDE/SED staff
	Completed

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics including Promotion, retention guidelines, and CAPA materials
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed

	Develop Web site to support the rollout of RtI including forms, procedures, intervention measures and provide a facility for supporting the field through an internet based message-board
	June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed

	Create and post the Special Education Data Summaries on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed

	Plan for the federal competition, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), to continue to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. Additional efforts will be made in the implementation of evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis will be placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.
	January – March 2007

If awarded, SPDG, implementation 2007-2012
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG),

Upcoming federal grant competition
	Planning

	The Special Edge newsletter, three issues per year


	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, contractor
	Completed

	CA Standards Test Charting Program


	Ongoing, and being disseminated
	CDE contractor
	Developed and ongoing improvements

	Training Evaluation Database (TED)


	Being disseminated
	CDE contractor
	Developed, piloted, and training completed

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education 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.
	Publication in 2007
	CDE staff and contractor
	Final stages of production 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):
The FFY 2005 (2005-2006) rate of 91 percent is a slight increase over the 90 percent rate reported for FFY 2005 (2004-05). No changes to SPP Targets are proposed.  
In September 2006, the OSEP monitoring team advised CDE that students who were given diplomas based on waiver of state requirements for nondisabled children should be eliminated from the state’s Section 618 Data Reports (which form the basis for calculations for the SPP and the APR). The 2005-06 calculations are based on figures that include CAHSEE waivers granted to students in the class of 2006 and algebra waivers granted in 2005-06. It is not clear if the numbers of these waivers would be sufficient to change the status of any district and therefore the percent of districts meeting the benchmark. CDE will alter calculations of the graduation rate to eliminate student with disability data who graduate based on an algebra waiver and will seek to secure the accurate information from local school boards to factor out the number of students granted CAHSEE exemptions in 2007.

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 2:  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school compared to the percent of all youth in the State dropping out of high school.

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

	Measurement: Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth. Explain calculation.
Percent of special education students dropping out. The dropout percent for students with disabilities is calculated by taking the number of special education students identified as dropping out or not known to be continuing divided by the total number of special education students. Only students in the 7th or higher grade or age 12 or older are included in the calculation

The methods for calculating the dropout rate for students receiving special education services and general education are different. The Special Education Division (SED) maintains the student-level database, California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS), for students receiving special education. SED calculates a dropout percent based on exited students; general education uses a cohort rate.

Unlike the special education dropout percent, general education dropout rates are calculated from aggregate data submitted at the school-level for a variety of subgroups. The California Department of Education (CDE) calculates two different rates, a one-year rate and a four-year derived rate. Neither is comparable with the special education rate.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	85 percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks.


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
88 percent of Districts (558 of 632 of districts with more than 20 students, ages 6 to 22, who were in grade 7 or higher and/or more than 13 years of age ungraded) met or exceeded the established annual benchmark.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):

The FFY 2005 (2005-2006) rate of 88 percent is a 3 percent increase from the 85 percent rate reported for FFY 2004 (2004-2005).

Statewide, in the 2004-05 school year, 3.97 percent of students exiting from grade seven or higher were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. In the 2005-06 school year, 3.1 percent of students were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. This is a decrease of .87 percent.

For high school districts with grades nine through twelve, in the 2004-05 school year, 3.68 percent of students exiting from grade seven or higher were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. In the 2005-06 school year, 3.7 percent of students were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. This is an increase of .02 percent. Within this school type, five out of 73 districts (7 percent) had a 0 percent drop out rate. One of these districts is in the northern part of the state, two in the central part and two in the southern part of the state. Eleven districts (15 percent) exceeded the benchmark. Three of these districts are in the northern part of the state, four in the central part, and four in the southern part of the state. One of these districts is in year one of program improvement under NCLB and another is completing a Verification Review.
For unified and high school districts with grades seven -twelve, in the 2004-05 school year, 4.15 percent of students exiting from grade seven or higher were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. In the 2005-06 school year, 3.1 percent of students were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. This is a decrease of 1.05 percent. Within this school type, one out of 328 districts (.3 percent) had 0 percent drop out rate. This district is in the southern part of the state. Nineteen districts (6 percent) exceeded the benchmark. Eight of these districts are in the north, five are in the central part, and six are in the southern part of the state. Two of these districts are in year one of program improvement under NCLB and three are completing a Special Education Self Review.

For elementary districts, in the 2004-05 school year, 1.4 percent of students exiting from grade seven or higher were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. In the 2005-06 school year, 1.6 percent of students were reported as dropped out or moved and not known to be continuing. This is an increase of 0.2 percent. Within this school type, 120 out of 230 districts (52 percent) had a 0 percent drop out rate. These districts are in the southern part of the state. Nineteen districts (8 percent) exceeded the benchmark. Eight of these districts are in the north, five in the central, and six in the south part of the state. Twelve of these districts are in year one of program improvement under NCLB. Seven are completing a Special Education Self Review and three are going through a Verification Review.

Analysis of the dropout population by ethnicity indicates that African American and Native American students with disabilities are disproportionately represented by ethnicity in grades seventh through twelfth grader. Only students with emotional disturbance are disproportionately represented among the special education drop out population.

Figures used to calculate the drop out rate include students who relocate and are not known to be continuing. As a result, calculation of drop out rate is confounded by the extreme mobility of families in California. 

Improvement activities undertaken by the state in 2005-06 were completed as follows:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, & Selected Special Projects

	Increase collaboration and coordination with SB65 on behalf of students with disabilities
	Ongoing
	CDE staff
	In process

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	CDE Staff
	In process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2011
	CDE Staff
	Completed

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the IEP Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, & CDE staff 
	Completed

	Participate in national charter school study
	2004 - 2006
	University of Maryland, CDE staff, funded grant from USDOE/OSEP

	Completed

	Selected Training/Technical Assistance

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE Staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for program improvement
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Regional trainings for trainers on serving students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment
	September - October, 2005 and annually as needed
	CDE Staff, contractors

RSDSS staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Provide facilitated IEP training, a trainer of trainer module
	June 30, 2006
	CDE Staff
	Not completed based on recommendation of IEP Task Force

	Host Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT) teleconference
	October 2005 - 06
	CDE Staff, contract staff
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Training
	February 2006
	Contractor, CDE Staff
	Completed 

	School-site specific RCAT Teleconference
	March - June 2006
	Contractor, CDE Staff
	Completed 

	RCAT Summer Institute
	July 2006
	Contractor, CDE Staff
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Program follow-up Seminar
	August - September 2006
	Contractor, CDE Staff
	Completed 

	Facilitate and provide training, technical assistance in a wide range of research-based core messages practices to assist in improving special education services in areas such as: the qualify and number of teachers and other personnel who work with students with disabilities, the coordination of services for students with disabilities, the behavioral supports available for students with disabilities, academic outcomes, particularly in the area of literacy/English/Language Arts, the participation of parents and family members, and in the collection and dissemination of data.
	Ongoing throughout the year
	Second State Improvement Grant (SIG2), federally funded
	SIG2 ends August 31, 2007

	Provide five Webcasts that cover the concept of Response to Intervention (RtI) and stream this content for on-demand viewing
	December 2005, January, February, March and April 2006
	Contractor, CDE Staff SELPA
	Completed

	Develop and distribute training module in DVD format that incorporates RtI concepts and specific skills
	July 2006
	CDE staff contractors
	Completed

	RtI Trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Three-tiered model trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	State Superintendent High School Summit Focus on Students with Disabilities


	October 2005
	Contracted speakers support through registration fees from participants & IDEA funds, CDE Staff
	Completed

	Develop charter school guidance primers to address the needs of students with disabilities attending charter schools
	2005 - 06
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education & grant from USDOE/OSEP, CDE staff
	Completed 

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school
	Ongoing
	International Center for Leadership in Education and Council of Chief State School Officers and financial resources provided through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff
	Completed

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop & maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the IDEA
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE

Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp 
	Completed

	Hosted and promoted USDOE’s Community-Based Public Meeting
	November 14, 2006

Sacramento, CA
	USDOE and CDE/SED staff
	Completed

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics including promotion, retention guidelines, & CAPA materials
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed

	Develop Web site to support the rollout of RtI including forms, procedures, intervention measures and provide a facility for supporting the field through an internet based message-board
	June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE

Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed

	Create and post the Special Education Data Reports on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE

Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed

	Plan for the federal competition, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), to continue to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. Additional efforts will be made in the implementation of evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis will be placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.
	January – March 2007

If awarded, SPDG, implementation 2007-2012
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG),

Upcoming federal grant competition
	Planning

	The Special Edge newsletter, three issues per year 
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, contractor
	Completed

	CA Standards Test Charting Program


	Ongoing, and being disseminated
	CDE contractor
	Developed and ongoing improvements

	Training Evaluation Database (TED)


	Being disseminated
	CDE contractor
	Developed, piloted, and training completed

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education 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.
	Publication in 2007
	CDE staff and contractor
	Final stages of production 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):

No revisions are being made at this time.
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 3: Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

A. Percent of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment with no accommodations; regular assessment with accommodations; alternate assessment against grade level standards; alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards.

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

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

	Measurement: 

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

A. Participation rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

e. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards (percent = [(e) divided by (a)] times 100).

Account for any children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e above.

Overall Percent = [(b + c + d + e) divided by (a)].

B. Proficiency rate =

a. # of children with IEPs  in assessed grades;

b. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with accommodations (percent = [(c) divided by (a)] times 100);

d.
# of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the alternate assessment against grade level achievement standards (percent = [(d) divided by (a)] times 100); and

e.
# of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured against alternate achievement standards (percent = [(e) divided by (a)] times 100).

Account for any children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e above.

Overall Percent = [(b + c + d + e) divided by (a)].



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

 (2005-2006)
	3A. 52 percent of districts will meet the State’s AYP objectives for the disability subgroup.

3B. 95 percent of students with disabilities in the assessed grades will participate in statewide assessments

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

By School Subgroup

(Percent of Students who are Proficient or Advanced)
	English Language Arts
	Math

	2005

(2005-06)
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	24.4%
	26.5%

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	22.3%
	20.9%

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, County Office of Education
	23.0%
	23.7%


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-06)
3.A. Percent of Districts meeting Adequate Yearly Progress Objectives

	 
	 
	2004-05
	2005-06

	Participation
	ELA
	97.5%
	78.4%

	 
	Math
	95.1%
	86.7%

	 
	Both
	95.1%
	75.6%

	Proficiency
	ELA
	58.4%
	66.9%

	 
	Math
	83.6%
	87.7%

	 
	Both
	56.6%
	64.4%

	Overall
	All AYP
	53.5%
	53.9%

	Includes students in grades 2 through 8 and 10.

	Students in grades 2 through 8 take the STAR tests,

	Students in grades 10 take the California High School Exit Exam

	Data sources:
	
	

	Data source for 2004-05 is AYP database: apr05adb.dbf updated 6/20/2006

	Data source for 2005-06 is AYP database: apr06adb.dbf updated 9/20/2006


3.B.  Participation of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2004-05 through 2005-06

	Assessment Description
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2004-05
	2005-06

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. children with IEPs in assessed grades
	360,617
	100.0%
	361,529
	100.0%
	360,563
	100.0%
	361,446
	100.0%

	b. Regular assessment no accommodations
	244,632
	67.8%
	289,904
	80.2%
	241,503
	67.0%
	268,937
	74.4%

	c. Regular assessments with accommodations
	76,446
	21.2%
	29,027
	8.0%
	78,006
	21.6%
	49,674
	13.7%

	d. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	29,297
	8.1%
	29,801
	8.2%
	29,298
	8.1%
	29,811
	8.2%

	e. Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Other - Not tested, Out of Level
	10,242
	2.8%
	12,797
	3.5%
	11,756
	3.3%
	13,024
	3.6%

	Overall
	350,375
	97.2%
	348,732
	96.5%
	348,807
	96.7%
	348,422
	96.4%

	Sources: 618 Report, Table 6, 2004-05 and 2005-06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Only students in Grades 3 through 8 and 10 are included in this table. AYP reports for California also include students in Grade 2.


3.C. Proficiency rate of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2004-05 through 2005-06

	Assessment Description
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2004-05
	2005-06

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. children with IEPs in assessed grades
	360,617
	100.0%
	361,529
	100.0%
	360,563
	100.0%
	361,446
	100.0%

	b. Regular assessment (with and without accommodations)
	48,932
	13.6%
	42,774
	11.8%
	55,846
	15.5%
	51,568
	14.3%

	c. Regular assessment no accommodations
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown

	d. Regular assessments with accommodations
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown

	e. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	17,419
	4.8%
	18,513
	5.1%
	17,167
	4.8%
	16,416
	4.5%

	f. Alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Other - Not tested, Out of Level
	294,266
	81.6%
	300,242
	83.0%
	287,550
	79.8%
	293,462
	81.2%

	Overall
	66,351
	18.4%
	61,287
	17.0%
	73,013
	20.2%
	67,984
	18.8%

	Sources: 618 Report, Table 6, 2004-05 and 2005-06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Only students in Grades 3 through 8 and 10 are included in this table. AYP reports for California also include students in Grade 2.


3.C. 1. Percent of Students receiving Special Education Services Scoring Proficient or Advanced by School Type.

	Special Education
	ELA
	Math

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

	Unified, COE, HS 7-12
	400
	259,050
	50,696
	19.6%
	265,974
	59,636
	22.4%

	Elementary
	559
	81,918
	17,049
	20.8%
	83,922
	20,816
	24.8%

	HS 9-12
	75
	8,468
	1,411
	16.7%
	8,913
	1,321
	14.8%

	Total
	1,034
	349,436
	69,156
	19.8%
	358,809
	81,773
	22.8%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-06):

3.A. Percent of Districts Meetings State’s AYP Objectives

Participation and performance of students with disabilities on the California Standards Tests (CSTs) used to calculate Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) include measures from the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program for grades 2-8. This includes the California Standards Test (CST) and the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA), which is the alternate assessment for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. For the purposes of NCLB reporting, at the district and state level, results of students who take the CAPA in excess of the 1.0 percent limitation will be considered “not proficient.” For grade 10, the California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) and CAPA are used to calculate AYP. In order to use the CAHSEE for this purpose, separate cut scores have been established for both the ELA and Math portions of the assessment. These cut scores do not correspond to scores on the CAHSEE; instead, they reflect the more rigorous CST performance levels. These more rigorous cut scores are for NCLB purposes only.

Overall, 53.9 percent of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size met the State’s overall AYP objectives in 2005-06. This is a slight increase over 2004-05 when 53.5 percent met the State’s overall AYP objectives. And, overall the state has met the 52 percent State Performance Plan (SPP) target for 2005-06. 

However, In 2005-06, only 75.6 percent of districts met the participation objectives for AYP. In 2004-05, 95.1 percent of districts met the participation objectives for AYP. This data may change in April 2007 when a final revision to the AYP data for 2005-06 is made. Similarly, this finding should be tempered by information provided in table 3.B. - Participation of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2004-05 through 2005-06, which indicates that while the percent districts meeting the objective is low, the percent of students participating continues above the 95% level. It should be noted that this participation information is derived from two different data sets. 

In 2005-06, 64.4 percent of districts met proficiency objectives for AYP. In 2004-05, 56.6 percent of districts met the proficiency objectives for AYP. This is a marked increase from 2004-05. At the same time, however, on a statewide basis, the disability subgroup as a whole failed to meet any one of the proficiency targets by school type as depicted in table 3.C.1. - Percent of Students receiving Special Education Services Scoring Proficient or Advanced by School Type. It should be noted, however, that these data are derived from two different data sets. 

3. B. Participation Rate

As noted above, the participation rates in table 3.B. - Participation of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2004-05 through 2005-06, are 96.5 percent for English Language Arts (ELA) and 96.4 percent for Math. While the overall participation rates are above the target for 2005-06, there is a slight overall decrease from 2004-05 when the participation rates were 97.2 percent for ELA and 96.7 percent for Math. Coupled with the drop in the percent of districts meeting the participation rate objectives for AYP, this is an area where specific attention will be needed to identify and provide targeted technical assistance to districts failing to meet the participation objectives. Generally, the percent of students participating in various test conditions is consistent from year to year, with a slight increase in the percent of students testing without accommodations and a slight decrease in the percent of students testing with accommodations.

3.C. Proficiency Rate

The overall proficiency rates identified in table 3.C. - Proficiency rate of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California, 2004-05 through 2005-06, are 

17 percent for ELA and 18.8 percent for Math. These are decreases from 2004-05 when the overall proficiency rates were 18.4 percent for ELA and 20.2 for Math. Proficiency by test condition is reported as contained in Table 6 – Assessment for the Section 618 data, which does break out proficiency by all of the test conditions. In order to conform to California’s NCLB reporting, the SPP identifies proficiency targets by school/district type. As a result, separate percentages are used as targets for students in elementary schools districts; county offices, unified districts and high school 7-12 districts; and high school 9-12 districts. These percentages are used to determine whether districts have made AYP proficiency objectives overall and by subgroup. Statewide, none of the district types meet the 2005-06 target.

	
	2005-06 Target
	2005-06 Actual

	District 
	ELA
	Math
	ELA
	Math

	TYPE
	Prof & Adv %
	Prof & Adv %
	Prof & Adv %
	Prof & Adv %

	Unified, COE, HS 7-12
	23.0%
	23.7%
	19.6%
	22.4%

	Elementary
	24.4%
	26.5%
	20.8%
	24.8%

	HS 9-12
	22.3%
	23.7%
	16.7%
	14.8%


High School districts were farthest from the targets - 5.6 percent below the AMO for ELA and 8.9% percent below for Math. Elementary and Unified districts were only slightly below the AMO in Math (1.7 percent and 1.3 percent, respectively) and comparably below AMO in ELA (3.6 % for Elementary districts and 3.4% for Unified districts).  

Geographically there were no substantial differences in district type proficiencies in the northern, central and southern part of the state. 

Across ethnic groups, there are no substantial differences between the distribution among students tested and the distribution among students scoring proficient and advanced.

Across disability categories, there are some differences between the distribution among students tested and the distribution among students scoring proficient and advanced. More of the students scoring proficient or advanced have Mental Retardation, Speech and Language Impairments, Visual Impairments, Orthopedic Impairments, Deaf-Blindness, Multiple disabilities, Autism and Traumatic Brain Injury than would be expected given their relative proportions among all students tested. There are no substantial differences between the distribution among students tested and the distribution among students scoring proficient and advanced for students who have Emotional Disturbance or Other Health Impairments or who are Deaf. Interestingly, students with Specific Learning Disabilities were a substantially lower proportion of all students scoring proficient or advanced than their proportion among all students tested. This may be due, in part, to the relatively high proportion of students (particularly those with Mental Retardation, Deaf-Blindness, and Multiple disabilities) scoring proficient or advanced on the CAPA exam. This difference can be expected to decrease with implementation of a new standards-based measurement for CAPA. The relatively lower performance among students with Specific Learning Disabilities has been noted previously; the needs of this group are a primary consideration in the development of the California Modified Achievement (CMA) test.

Improvement Activities have been completed as follows

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, and Selected Special Projects

	Create blueprints for California Modified Assessment (CMA) 
	May-August 2005
	CMA Workgroups, CDE staff, Contractor, ETS
	In process

	Develop CMA
	May 2005- September 2007
	CDE staff, contractor
	In process

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	The facilitated grant procedures utilize STAR data to develop program improvement plan
	November 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, State Performance and Personnel Development Plan Stakeholders (SPPDP), and the IEP Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed and ongoing

	Cross Branch Coordination with PI to utilize data for analysis and improvement plans
	December 30, 2006
	Riverside COE staff, CDE staff
	Completed

	Participate in national charter school study
	2004 -06
	University of Maryland, CDE staff, funded grant from DOE/OSEP
	Completed

	Selected Training/Technical Assistance

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for program improvement
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Regional trainings for trainers on serving students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment.
	September - October, 2005 and annually as needed
	CDE staff, contractors, RSDSS staff
	Completed

	Provide facilitated IEP training, a trainer of trainer module.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Host Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT) teleconference
	October 2005 - 2006
	CDE staff, contract staff
	In process

	RCAT Leadership Development Training
	February 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	In process

	School-site specific RCAT Teleconference
	March - June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	RCAT Summer Institute
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Program follow-up Seminar
	August - September 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Statewide State Improvement Grant (SIG) Leadership Institute 
	Fall and spring
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	SIG Regional Leadership Institutes 
	Annually
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	SIG site-specific technical assistance which is specialized to assist additional schools, districts, and SELPAs 
	Annually
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide BEST positive behavioral management program training and technical assistance.
	As needed by site - ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide five Web casts that cover the concept of Response to Intervention (RtI) and stream this content for on-demand viewing
	December. 2005, January. February. March and April 2006
	CDE staff, contractors, SELPA
	Completed

	Develop and distribute training module in DVD format that incorporates RtI concepts and specific skills.
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractors 
	Completed

	RtI Trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Three-tiered model trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	State Superintendent High School Summit Focus on Students with Disabilities
	Oct 2005
	Contracted speakers support through registration fees from participants and IDEA funds, CDE staff
	Completed

	Develop charter school guidance primers to address the needs of students with disabilities attending charter schools.
	2005 - 2006
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education and grant from DOE/OSEP, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school
	Ongoing
	International Center for Leadership in Education and Council of Chief State School Officers and financial resources provided through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools.
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff
	Continuing

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of IDEA
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp  
	Completed and continuing in 2006

	Hosted and promoted USDOE’s Community-Based Public Meeting
	November 14, 2006

Sacramento CA
	USDOE and CDE/SED staff
	Completed

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics including Promotion, retention guidelines, and CAPA materials
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed

	Develop Web site to support the rollout of RtI including forms, procedures, intervention measures and provide a facility for supporting the field through an internet based message-board
	June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page  http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed

	Create and post the Special Education Data Reports on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed and in process of development to match SPP indicators

	Plan for the federal competition, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), to continue to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. Additional efforts will be made in the implementation of evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis will be placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.
	January – March 2007

If awarded, SPDG, implementa-tion 2007-2012
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), upcoming federal grant competition
	Planning

	The Special Edge newsletter, three issues per year


	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, contractor
	Completed

	CA Standards Test Charting Program


	Ongoing and being dissemin-ated
	CDE contractor
	Developed and ongoing improvements

	Training Evaluation Database (TED)


	Being dissemin-ated
	CDE contractor
	Developed, piloted, and training completed

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education 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.
	Publication in 2007
	CDE staff and contractor
	Final stages of production 

	CDE will conduct data analysis on county operated programs for special populations (e.g., juvenile court schools, county community schools) including trend analysis
	July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2008
	CDE Staff
	In development


In addition, it should be noted that the State Board of Education (SBE) approved the revised blueprints for the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) March 6, 2006. This blueprint revision included the adoption of Alternate Achievement Standards (AAS).
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):
CDE will continue to consult with the Standards and Assessment, Accountability and Program Improvement Divisions to 

· Increase access and to advocate for appropriate assessment measures for students with disabilities (CAPA and CMA);

· identify districts and populations who need special support and targeted assistance; and 

· support Program Improvement activities for NCLB in general, as well as for districts who have low proficiency values for students with disabilities.

Additionally, CDE will identify and provide targeted technical assistance to all districts who did not meet their NCLB participation rate, 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 4:  Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year; and

B. Percent of districts identified by the State as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race and ethnicity.

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

	Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of districts identified by the State as having significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of districts identified by the State as having significant discrepancies in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race ethnicity) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	Indicator 4A: No more than 10.4 percent of districts will have an overall suspension or expulsion rate greater than 1 percent. 

Indicator 4B: 0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.


Actual Target Data 2005 (2005-2006):
Indicator 4A: In 2005-06, the 2004-05 baseline, targets and benchmarks for the SPP were adjusted to align to the Section 618 Data reporting requirements.  The new baseline for 2004-05, is that 10.6 percent of districts had a rate of expulsion or suspension of more than one percent. The recalculated measure is based on ages three through twenty-two, the group reported on Table 5 of the Annual Report of Children Served (618 data) as required. The original baseline was calculated based on the existing California Quality Assurance Program, Key Performance Indicator measures based on students in grades kindergarten through twelve.  In addition, the revised baseline reports the percent of districts that are significantly discrepant; the original baseline was reported as the percent of districts not significantly discrepant. Annual targets were reset using the recalculated measurements. In 2005-06, 17.9 percent of districts had a rate of expulsion or suspension of more than one percent.
Indicator 4B: The identification of districts having a significantly discrepant rate of expulsion or suspension is a multi-step process. The first step is to identify which, if any, districts have one or more ethnic categories that exceed a percent-based threshold. Within each district, an ethnic category exceeded the threshold when the proportion of students receiving special education who were suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in that category among all students receiving special education suspended or expelled for more than ten days is more than 20 percent higher than that category’s proportion among all students receiving special education. If any one or more of the five ethnic/race categories exceed the allowable threshold, the district is identified as potentially discrepant. In 2005-06, 7.3 percent of districts (74 of 1015) were identified as potentially discrepant based on the calculation.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006): 

Indicator 4A: In FFY 2005 (2005-2006), the percent of districts with a suspension/ expulsion rate of less than 1 percent slipped by 7.4 percentage points from the recalculated FFY 2004 (2004-05) rate of 10.6 percent to 17.9 percent in 2005-06.

There were 154 districts that did not meet the 1 percent target. These districts were evenly distributed geographically. The largest district had a special education enrollment of 9,855 and the smallest had an enrollment of 20. Districts were fairly evenly divided by size. The largest percentage of students was 13.81 percent and the smallest was 1.01 percent. The median value among districts was 2.21 percent. While there were some extreme values, largely the districts were under 3 percent. District policies and procedures related behavior intervention plans, suspension and expulsion will be reviewed.

While it would appear there is generalized slippage in the number and percent of students with disabilities, changes to the IDEA in 2004 simplified suspension or expulsion students with disabilities.

Indicator 4B:  Because this is the first year this indicator was implemented for review, the percent of districts significantly discrepant cannot be determined until completion of the district reviews. The review results will be reported in the February 1, 2008 APR.

Improvement activities have been completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Provide statewide California Special Education Management Information system (CASEMIS) training for special education local plan areas (SELPA).
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Finalize new suspension/expulsion data fields and definitions for CASEMIS.
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Modify CASEMIS data table structure to incorporate new data fields and update table codes.
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Modify validation codes and develop prototype reports.
	Spring 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Beta-test new CASEMIS software. 
	Summer 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Deploy official CASEMIS software.
	October 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	Ongoing throughout the year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	Each year in the Fall and sometimes Spring
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Monitoring and Stakeholder Meetings

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS).
	October 2005 - June 30, 2010
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed

	Selected Training/Technical Assistance

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	October 21, 2005 - October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Regional trainings for trainers on serving students with disabilities in the LRE
	September - October, 2005 and annually as needed
	CDE staff, contractors,
RSDSS staff
	Completed

	Provide facilitated IEP training, a trainer of trainer module
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Not completed per recommendation of IEP Task Force

	Host Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT) teleconference
	October 2005 - 06
	CDE staff, contract staff
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Training
	February 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed 2/3/06

	School-site specific RCAT Teleconference
	March - June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	RCAT Summer Institute
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Program follow-up Seminar
	August - September 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide five Web casts that cover the concept of RtI and stream this content for on-demand viewing
	December. 2005, January, February, March, and April 2006
	CDE staff, contractors, SELPA
	Completed

	Develop and distribute training module in DVD format that incorporates RtI concepts and specific skills
	July 2006
	CDE staff contractors 
	Completed

	RtI Trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Three-tiered model trainings
	Ongoing, several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	State Superintendent High School Summit Focus on Students with Disabilities
	Oct 2005
	Contracted speakers support through registration fees from participants and IDEA funds, CDE staff
	Completed

	Develop charter school guidance primers to address the needs of students with disabilities attending charter schools
	2005-06
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education and grant from DOE/OSEP, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school
	Ongoing
	International Center for Leadership in Education and Council of Chief State School Officers and financial resources provided through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff
	Ongoing

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the IDEA
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp  
	Completed and ongoing

	IDEA Final Regulation Training
	Spring 2006
	Art Cernosia, Esq., nationally known expert in the IDEA. Free to public and funded from IDEA funds
	Completed

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics including promotion, retention guidelines, and CAPA materials
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed

	Develop Web site to support the rollout of RtI including forms, procedures, intervention measures and provide a facility for supporting the field through an internet based message-board
	June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed

	Create and post the Special Education Data Summaries on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and  http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed


In addition, CDE completed other improvement activities that were not included in the SPP.

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	CDE conducted 58 training workshops related to Behavior Intervention and Behavior Intervention Plans
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2006
	CDE staff, State Special Schools 
	Completed

	CDE provided web based support LEAs  (over 200,000 hits on behavior training issues and 58,000 questions over email)
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2006
	CDE staff, State Special Schools
	Completed

	Plan for the federal competition, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), to continue to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. Additional efforts will be made in the implementation of evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis will be placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.
	January – March 2007

If awarded, SPDG, implementation 2007-2012
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG),
Upcoming federal grant competition
	Planning

	The Special Edge newsletter, three issues per year 
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, contractor
	Completed

	CA Standards Test Charting Program


	Ongoing and being dissemina-ted
	CDE contractor
	Developed and ongoing improvements

	Training Evaluation Database (TED)


	Being dissemina-ted
	CDE contractor
	Developed, piloted, and training completed

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education 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.
	Publication in 2007
	CDE staff and contractor
	Final stages of production 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):
Indicator 4A: Annual targets were revised to mirror data reported in Table 5, Section A, Columns 3A, 3B, and 3C, Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More then ten Days of the Annual Report of Children Served. Revised data are based on the population of children age three years – twenty-two, previously submitted data were based on the population of children in grades Kindergarten through twelve.

Indicator 4B: Annual targets were not required to be reported in the 2004-05 SPP. They are listed below and included in the revision of the State Performance Plan being submitted with this Annual Performance Report

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	No more than 10.5 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than ten days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).

0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).

	2006

(2006-2007)
	No more than 10.4 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than ten days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).

0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).

	2007

(2007-2008)
	No more than 10.3 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than ten days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).

0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).

	2008

(2008-2009)
	No more than 10.2 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than ten days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).

0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).

	2009

(2009-2010)
	No more than 10.1 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than ten days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).

0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).

	2010

(2010-2011)
	No more than 10.0 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than ten days in a school year that exceed one percent (indicator 4A).

0.0 percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than ten days in a school year of children with disabilities by race (indicator 4B).


The following improvement activities are being added to Indicator 4A and 4 B:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Review master item table to identify items related to behavior plans and discipline policies and procedures.
	January 1, 2007

and annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Identify districts not meeting the statewide benchmarks for suspension and expulsion.
	January 1, 2007

and annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Ensure that Verification Review and Special Education Self Review monitoring plans include review of behavior and suspension and expulsion policies and procedures.
	March 31, 2007 and annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Ensure that districts not included in Verification Review and Special Education Self Review conduct a self-review of behavior and suspension and expulsion policies and procedures using the same instrument as used in CDE monitoring processes.
	June 30, 2007
	CDE Staff

	Impose corrective action plans as needed to ensure correction of policies, procedures and practices.
	June 30, 2007
	CDE Staff

	Provide ongoing technical assistance regarding compliance issues
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

	Link LEAs to training and technical assistance opportunities related to behavior, suspension and expulsion
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

	Review findings of monitoring and self reviews to identify issues and themes. Identify and provide additional resources to address persistent issues
	Annually
	CDE Staff

Contractors

	Research, develop and disseminate policy letter related to suspension and expulsion in collaboration with general education to clarify requirements and data collection definitions.
	June 2007
	CDE Staff

	Collaborate with Parent Training and Information Centers to identify and evaluate districts who may be misreporting in school suspensions.
	June 2008
	CDE Staff

Parent Training and Information Centers


Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

A.
Removed from regular class less than 21% of the day;

B.
Removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day; or

C.
Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements.

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

	Measurement: 

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

B. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

 (2005-2006)
	5A. 51.1 percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 24 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 4.3 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
50.4 percent were removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

24.2 percent were removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

4.3 percent were served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
Statewide, two of the three targets were not met: percent of students removed from regular class more than less than 21 percent of the day and percent of students removed from regular class more than less than 60 percent of the day. The percent of students removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day is a measure that is designed to increase, while the percent of students removed from regular class more than less than 60 percent of the day is intended to decrease over the years. The statewide percentage for removal more than 21 percent increased 1.2 percent to 50.4 percent, but fell short of the 51.1 percent target by 0.7 percent. Similarly, the percentage for removal dropped by .4 percent from 24.6 to 24.2.
Of the 817 districts with values large enough to calculate, 523 districts met the target of under 21 percent out of regular class, 194 districts met the target for less than 60  percent out of regular class and 651 districts met the target for students served in separate facilities. These districts were evenly represented geographically and on a size basis.

Most students are proportionately represented by ethnicity in each of the LRE levels. African American students are over represented in the 60 percent removal group. They are 14.9 percent of students removed 60 percent or more; compared to their 12.1 percent of their representation in the overall special education population. African Americans are also over represented among students who are served in separate facilities. They constitute 19.5 percent of the students served in separate facilities; compared to their 12.1 percent representation in the overall special education population.

By disability, students with Speech and Language Impairments, Other Health Impairments and Specific Learning Disabilities are proportionately represented in all three levels. Students with Hearing Impairments and Visual Impairments are adequately represented in the less than 21 percent removal group, but are overrepresented in the 60 percent removal and separate facility groups. Children with more severe disabilities are disproportionately represented across all LRE conditions – under represented in the less than 21 percent removal group and over represented in the 60 percent removal and separate facility groups.

Improvement Activities were completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, and Selected Special Projects

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	In process

	The facilitated grant procedures utilize LRE data to develop program improvement strategies
	November 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Add monthly progress reporting to corrective actions for systemic non-compliance findings related to LRE 
	December 30, 2005 - June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports
	July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the IEP Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed

	Participate in national charter school study
	2004-06
	University of Maryland, CDE staff, funded grant from DOE/OSEP
	Completed

	Selected Training/Technical Assistance

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for program improvement
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed in SAIT training

	Regional trainings for trainers on serving students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment
	September-October, 2005 and annually as needed
	CDE staff, contractors, RSDSS staff
	Completed

	Provide facilitated IEP training, a trainer of trainer module
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Not completed per recommendations of IEP Task Force

	Host Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT) teleconference
	October 2005-06
	CDE staff, contract staff
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Training
	February 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	School-site specific RCAT Teleconference
	March-June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	RCAT Summer Institute
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Program follow-up Seminar
	August-September 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Statewide State Improvement Grant (SIG) Leadership Institute 
	Annually
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	SIG Regional Leadership Institutes 
	Annually
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	SIG site-specific technical assistance which is specialized to assist additional schools, districts, and SELPAs 
	As needed by site - ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide BEST positive behavioral management program training and technical assistance
	Fall and spring
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide five Web casts that cover the concept of Response to Intervention (RtI) and stream this content for on-demand viewing
	December 2005, January. February. March and April 2006
	CDE staff, contractors SELPA
	Completed

	Develop and distribute training module in DVD format that incorporates RtI concepts and specific skills.
	July 2006
	CDE staff contractors 
	Completed

	RtI Trainings focused on general education environment 
	Ongoing; several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Three-tiered model trainings
	Ongoing; several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	State Superintendent High School Summit Focus on Students with Disabilities
	Oct 2005
	Contracted speakers support through registration fees from participants and IDEA funds, CDE staff
	Completed

	Develop charter school guidance primers to address the needs of students with disabilities attending charter schools
	2005-06
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education and grant from DOE/OSEP, CDE staff
	California draft completed

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school
	Ongoing
	International Center for Leadership in Education and Council of Chief State School Officers and financial resources provided through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff
	Ongoing

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp  
	Completed and ongoing

	Hosted and promoted USDOE’s Community-Based Public Meeting
	November 14, 2006

Sacramento CA
	USDOE and CDE/SED staff
	Completed

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics including LRE
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed and ongoing

	Develop Web site to support the rollout of RtI including forms, procedures, intervention measures and provide a facility for supporting the field through an internet based message-board
	June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed

	Create and post the Special Education Data Summaries on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, and Selected Special Projects

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	In process

	The facilitated grant procedures utilize LRE data to develop program improvement strategies
	November 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Add monthly progress reporting to corrective actions for systemic non-compliance findings related to LRE 
	December 30, 2005 - June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports
	July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the IEP Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed

	Participate in national charter school study
	2004-06
	University of Maryland, CDE staff, funded grant from DOE/OSEP
	Completed

	Selected Training/Technical Assistance

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for program improvement
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Regional trainings for trainers on serving students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment
	September-October, 2005 and annually as needed
	CDE staff, contractors, RSDSS staff
	Completed

	Provide facilitated IEP training, a trainer of trainer module
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Host Riverside County Achievement Team (RCAT) teleconference
	October 2005-06
	CDE staff, contract staff
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Training
	February 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	School-site specific RCAT Teleconference
	March-June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	RCAT Summer Institute
	July 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	RCAT Leadership Development Program follow-up Seminar
	August-September 2006
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Statewide State Improvement Grant (SIG) Leadership Institute 
	Annually
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	SIG Regional Leadership Institutes 
	Annually
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	SIG site-specific technical assistance which is specialized to assist additional schools, districts, and SELPAs 
	As needed by site - ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide BEST positive behavioral management program training and technical assistance
	Fall and spring
	CDE staff, contractor 
	Completed

	Provide five Web casts that cover the concept of Response to Intervention (RtI) and stream this content for on-demand viewing
	December 2005, January. February. March and April 2006
	CDE staff, contractors SELPA
	Completed

	Develop and distribute training module in DVD format that incorporates RtI concepts and specific skills.
	July 2006
	CDE staff contractors 
	Completed

	RtI Trainings focused on general education environment 
	Ongoing; several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Three-tiered model trainings
	Ongoing; several times per year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	State Superintendent High School Summit Focus on Students with Disabilities
	Oct 2005
	Contracted speakers support through registration fees from participants and IDEA funds, CDE staff
	Completed

	Develop charter school guidance primers to address the needs of students with disabilities attending charter schools
	2005-06
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education and grant from DOE/OSEP, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance on reinventing high school
	Ongoing
	International Center for Leadership in Education and Council of Chief State School Officers and financial resources provided through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide technical assistance to schools focused on the implementation of reform programs to high poverty and NCLB school wide schools
	Ongoing
	California Comprehensive Assistance Center, CDE staff
	Ongoing

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp  
	Completed and ongoing

	Hosted and promoted USDOE’s Community-Based Public Meeting
	November 14, 2006

Sacramento CA
	USDOE and CDE/SED staff
	Completed

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics including LRE
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed and ongoing

	Develop Web site to support the rollout of RtI including forms, procedures, intervention measures and provide a facility for supporting the field through an internet based message-board
	June 2006
	CDE staff, contractor
	Completed

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed

	Create and post the Special Education Data Summaries on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed

	Plan for the federal competition, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), to continue to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. Additional efforts will be made in the implementation of evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis will be placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.
	January – March 2007

If awarded, SPDG, implementa-tion 2007-2012
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG),

Upcoming federal grant competition
	Planning

	The Special Edge newsletter, three issues per year 
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff, contractor
	Completed

	CA Standards Test Charting Program


	Ongoing and being disseminated
	CDE contractor
	Developed and ongoing improvements

	Training Evaluation Database (TED)


	Being disseminated
	CDE contractor
	Developed, piloted, and training completed

	Transition to Adult Living: A Guide for Secondary Education 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.
	Publication in 2007
	CDE staff and contractor
	Final stages of production 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2005 (2005-2006) 

Improvement activities in LRE will focus on disseminating information about LRE policies and practices, with a focus on placement decision-making.  Disproportionality activities conducted as a part of Indicator 4B, Indicator 9 and Indicator 10 will include a focus on decision making by the IEP team.

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 6:  Percent of preschool children with IEPs who received special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers (i.e., early childhood settings, home, and part-time early childhood/part-time early childhood special education settings).

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

	Measurement: Percent = [(# of preschool children with IEPs who received special education services in settings with typically developing peers) divided by the (total # of preschool children with IEPs)] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	51 percent of the 3-5 year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
46.3 percent of the 3-5 year olds were served in settings with typically developing peers.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
In FFY 2005 (2005-2006), the percent of three to five year olds served in settings with typically developing peers slipped by 1.5 percent from the FFY 2004 (2004-05) rate of 47.8 percent. 

Fifty-eight out of 120 SELPAs met or exceeded the target of 51 percent. 62 SELPAs were below the target. Geographically, 61 percent (26 of 42) SELPAs in Northern California met or exceeded the target; 46 percent (13 of 28) SELPAs from Central California met or exceeded the target and 33 percent (17of 42) SELPAs from Southern California met or exceeded the target.

Analysis of preschoolers in settings with their peers by ethnicity indicates that no ethnic group is disproportionately represented compared to the overall preschool population receiving special education services. By disability, however, only speech and language impaired, emotionally disturbed, and specific learning disabilities are proportionately represented. All other disabilities are disproportionately underrepresented: health impairment, deaf-blind, autism, traumatic brain injury, orthopedic impairment, multiple disabilities, mental retardation, and hearing impairments. 

Focused monitoring processes include least restrictive environment for preschool aged children in both Verification and Special Education Self Reviews. In 2005-06, there were 41 student level findings of noncompliance out 460 preschool records that were reviewed. Corrective actions plans were implemented and noncompliances were resolved. Technical assistance and training was provided to districts to resolve the noncompliance. 

Preschool and KPI Stakeholders meetings both included a report on results and discussion of reasons for slippage. A number of respondents indicated with fewer fiscal resources, there are fewer resources that regular preschools can devote to children who are believed to be more difficult to serve. Public funded preschool programs for children with disabilities are limited. 
Improvement Activities were completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Review individual SELPA and LEA calculations. Identify extreme, outlying values.
	By January 1, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Prepare and disseminate general policy letter related to preschool LRE.
	By January 1, 2006
	CDE staff
	In process

	Contact districts with extreme, outlying values to monitor policies, procedures and practices; and to provide technical assistance.
	By January 1, 2006
	CDE staff
	In process

	Conduct monitoring; prepare corrective action plans, if needed; and follow-up to ensure correction.
	By June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Work with preschool technical assistance contractors to prepare and disseminate technical assistance materials and services.
	By June 30, 2006
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed and ongoing

	Conduct ongoing review of APR data calculations and prepare annual action plans.
	July 2006 through June 30, 2011
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed and ongoing

	Convene Preschooler Stakeholder Committee to review data
	2005 - 2007
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed and ongoing

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005; annually
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed and ongoing

	Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the IDEA
	December 2004; ongoing update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp  
	Completed and ongoing

	IDEA Final Regulation Training
	Spring 2006
	Art Cernosia, Esq., nationally known expert in the IDEA. Free to public and funded from IDEA funds
	Completed and ongoing

	Public awareness and information dissemination via Web pages and listservs on variety of topics 
	Updated frequently
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE
	Completed and ongoing

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics
	Annually
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Post special education data on CDE DataQuest Web site
	Annually
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
	Completed and ongoing

	Create and post the Special Education Data Summaries on the Web
	Annually
	CDE staff, Web capability of CDE Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/leadatarpts.asp 
	Completed and ongoing


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):

Individual monitoring/improvement activities will be completed in 2006-07 and continued throughout the tenure of the SPP

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 7:  Percent of preschool children with 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.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-06)
	As a new SPP indicator, target data does not need to be provided this year. CDE will provide target data in the 2007-08 APR.


Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):

	Number of Preschool

Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	Performance on OSEP Outcome 1: Positive Social Emotional Skills

	833
	52.7
	47.3

	Performance on OSEP Outcome 2: Knowledge and Skills

	833
	47.7
	52.3

	Performance on OSEP Outcome 3: Action to Meet Needs

	833
	53.4
	46.6


A total of 833 preschool age children were assessed using the Desired Results Developmental Profile access. Data will be collected from pilot districts, including all districts with enrollments of student with disabilities over 50,000. CDE is using a pilot methodology for the first two years of the SPP rather than an ongoing sampling methodology. Beginning in the spring 2007, CDE will gather 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. Entry data and entry-exit pairs from the pilot sites and large districts will be used to report in February 2007 and February 2008. 

The pilot sample consisted of ten districts, county offices of education and SELPAs which received funds starting in the spring 2004 to assist CDE in validating the Desired Results Developmental Profile access. In spring 2006, districts with average daily membership of 50,000 students were added to the sample.

	Program
	Frequency
	Valid Percent

	Kern COE
	72
	8.7

	LACOE/Southwest SELPA
	66
	7.9

	Los Angeles USD
	148
	17.6

	San Diego City USD
	58
	7.0

	Riverside COE
	83
	10.0

	Santa Barbara COE
	25
	3.0

	Santa Clara COE
	85
	10.2

	Sacramento COE
	23
	2.8

	Shasta COE
	66
	7.9

	Mendocino COE
	16
	1.9

	Madera COE
	17
	2.0

	Elk Grove USD
	24
	2.9

	Sacramento City USD
	25
	3.0

	Fresno USD
	25
	3.0

	Capistrano USD
	25
	3.0

	Santa Ana USD
	25
	3.0

	San Bernardino USD
	25
	3.0

	Long Beach USD
	25
	3.0

	Total
	833
	99.9


These programs include very large programs (e.g., Los Angeles Unified School District, San Diego Unified School District) and very small programs (e.g., Madera County Office of Education). They represent each of the major geographic regions of the state and consist of a mix of urban, suburban and rural settings.
	Ethnicity
	Pilot Study
	Population

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Hispanic
	379
	45.23
	31,124
	46.70

	White
	270
	32.22
	24,491
	36.74

	Asian
	67
	8.00
	5,549
	8.33

	African American
	65
	7.76
	4,783
	7.18

	Native American
	3
	0.36
	408
	0.61

	Native Hawaiian
	8
	0.95
	298
	0.45

	Other
	6
	0.72
	NA
	NA

	Multiracial
	36
	4.30
	NA
	NA

	Total
	834
	100
	66,653
	100


As the table depicts, ethnic composition of three- to five-year-old children with IEPs included in the pilot study are comparable to the population of three- to five-year-olds children with IEPs in the state of California. The values are sorted in descending order by the percent in the population. Ethnicity information was not available on four children. Note that not all five-year-old children included in the population calculations were in preschool. Some of those children were in kindergarten. Also note that pilot data collection included the categories “other” and “multiracial” which were not included in population data collection

	Primary Disability
	Pilot Study
	Population

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Speech or Language Impairment
	279
	33.29
	45,531
	68.31

	Autism
	177
	21.12
	7,968
	11.95

	Mental Retardation
	115
	13.72
	4,175
	6.26

	Orthopedic Impairment
	61
	7.28
	2,136
	3.20

	Specific Learning Disability
	10
	1.19
	2,136
	3.20

	Other Health Impairment
	40
	4.77
	2,002
	3.00

	Multiple Disabilities
	48
	5.73
	827
	1.24

	Hard of Hearing
	10
	1.19
	637
	0.96

	Visual Impairment
	11
	1.31
	515
	0.77

	Deafness
	21
	2.51
	498
	0.75

	Emotional Disturbance
	0
	0.00
	108
	0.16

	Traumatic brain Injury
	2
	0.24
	93
	0.14

	Deaf- Blindness
	0
	0.00
	27
	0.04

	Developmental Delay/ Established Risk (0-3 only)
	62
	7.40
	0
	0.00

	Total
	836
	100
	66,653
	100


Generally speaking the pilot sample is heavily weighted with children who demonstrate severe disabilities rather than the overall population of preschool age children with IEPs. The table compares the primary disability compositions of three- to five-year-old children with IEPs that were included in the pilot study to the population of three- to five-year-old children with IEPs in California. The values are sorted in descending order by percent of population. Primary disability information was unavailable on two children. 

Lastly, it is important to note that the DRDP access was administered to an additional sample of typically developing three, four, and five year old preschoolers. They are not included in the figures here. They were assessed to establish a relationship with typical peer progress. The typical sample consisted of almost 700 (n=696) preschool children. To calculate percent of children with disabilities at or below level of their typical peers as required by the OSEP outcome, CDE used the definition of ‘at typical level’ to be the typical mean minus 1.3 standard deviations.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):

Improvement activities were completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

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

	Develop five year old instrument
	June 2006
	CDE staff and contractors
	On hold

	Field test and calibrate five year old instrument
	June 2007
	CDE staff and contractors
	On hold

	Conduct Administrator Training
	January to April 2006
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

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

	Conduct Statewide training
	September to December 2006
	CDE staff, contractors and LEA grantees
	Rescheduled for January to March 2007

	Provide ongoing technical assistance and support 
	September 2006 - ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Ongoing

	Conduct statewide training on 5 year old instrument
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors
	On hold

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

	Collect entry and exit data on 3,4, and 5 year olds
	Fall 2007 and Spring 2008
	LEAs and SELPAs
	In process

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

	Provide continuous training and technical assistance regarding instruction and accountability 
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed and ongoing


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
This is the baseline year. No targets will be established until the APR due in February 2008.
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources 2005 (2005-2006):
None at this time.
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

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

	Measurement: Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.



Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-06)

Overall 69 percent of respondents (25,610 out of 37,118 parents responding to the parent surveys) reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. 

Discussion of Baseline Data

Parents in 175 of the 224 potential districts responded to the parent survey. By district, the lowest percent reporting that the schools facilitated parent involvement was 5 percent and the highest was 100 percent (19 districts). The median value is 81 percent of parents reporting favorably. Thirty-eight districts were not required to complete surveys because of their very small size (N<20) and 11 districts failed to provide the data. The total enrollment of the districts included (n=224) was 282,724 – 41 percent of the special education enrollment for December 2005. The students represented by the districts had the following characteristics in relation to the overall special education population:

	Disability
	Statewide
	Percent
	Sample
	Percent
	Percent of Statewide in Sample
	Under-represented

	Mental Retardation
	43,739 
	6.40
	18,029 
	6.38
	41.22
	No

	Hard of Hearing
	8,150 
	1.19
	3,698 
	1.31
	45.37
	No

	Deaf
	4,337 
	0.63
	1,530 
	0.54
	35.28
	No

	Speech or Language Impairment
	181,320 
	26.54
	62,563 
	22.13
	34.50
	No

	Visual Impairment
	4,761 
	0.70
	2,025 
	0.72
	42.53
	No

	Emotional Disturbance
	27,511 
	4.03
	13,091 
	4.63
	47.58
	No

	Orthopedic Impairment
	15,653 
	2.29
	6,833 
	2.42
	43.65
	No

	Other Health Impairment
	39,437 
	5.77
	15,444 
	5.46
	39.16
	No

	Established Medical Disability
	644 
	0.09
	212 
	0.07
	32.92
	Yes

	Specific Learning Disability
	314,817 
	46.08
	141,639 
	50.10
	44.99
	No

	Deaf-Blindness
	229 
	0.03
	60 
	0.02
	26.20
	Yes

	Multiple Disabilities
	6,125 
	0.90
	1,960 
	0.69
	32.00
	Yes

	Autism
	34,668 
	5.07
	14,914 
	5.28
	43.02
	No

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	1,787 
	0.26
	726 
	0.26
	40.63
	No

	Total
	683,178 
	100.00
	282,724 
	100.00
	41.38
	No


Generally, the students in the districts represented in the sample align to the overall distribution in the state, with the exception of Deaf-Blindness and Multiple Disabilities. Established Medical Disability is a specialized category only used for preschool age children.
	Ethnicity
	Statewide
	Percent
	Sample
	Percent
	Percent of Statewide in Sample
	Under-represented

	Native American
	5,964 
	0.87
	2,031 
	0.72
	34.05
	No

	Chinese
	7,244 
	1.06
	2,702 
	0.96
	37.30
	No

	Japanese
	1,898 
	0.28
	542 
	0.19
	28.56
	Yes

	Korean
	2,013 
	0.29
	632 
	0.22
	31.40
	Yes

	Vietnamese
	5,491 
	0.80
	1,623 
	0.57
	29.56
	Yes

	Asian Indian
	4,180 
	0.61
	1,575 
	0.56
	37.68
	No

	Laotian
	1,462 
	0.21
	1,229 
	0.43
	84.06
	No

	Cambodian
	1,551 
	0.23
	812 
	0.29
	52.35
	No

	Other Asian
	6,015 
	0.88
	3,491 
	1.23
	58.04
	No

	Hawaiian
	582 
	0.09
	203 
	0.07
	34.88
	No

	Guamanian
	206 
	0.03
	65 
	0.02
	31.55
	Yes

	Samoan
	772 
	0.11
	276 
	0.10
	35.75
	No

	Tahitian
	38 
	0.01
	14 
	0.00
	36.84
	No

	Other Pacific Islander
	 1,730 
	0.25
	640 
	0.23
	36.99
	No

	Filipino
	9,749 
	1.43
	3,887 
	1.37
	39.87
	No

	Hispanic
	317,589 
	46.49
	143,193 
	50.65
	45.09
	No

	African American
	78,881 
	11.55
	46,532 
	16.46
	58.99
	No

	White
	237,813 
	34.81
	73,277 
	25.92
	30.81
	Yes

	Total
	683,178 
	100.00
	282,724 
	100.00
	41.38
	No


With the exception of white students and some specific Asian populations, the districts in the sample represent the ethnicity of the state as a whole.

In 2006-07, CDE will continue to include parent surveys in all monitoring districts and in the districts serving more than 50,000 students. Districts conducting Special Education Self Reviews will be required to secure input from at least 20 percent of the families in their districts, unless the districts serve fewer than 20 children with IEPs.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-06)
	69 percent of parents will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities 

	2006

(2006-07)
	74 percent of parents will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities

	2007

(2007-08)
	78 percent of parents will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities

	2008

(2008-09)
	82 percent of parents will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities

	2009

(2009-10)
	 86 percent of parents will report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities

	2010

(2010-11)
	90 percent of parents report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
Improvement activities were completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Add survey question to parent input surveys for Special Education Self Reviews, Verification Reviews, and Nonpublic School Reviews
	January 2006
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed 

	Meet with National Center on Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) and parent organizations (Parent Training and Information Centers (PTIs) and Family Empowerment Centers (FECs)) to develop instrument for use in 2006-07
	June 2007
	CDE staff, NCSEAM, contractors, PTIs, and FEC’s
	In process

	Incorporate updated family survey into all monitoring processes.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors
	In process

	Monitoring and Stakeholder Meetings

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed. No approval from Department of Finance

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS).
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the IEP Task Force.
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):


No revisions are being made at this time.

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


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

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

	Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	0 percent of districts will have significant disproportionate representation


Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-06):
Overall, there were 121 of 766 districts (with large enough student populations) identified as potentially disproportionate. 15 of the 766 or 1.95 percent were found to have noncompliant policies and procedures related to identification.

Discussion of Baseline Data:
Of the 15 districts with noncompliant policies and procedures, 2 have already corrected the noncompliance and 13 are working under corrective action plans that will become due later in the 06-07 school year.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006): 

Indicator 9 is a compliance item and has an annual target of 0 percent. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-06)
	 0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2006

(2006-07)
	 0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2007

(2007-08)
	 0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2008

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

	2009

(2009-10)
	 0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2010

(2010-11)
	 0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.


	Improvement activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Monitoring and Enforcement

	Continue use of existing instruments to evaluate policies and procedures
	July 2006 to June 2007
	CDE Staff

District Staff

	Review and refine processes, items and instruments used to evaluate policies and procedures related to identification.
	October 2007

And annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Implement revised review processes
	October 2007

And annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Review disproportionality data establish corrective action plans as needed. Establish improvement plans as needed
	June 2008
	CDE Staff

	Establish significant disproportionality definition in consultation with OSEP
	July 2007
	CDE Staff

	Identify districts who are significantly disproportionate. Notify districts of requirement use IDEA funds for early intervening services to address disproportionality.
	July 2007
	CDE Staff

	Provide technical assistance with identification, program planning and early intervening services that are significantly disproportionate.
	July 2007 and annually thereafter
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Policy Development

	Reconvene Larry P. Task Force to reexamine testing matrix.
	July 2007 to July 2008
	CDE Staff

Task Force

	Publish revised matrices and test lists to facilitate appropriate identification
	July 2008
	CDE Staff

	Technical Assistance

	Work with Western Regional Resource Center and other federal contractors to identify and disseminate research based practices related to preventing disproportionate representation overall and by disability, placement or discipline.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

Federal Contractors

	Work with Western Regional Resource Center to conduct a study of promising practices among districts who are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes
	January 2007 to January 2008
	CDE Staff

Western Regional Resource Center

	Plan for the federal competition, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), to continue to facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in scientifically-based research and instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior, as well as sustaining activities that foster special education/general education collaboration. Additional efforts will be made in the implementation of evidence-based practices to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified special education teachers. Particular emphasis will be placed on the sharing of data and training to improve the ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching, decision-making, school improvement effort, and accountability.
	January – March 2007

If awarded, SPDG, implementation 2007-2012
	State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG),
Upcoming federal grant competition


Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


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

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

	Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	0 percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-06):
In 2005-06, California calculated composition indices for each of thirty cells based on the distributions of students in five ethnic categories and six disability categories. Students in the following six disability categories were included: mental retardation, specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, speech or language impairments, other health impairments, and autism. Using enrollment data, the state set a threshold for disproportionality based on 10 of the 30 cells or three or more of the African American disability categories in which the percentage of students is more than 20 percent above what would be expected based on the percent of that ethnic group among the population of students receiving special education or services  For districts with small cell sizes in both general education (GE) and special education (SE), the CDE has  identified N’s  that are used to determine  disproportion by disability. For GE cell sizes of five to nine, one or more SE student would be considered disproportionate and for GE cell sizes of 10 to 19, two or more SE students would be considered disproportionate.
Overall there were 191 of 961 districts identified as disproportionate using the methodology described above. These districts will be reviewed for compliant policies and procedures in 2006-07; 32 of the 191 districts are also districts identified through the methodology in Indicator 9 (Overall Disproportionality). These 32 districts were reviewed or conducted a self-review of their policies and procedures related to identification. Of the 32 districts, only three were identified as having noncompliant policies and procedures. Those districts are under corrective action plans that will be due later in the 2006-07 school year.

Discussion of Baseline Data:
Of the districts found disproportionate for this indicator, 73 were found disproportionate because ten or more cells in which the percentage of students is more than 20 percent above what would be expected based on the percent of that ethnic group among the population of students receiving special education or services. One hundred and ninety one districts were identified disproportionate because African American students were found to be over represented in three or more of the disability categories. And, 69 districts were found disproportionate using both methods. 

However, this baseline data is incomplete without the review of policies and procedures in all identified districts. As with Indicator 9, districts identified through the calculations made in this section will be reviewed for policies and procedures that might lead to inappropriate identification. These reviews will take place through various monitoring methods including Verification Reviews, Special Education Self Reviews and through a special self assessment for districts identified as disproportionate. These results will be reported in the Annual Performance Report due in February 2008.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006): 

As noted in the previous section, data will be completed in the APR due in February 2008.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2005 (2005-2006): 

The following Improvement Activities are being added:

	Improvement activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Monitoring and Enforcement

	Continue use of existing instruments to evaluate policies and procedures
	July 2006 to June 2007
	CDE Staff

District Staff

	Review and refine processes, items and instruments used to evaluate policies and procedures related to identification.
	October 2007

And annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Implement revised review processes
	October 2007

And annually thereafter
	CDE Staff

	Review disproportionality data establish corrective action plans as needed. Establish improvement plans as needed
	June 2008
	CDE Staff

	Establish significant disproportionality definition in consultation with OSEP
	July 2007
	CDE Staff

	Identify districts who are significantly disproportionate. Notify districts of requirement use IDEA funds for early intervening services to address disproportionality.
	July 2007
	CDE Staff

	Provide technical assistance with identification, program planning and early intervening services who are significantly disproportionate.

	July 2007 and annually thereafter
	CDE Staff and contractors

	Policy Development

	Reconvene Larry P. Task Force to reexamine testing matrix.
	July 2007 to July 2008
	CDE Staff

Task Force

	Publish revised matrices and test lists to facilitate appropriate identification
	July 2008
	CDE Staff

	Technical Assistance

	Work with Western Regional Resource Center and other federal contractors to identify and disseminate research based practices related to preventing disproportionate representation overall and by disability, placement or discipline.
	Ongoing
	CDE Staff

Federal Contractors

	Work with Western Regional Resource Center to conduct a study of promising practices among districts who are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes
	January 2007 to January 2008
	CDE Staff

Western Regional Resource Center


Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


Indicator 11:  Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60 days (or State established timeline).

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

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

b. # determined not eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

c. # determined eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.


Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004-05)

An analysis of monitoring data from Verification Reviews and Special Education Self Reviews (214 districts; 6,702 student records) indicates that 5,460 or 81.47 percent of student records met the 60-day timeline.  

Baseline data will be available for all students evaluated in 2006-07 and will be reported in the 2006-07 APR in February 2008.  

Discussion of Baseline Data

During the 2004-05 school year, the Special Education Division (SED) continued critical work with the Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC) and LEAs to capture additional data to assist the state and LEAs with program improvement and monitoring for students with disabilities. As a result, changes were made to the 2006-07 CASEMIS, the individual student-level data collection for students with disabilities, to capture new data elements required under SPP, APR, and Section 618 of the reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA). 

These data elements will be included in CASEMIS beginning with the December 1, 2006, data collection. As such, they are not available for 2005-06. The 2006-07 school year will be the first year these data are collected through CASEMIS and it is imperative to recognize that reliable data may not be available until at least two years after this initial data collection year.  

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
Improvement activities have been completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Finalize new child find data fields for CASEMIS
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Modify CASEMIS data table structure to incorporate new data fields and update table codes
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Modify validation codes and develop prototype reports
	Spring 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Beta-test new CASEMIS software 
	Summer 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Official deployment of CASEMIS software
	October 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data
	Ongoing throughout the year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	Each year in the Fall and sometimes Spring
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Monitoring and Stakeholder Meetings

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed.  No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the Individualized Education Program (IEP) Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed and ongoing


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
No revisions are being made at this time.

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 12:  Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: 
a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination.

b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibilities were determined prior to their third birthdays.

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

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

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

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	100 percent of children referred by IDEA Part C prior to age three and who are found eligible for IDEA Part B will have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
Complete data is not yet available for this indicator. Similar to Indicator 11, Eligibility Evaluation, CASEMIS data regarding referrals and evaluations covering this indicator were added to the CASEMIS data set in December of 2005 and will be collected for the first time in December 2006. Even with modifications to CASEMIS, CDE will rely on the Department of Developmental Services (DDS), the Part C lead agency, to determine referrals from Part C. For the last several years DDS and CDE have shared data for the purpose of Part C reporting and Part B Child Find. As result, CDE is able to match children who turned three years of age in Part C to three year old children entering Part B. In addition, CDE serves infants and toddlers with solely low incidence disabilities who are not a part of the DDS data set. With this group of children CDE is able to identify children who were served in Part C; were identified in Part B; and who IEPs developed before their third birthday. In 2005-06, 69.19 percent of the three year olds entering Part B had an IEP developed before their third birthday (4,448 out of 6,429 that could be matched to Part C). Referral date information to determine the extent to which these three year olds were referred in a timely fashion is unavailable.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
CDE was able to generate percentage figures for only 82 of 121 SELPAs because of the very small numbers involved. The highest percent on children with an IEP before their third birthday was 100 percent and the lowest was 3.57 percent. The median value was 67.31 percent. The data is distributed comparably throughout the geographic regions of the state. 

Of the 214 districts monitoring through Verification Reviews or Special Education Self Reviews, 25 were found systemically noncompliant with transition from Part C to Part B. Corrective action plans have been developed for both student and systemic noncompliance at these districts. Correction is due later in the 2006-07 school year.
	Improvement Activity
	Timeline
	Resources
	Status

	Meet with Part C staff to review data by Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA), LEA and Regional Center.
	By January 1, 2006
	Part B and C staff
	Completed

	Prepare general mailing regarding the status, policies and procedures and resources available related to transition.
	By January 1, 2006
	Part B and C staff and resources
	In process

	Explore development of a joint letter to SELPAs, LEAs, and/or Regional Center where rates are low. 
	By January 1, 2006
	Part B and C staff and resources
	In process

	Conduct follow-up teleconferences and/or site visits to assess compliance and provide technical assistance.
	By April 1, 2006
	Part B and C staff and resources
	Completed and in process

	Prepare and follow-up on corrective action plans as required
	By June 30, 2006
	Part B and C staff and resources
	Completed

	Meet annually to plan for monitoring and technical assistance activities related to transition from Part C to Part B, based on Annual Performance Report data.
	2006 - 07 through 2010-11
	Part B and C staff and resources
	Completed and ongoing

	Monitoring and Stakeholder Meetings

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	In process

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	October 2005 - June 30, 2010
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment, Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC), and the IEP Task Force
	Semi-annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed and ongoing


In addition, CDE staff and contractors published a guide to early childhood transition and conducted statewide training.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
CDE will conduct complete analysis for this indicator when data are available and will report in the 2006-07 APR due February 2008.
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 13:  Percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of youth with disabilities aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	One hundred percent of students age 16 or above will have transition services language in the IEP.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
98 percent of students age sixteen or above have transition services language in the IEP (117, 805 out of 120,243 sixteen to 22 year olds).

This high level of transition language is consistent across districts. There are 389 of 1,023 districts of sufficient size to generate transition services language percentages. 270 of the 389 districts had appropriate language for 100 percent of their students. Three hundred sixty nine had 95 percent transition-compliant IEPs. The high percentage is not localized geographically. Twenty of the 214 districts monitored through the Verification Review and the Special Education Self Review had systemic findings in one or more areas related to secondary transition. All twenty have corrective action plans that come due later in 2006-07.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2005 (2005-2006): 

Although California did not achieve the mandated target of 100 percent, the FFY 2005 (2005-06) figure of 98 percent is a 4.7 percent improvement over the 93.3 percent reported in FFY 2004 (2004-2005). 

Improvement activities were completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Finalize secondary transition data fields for CASEMIS
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Modify CASEMIS data table structure to incorporate new data fields and update table codes
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Modify validation codes and develop prototype reports
	Spring 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Beta-test new CASEMIS software 
	Summer 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Official deployment of CASEMIS software
	October 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data
	Ongoing throughout the year
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	Each year in the Fall and sometimes Spring
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed and ongoing

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, and Selected Special Projects

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	October 2005 to June 30, 2010
	CDE staff and contractors
	Completed

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports.
	July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Follow up CASEMIS letter related to transition service language data.
	December 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	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
	Completed

	Utilize transition data in the Workability I grant procedures to ensure programs include the provision of transition services.
	December 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Utilize transition data for the Workability I reapplication funding process. 
	December 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Utilize statewide community of practice for collaborative efforts related to transition services across multiple agencies (Department of Rehabilitation, Employment Development Department, parents and consumers).
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2005 (2005-2006):
The FFY 2004 baseline data reported in the FFY 2004 (2004-2005) included fifteen year old students. The baseline was recalculated with fifteen year old students removed to bring the California data in line with the standard SPP measure.
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


Indicator 14:  Percent of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of youth assessed who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005 

(2005-2006)
	As a new SPP indicator, baseline data and targets do not need to be provided until the APR that is due no later than February 1, 2008.


Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-06)
As a new SPP indicator, baseline data and targets do not need to be provided until the Annual Performance Report (APR) due February 1, 2008. These baseline data will provide information about students exiting in the 2005-06 school year. The total number of students exiting 2005-06 school years is 65,381. The table below provides the database values and their definitions for the database variable Exit-Reason as well as the number of students in each category.

	Exit

Reason
	Definition
	Number of Students

	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

	76
	Moved, and known to be continuing (transferred), includes transfer to another program 
	29,262

	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
	65,381


Discussion of Baseline Data
Baseline data cannot be computed as a percentage because the 2005-06 CASEMIS software was not able to collect post-secondary follow-up information on students exiting in the 2005-06 school year. Starting June 2006-07 a follow-up table (Table D) will be 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, statewide student identifier, social security number, 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 gainfully unsubsidized wage.

In addition to baseline data, the State must ensure that “competitively employed” and “enrolled in some type of postsecondary school” are operationally defined in this APR. The definition of competitive employment includes whether the work is full-time (35 or more hours per week) or part-time (less than 35 hours per week). OSEP encourages States to use the Rehabilitation Act definition of competitive employment “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” (Authority: Sections 7(11) and 12(c) of the Act 29 U.S.C. 705(11) and 709(c)). The definition of postsecondary school includes: (a) type of school, education, or training; and (b) whether enrollment is full- or part-time. 

The codes and definitions for post-school follow up to program participation, PST_SECPRG – field 18 in Table D, are as follows:

	Code
	Service Provider

	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


The codes and definitions for post-school follow up on gainful employment, PST_SECEMP – field 19 in Table D, are as follows:
	Code
	Gainfully Employed 

	10
	Yes

	20
	No

	80
	Not applicable


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):  

Improvement activities were completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Finalize new post school follow-up data fields for CASEMIS
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Modify CASEMIS data table structure to incorporate new data fields and update table codes
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Modify validation codes and develop prototype reports
	Spring 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Beta-test new CASEMIS software 
	Summer 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Establish benchmarks and target with statewide Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee
	March 2006

November 2006
	CDE staff, parents, advocates, professional organizations and administrator groups
	Completed

	Official deployment of CASEMIS software
	October 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data
	Ongoing throughout the year
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	Each year in the Fall and sometimes Spring
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed and ongoing

	Monitoring, Stakeholder Meetings, and Selected Special Projects

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance, CDE staff
	Not completed.  No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Collaborate with CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse special education indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS)
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors
	In Process

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for APRs
	July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2011
	CDE staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Convene Stakeholder Groups including the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), KPISC, and the IEP Task Force
	Semi annually or more frequent when needed
	Representatives including administrative, and/or professional organizations, Parent Training Information Center (PTI), parent leader representatives, and CDE staff 
	Completed and ongoing

	Follow up CASEMIS letter related to transition service language data
	December 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

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

	The Workability I grant procedures utilize transition data to ensure programs include the provision of transition services
	December 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Utilize transition data for the Workability I reapplication funding process.
	November 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Utilize statewide community of practice for collaborative efforts related to transition services (DOR, EDD, SILC, parents and consumers)
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance
	Not completed.  No approval from DOF


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):

California will continue work with the State’s model WorkAbility Program as well as other transition models to merge with CASEMIS. It is proposed that this phase-in begins during the 2006-07 school year. In addition, the CDE will continue to work with the State WorkAbility Advisory Committee to develop programs and secondary transition services to assist students with disabilities in their preparation for the workforce and living independently. CDE staff will continue to meet with other agencies such as DRS and EDD to develop an interagency transition evaluation model. These interagency efforts will continue through the cycle of the SPP. One barrier to this type of work, specifically sharing student-level data across agencies is the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). Such barriers need to be resolved before a true measure of post-school outcomes can be determined.

The new data collection model requires that CDE modify the existing data collection system for students with disabilities beyond school. During the 2006-07 school year CASEMIS will include data fields to address the new post school indicator. LEA’s will report these data to CDE through CASEMIS yearly on students who left high school the previous school year. Each LEA will determine the method of data collection (for example, who collects the data:  special education teacher, LEA staff, university, contractor, etc.). These data will be used for SPP and APR reporting purposes. Targets have been set during the 2005-06 meetings of the KPISC. The biannual CASEMIS training sessions with SELPAs and LEAs will focus on this SPP indicator. During these training sessions CDE addressed strategies to increase response rates. 

Paid employment will constitute competitive employment. During the 2005-06 school year CDE will work with LEAs and SELPAs to modify exiting data systems and train program staff to maximize the likelihood that reliable and accurate data are reported to CDE. (The new Table D in the CASEMIS data set will be modified if necessary to include variables to measure competitive employment in terms of number of hours worked and rate of pay per hour.)

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 15: General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.

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

Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification:

a. # of findings of noncompliance. 

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

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

For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and enforcement actions that the State has taken.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005 

(2005-2006)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
	Findings Due in 2005-06
	Findings Corrected within One Year of Identifying Noncompliance
	Items not corrected within one year
	Percent of Noncompliance Corrected with Year

	9,372 
	9,108 
	264 
	97.18


The table above includes findings from 317 agencies, including school districts (charter schools), County Offices of Education, Certified Nonpublic Schools and educational programs in Developmental Centers (state hospital settings). Findings were made at both the student and the agency level. Corrective action plans were developed and implemented for all of these findings. Of the 264 items not corrected within one year, 55 are still not corrected. Staff have provided technical assistance and sent sanction letters in order to hasten correction.

These findings were primarily made in the areas of IEP Development, Assessment, Academic Achievement and Free Appropriate Public Education. Findings in these areas constitute 93 percent of all findings. Specific subtopics are detailed below:

	Sub Category
	Percent of Total Findings

	· Individualized Education Program (IEP)

	Contents
	24.08

	IEP team
	9.51

	Process
	8.36

	Transitions
	6.91

	IEP Timeline
	6.23

	Preschool IEP
	5.23

	Additional Requirements
	2.69

	IEP Total
	63.01

	· Assessment

	Assessment  Procedures
	7.20

	Triennial Review
	4.90

	Assessment Plan
	4.67

	Assessment Report
	2.99

	Infants and Toddlers
	0.23

	Behavior
	0.04

	Assessment Total
	20.04

	· Academic Achievement

	English Learners
	5.40

	Access to General Curriculum
	0.07

	Academic Achievement Total
	5.46

	· Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)

	Implement IEP
	4.34

	Suspension Expulsion
	0.06

	FAPE Total
	4.41


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
CDE made a concerted effort to improve the timeliness of correction through training and mentoring of new staff. The addition of corrective action modules to the Verification and Special Education Self Reviews helped, but still requires additional refinement.

The following improvement activities have been completed:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Add a corrective action Correction Module to VR and SESR software to track completed or overdue corrective actions on a daily basis
	June 30, 2006
	CDE Staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Provide staff training for corrective actions, timelines, and sanctions.  Incorporate notice of potential sanctions in monitoring correspondence
	January 2, 2006
	CDE Staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	Outside contractor subject to approval by DOF
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system
	June 30, 2006
	CDE Staff
	In Process

	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for Annual Performance Reports (APR)
	July 1, 2007-June 30, 2011
	CDE Staff
	Completed and ongoing


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):

CDE staff review findings and corrections monthly. Annually, CDE revises its monitoring software, updating legal requirements, highlighting frequent noncompliance items, and generally adjusting monitoring processes to improve the precision of the instruments and accuracy of the information.
In 2006-07, CDE will convert the basis of the monitoring from the KPIs established in response to IDEA ’97 to the Indicators contained in the State Performance Plan. This will require a substantial overhaul of the software and the underlying data tables. Where monitoring items are currently selected to include items associated programmatically with the KPIs, in the future items will be selected based on the items identified by the OSEP as related to each of the SPP indicators. CDE will continue to identify and correct noncompliance, particularly in those areas identified in the SPP. CDE will also explore adding improvement planning modules to the software to assist districts who are below SPP Indicator targets to identify activities and resources associated with improvement in each of the indicator areas.

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 16:  Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within the 60-day timeline, including a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):

Eighty-four percent of written complaints were resolved within the 60-day timeline, including a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):

While the 84 percent is below the compliance target of 100 percent, it is a significant improvement over the 52 percent rate reported for 2004-05. Staff vacancies, turnover and a large backlog of reconsiderations continue to act as barriers to completing 100 percent of the complaints within the 60-day timeline.

Improvement activities have been completed as follows:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Continue refinement of final official reports that are timely, clear, and defensible.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Continue

	Conduct outside evaluation of the Division’s complaint intake, investigation, and correction monitoring and utilize recommendations as appropriate.
	October 31, 2005
	Outside contractor
	Evaluation completed Studying recommendations

	Continue to provide ongoing training for investigators 
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Ongoing

	Continue cross-unit activities of team complaint investigations and other monitoring activities to focus on inter-rater reliability and consistency.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Ongoing

	Continue and develop ongoing collaboration with CDE legal and other entities such as Parent Training Information Centers, Family Empowerment Centers, local educational agencies, and advocates in conjunction with PSRS.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE legal staff, Art Cernosia
	Completed

	Cross branch collaboration with Legal Department and Division 
	December 30, 2005
	CDE staff
	Continue

	Attended USDOE regulations training November 14, 2006. Statewide training on IDEA 04 and Federal/State law
	April 2006
	Outside Consultant
	To be completed January 2007

	Align federal and state codes and regulations
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Train CDE staff on new laws and regulations
	January 2006
	CDE staff
	On-going

	Provide technical assistance on new laws to LEAs
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Ongoing

	Collaborate with parent organizations and groups regarding the new federal and state laws and regulations
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to pro-actively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the Department of Finance
	Not completed. No approval from DOF

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff
	In Process


In addition, the CDE completed the following activities during 2005-06 to address issues related to complaint timelines:

	Activity
	Resources
	Status

	Developed, implemented and trained in a revised CMM Procedural Manual for alignment with federal, state laws and regulations 
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Hired additional consultants, student interns and retired CDE Special Education Consultants to assist with complaint investigations
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Revised and implemented new internal training and technical assistance activities with the SED and CDE Legal Division 
	CDE staff
	Ongoing


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):

There no revisions proposed at this time.

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 17:  Percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
Thirty-three percent of due process hearing requests were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
Effective June 1, 2005, there was a change of contractors in California to provide due process and mediation services. The Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) assumed contractual responsibility to process requests for due process only those cases filed on and after July 1, 2005. However, due to unforeseen circumstances, the OAH to take responsibility for all pending due process requests effective July 1, 2005. This created an unanticipated workload surge of over 1,000 cases and contributed to the percentage of due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated within the timeline required by law. This also came at a time when the transition from contractor to contractor was to occur and during the period of time when the OAH was recruiting and training new administrative law judges. The OAH has implemented measures to attain the target of fully adjudicating due process hearing requests within 45 days or a timeline that is properly extend by the hearing officers at the request of either party. The OAH has implemented measures to attain the target of fully adjudicating due process hearing requests within 45 days or a timeline that is properly extend by the hearing officers at the request of either party. The specific improvement activities include: (1) decision due dates are tracked by each administrative law judge in advance of the hearing, by each presiding judge and by staff in Sacramento responsible for decision review, formatting and issuance; (2) at the conclusion of each hearing, the number of days remaining is calculated and communicated to pertinent staff; (3) administrative law judges are taken completely off calendar and given time to write the decision; (4) administrative law judges will meet with their presiding judge to discuss decision timelines; (5) the OAH management has communicated to all administrative law judges how absolutely critical it is that decision be timely and individual performance will be closely tracked; and (6) the OAH has provided and will continue to offer training on decision writing, portions of which include efficient decision writing skills. Improvement activities were completed as follows:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Hearing officers will receive training regarding IDEA, Education Code Section 56000 et. seq., and related regulations. Trainings will be designed to ensure that all hearing officers meet the minimum training standards specified by law.
	Ongoing basis
	CDE staff, Outside contractors
	Completed and ongoing

	Hearing officers will receive global skills training.
	Annually
	Outside contractors
	Completed and ongoing

	It will be determined when hearing officers have a working knowledge of the laws and regulations governing services to students who qualify for services under IDEA and related California laws and regulations, and the programmatic aspects of special education, services, and supports.
	Ongoing basis
	Office of Administrative Hearing (OAH) staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Only hearing officers who have the level of expertise specified in the proposed regulations will be assigned mediation and hearing duties. Such monitoring activities will be provided on an ongoing basis by knowledgeable senior staff.
	Ongoing basis
	OAH senior staff
	Completed and ongoing

	Data will be gathered pertaining to due process hearings to ensure that all due process hearing requests are fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party. Such data will include the following items: 1) number of hearing requests total; 2) number of resolution sessions conducted; 3) number of settlement agreements; 4) number of hearings held (fully adjudicated); 5) Number of decisions within timeline; 6) number of decisions within extended timeline; 7) number of decisions issued after timelines and extension expired;8) number of hearings pending; 9) number of expedited hearings; and 10) number of hearing request cases resolved without a hearing. Regarding expedited hearing requests (related to disciplinary decision), the following data will be collected: 1) number of expedited hearing requests total; 2) number of resolution sessions; number of settlement agreements; number of expedited hearings (fully adjudicated); and number of change of placement ordered.
	Ongoing
	OAH staff
	Completed and ongoing including development


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):
The following improvement activities have been added to address tracking and timeline issues:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	A new case management system will track decision due dates and be updated regularly. A tickler system will allow immediate access to decision timeline information on any given case.
	Ongoing
	OAH staff and external contractors
	The new case management systems will be operational in early 2007

	Administrative law judges are taken off calendar and given time to write decisions. The OAH is able to call upon administrative law judges from any of the three different special education division offices to cover mediations and hearings, add to their capability to provide necessary decision writing time. The OAH can call upon administrative law judges from their general jurisdiction division, as well as pro temp mediators to assist in covering the calendar when needed.
	Ongoing
	OAH staff
	Implemented

	Administrative law judges will meet with their presiding judge to discuss decision timelines. At that time, due dates will be established for submission of a decision draft, usually within five days, and allowance will be made for additional time for decision review, feedback and revisions prior to preparation and issuance of the final decision draft.
	Ongoing
	OAH staff
	Implemented

	The OAH management has communicated to all administrative law judges how absolutely critical it is that decisions be timely. It is an individual administrative law judge performance measure that is closely tracked.
	Ongoing
	OAH staff
	Implemented

	The OAH has provided and will continue to offer training on decision writing, portions of which will include efficient decision writing skills.
	Ongoing
	OAH senior staff and outside consultants
	Implemented


Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 18:  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))
	Measurement: Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	60 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005-06):
One hundred percent of the hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

Discussion of Baseline Data:
 During the 2004-05 and 2005-06 school years, CDE was making a transition from one due process hearing contractor to another. For a period during the transition, the original contractor still had responsibility for finishing some activities, while the new contractor had responsibility for both overlapping and different activities. To add further difficulty, the data collection responsibilities were not clear and data collection was not coordinated between the two contractors. The new contractor took over sole responsibility for mediation in January of 2006. As a result, baseline data is incomplete and only reflects the second half of 2005-06.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
Improvement activities were completed as follows:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Data will be collected pertaining to (1) the number of resolution sessions held; (2) whether the sessions were conducted within the 15-day timeline; (3) the results of the resolution sessions within the 30-day timeline.
	Ongoing
	Special Education Division staff
	Completed

	The form for requesting a due process hearing will be amended to track the following items: (1) whether a resolution session was held before a request for due processing hearing was completed; (2) whether the session was conducted within the 15-day timeline; (3) confirmation that the complaint was not resolved to the satisfaction of the parents within the 30-day timeline; (4) whether the parents and local educational agency agreed in writing to waive the resolution session. 
	January 2006
	Office of Administrative Hearing staff
	Completed


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2005 (2005-2006):

While the baseline value is 100 percent, representatives from stakeholder groups, parents and program administrators recommended establishing more modest targets, particularly since this is a relatively new activity and that the data only reflects six months of hearing requests. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-06)
	60 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2006

(2006-07)
	62 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2007

(2007-08)
	 64 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2008

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

	2009

(2009-10)
	 71 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2010

(2010-11)
	 75 percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 19:  Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.

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

Percent = [(2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	At least 56 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):

	SECTION B: Mediation Requests

	(2)  Mediation requests total
	1,649

	(2.1)  Mediations 
	Not reported

	(a)  Mediations related to due  process
	1,487

	(i)   Mediation agreements
	370

	(b)  Mediations not related to due process
	182

	(i)  Mediation agreements
	60

	(2.2)  Mediations not held (including pending)
	1,280


These data were reported by the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) in December 2006, covering the second half of 2005-06. Both OAH and CDE understand that these numbers do not “add up” in the fashion expected by the OSEP. Currently, the OAH does not track mediation numbers in a manner that would allow them to track numbers in this fashion. OAH is building this capability into their new system.

The current system has provided the total number of due process hearing requests in a given quarter. Each of these is placed on the calendar for a mediation. Some of these matters resolve in the resolution session or by other agreement between the parties prior to mediation and would not always fall within the mediations not held (including pending) category if OAH was not advised of this resolution. There are also matters that are mediated in a given quarter that were filed in a previous quarter. OAH has provided data for the period requested and provided an explanation of what each of the numbers represent see attachment to Table 7. The problem is that the data being sought focuses on a defined cohort of cases, and then attempts to break that cohort down into component parts. The numbers OAH provided on mediations held, and mediations pending, include cases filed in previous quarters. At present, they do not seem to have the ability to sort out mediations requested in previous quarters and that is what is needed in order to have the numbers reconciled.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
Effective June 1, 2005, there was a change of contractors in California to provide due process and mediation services. The Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) assumed contractual responsibility to process requests for due process only those cases filed on and after July 1, 2005. However, due to unforeseen circumstances, the OAH to take responsibility for all pending due process requests effective July 1, 2005. This created a unanticipated workload surge of over 1,000 cases and contributed to the percentage of due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated within the timeline required by law. This also came at a time when the transition from contractor to contractor was to occur and during the period of time when the OAH was recruiting and training new administrative law judges. The OAH has implemented measures to attain the target of fully adjudicating due process hearing requests within 45 days or a timeline that is properly extend by the hearing officers at the request of either party. The specific improvement activities include: (1) decision due dates are tracked by each administrative law judge in advance of the hearing, by each presiding judge and by staff in Sacramento responsible for decision review, formatting and issuance; (2) at the conclusion of each hearing, the number of days remaining is calculated and communicated to pertinent staff; (3) administrative law judges are taken completely off calendar and given time to write the decision; (4) administrative law judges will meet with their presiding judge to discuss decision timelines; (5) the OAH management has communicated to all administrative law judges how absolutely critical it is that decision be timely and individual performance will be closely tracked; and (6) the OAH has provided and will continue to offer training on decision writing, portions of which include efficient decision writing skills.  In 2006-07, the OAH will adjust their data collection and reporting system to be able to track a fixed cohort of cases.
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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

State reported data, including 618 data and annual performance reports, are:

a. Submitted on or before due dates (February 1 for child count, including race and ethnicity; placement; November 1 for exiting, discipline, personnel; and February 1 for Annual Performance Reports); and

b. b. Accurate (describe mechanisms for ensuring error free, consistent, valid and reliable data and evidence that these standards are met).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data, the State Performance Plan (SPP), and Annual Performance Reports (APR) are submitted on time and are accurate.

20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.


Actual Target Data for 2005 (2005-2006):
20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data, the State Performance Plan (SPP), and Annual Performance Reports (APR) was submitted on time and were accurate.

20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs submitted accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2005 (2005-2006):
Accurate and timely data are ensured through a variety of mechanisms including bi-annual CASEMIS meetings, data verification routines built into statewide software provided by the CDE, and technical assistance. Accurate 618 data are also ensured through the federal OSEP data validation process. During 2005-06, CDE hosted four technical assistance meetings throughout the state, focusing on accurate and timely data reporting, modifications to the data system to report to the OSEP, and supports and assistance available. CDE maintains a data dictionary (published in a technical assistance guide) which is disseminated over the web and also has a help desk for district staff, SELPA staff and contractors.
The California data collection procedures require LEAs to submit data to the State by prescribed deadlines. These deadlines are delineated in the CASEMIS Users Manual provided to LEAs through the CDE Web site well in advance. In addition, LEAs must certify that student-level data meet state and federal criteria for accuracy prior to submitting to the CDE. The criteria are listed in Chapter V of the CASEMIS Users Manual. CASEMIS includes error checking routines and data cannot be submitted with verification errors. As a part of the data certification, districts and SELPAs must submit data notes, explaining data anomalies. 
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources
	Status

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Finalize new data fields for CASEMIS
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed

	Modify CASEMIS data table structure to incorporate new data fields and update table codes.
	Fall 2005
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Modify validation codes and develop prototype reports.
	Spring 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Beta-test new CASEMIS software
	Summer 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Deploy official of CASEMIS software.
	October 2006
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide ongoing technical assistance to ensure reliable and accurate submission of data.
	Ongoing throughout the year
	CDE staff
	Completed

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs
	Each year in the Fall and as necessary
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs
	Completed


Attachment 1:  

Table 7, APR Due February 1, 2007
	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
	Table 7,  APR Due February 1, 2007

	OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
	

	AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES
	REPORT OF DISPUTE RESOLUTION UNDER PART B, OF THE 

	OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
	INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT

	PROGRAMS
	2005-06 School Year Data

	Section A: Signed, Written Complaints

	(1) Signed, written complaints total
	1,074

	(1.1) Complaints with reports issued
	871

	(a) Reports with findings
	517

	(b) Reports within timeline
	649

	(c) Reports within extended timelines
	83

	(1.2) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	166

	(1.3) Complaints pending
	37

	(a) Complaint pending a due process hearing
	37

	Section B: Mediation Requests

	(2) Mediation requests total
	1,649

	(2.1) Mediations 
	

	(a) Mediations related to due process
	1,467

	(i) Mediation agreements
	370

	(b) Mediations not related to due process
	182

	(i) Mediation agreements
	60

	(2.2) Mediations not held (including pending)
	1,280

	Section C: Hearing Requests

	(3) Hearing requests total
	3,796

	(3.1) Resolution sessions
	271

	(a) Settlement agreements
	271

	(3.2) Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	119

	(a) Decisions within timeline
	2

	(b) Decisions within extended timeline
	37

	(3.3) Resolved without a hearing
	2,286

	Section D: Expedited Hearing Requests (related to disciplinary decision)

	(4) Expedited hearing requests total
	33

	(4.1) Resolution sessions
	0

	(a) Settlement agreements
	0

	(4.2) Expedited hearings (fully adjudicated)
	4

	(a) Change of placement ordered
	0


Data Notes for Sections B, C and D from the Office of Administrative Hearings

1. Mediation requests total represents the FY 2005-06 third and fourth quarter filings (766 + 883) found in the respective quarterly reports. Mediation requests filed prior to January 1, 2006, were handled, and presumably reported by SEHO.

2. Mediations related to due process are the total mediations minus mediations not related to due process (1649 – 182).

3. Mediation agreements are taken from the case disposition category of “Settled in Mediation” in the third and fourth quarter reports (224 + 146).

4. Mediations not related to due process taken from mediation only request category in third and fourth quarter reports (89 + 93).

5. Mediation agreements taken from number of mediation-only requests resolved through mediation (10 + 50).

6. Mediations not held derived from total number of pending mediations category in third and fourth quarter reports (543 + 737).

7. Hearing requests total is total number of case filings FY 2005-2006 minus mediation-only requests (3978 – 182).

8. Resolution sessions is based on data reported to OAH and noted in each of quarterly reports (167 + 92 + 12).  

9. Settlement agreements presumes that the reported resolution sessions resulted in settlements in each case (167 + 92 + 12).

10. Hearings (fully adjudicated) are as reported (56 + 32 + 31).

11. Decisions within timeline. We reported this data for only third and fourth quarters FY 2005-2006 (2 + 0).

12. Decisions within extended timeline. We reported this data for only third and fourth quarters FY 2005-2006 (9 + 28).  

13. Resolved without a hearing as reported under same category in quarterly reports (433 + 988 + 865).

14.  Expedited hearing requests total for third and fourth quarter only (15 + 18).

15.  Resolution sessions as reported to OAH.
16.  Settlement agreements as reported. OAH is aware that there were 17 settlement agreements in expedited hearings, but there is no way to determine if resulted from the resolution session.  

17.  Expedited hearings (fully adjudicated) as reported (2 + 2) in third and fourth quarters.

18. Change of placement ordered. Unknown at this time. Will provide when determined.
Attachment 2

Table 6, APR Due February 1, 2007
	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS 
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06

	PAGE 1 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007



STATE:  _______________________

SECTION A.  ENROLLMENT DATA FOR THE MATH ASSESSMENT1
	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH IEPs (1)
	ALL STUDENTS (2)

	3
	
	

	4
	
	

	5
	
	

	6
	
	

	7
	
	

	8
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	


1At a date as close as possible to the testing date.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 2 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK REGULAR ASSESSMENT 

ON GRADE LEVEL ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS

	
	TOTAL (3)
	SUBSET WHO TOOK THE ASSESSMENT WITH ACCOMODATIONS

(3A)
	SUBSET WITH CHANGES TO THE ASSESSMENT THAT INVALIDATED THEIR SCORE1 (3B)
	SUBSET WHOSE ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE INVALID2 (3C)

	3
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	
	


1 Changes to the assessment that invalidate a score are changes in testing materials or procedures that enable a student to participate in the assessment, but result in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students without these changes.  In some States these changes are called modifications or nonstandard administrations.
2 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).  

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 3 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK 

OUT OF GRADE LEVEL ASSESSMENT

	
	TOTAL (4)
	SUBSET WITH CHANGES TO THE ASSESSMENT THAT INVALIDATED THEIR SCORE1 (4A)
	SUBSET WHOSE ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE INVALID2 (4B)

	3
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	


1 Changes to the assessment that invalidate a score are changes in testing materials or procedures that enable a student to participate in the assessment, but result in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students without these changes.  In some States these changes are called modifications or nonstandard administrations.
2 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).  

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 4 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT 

	
	TOTAL (5)
	SUBSET WHOSE ALTERNATE WAS SCORED AGAINST GRADE LEVEL STANDARDS (5A)
	SUBSET WHOSE ALTERNATE WAS SCORED AGAINST ALTERNATE ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS (5B)
	SUBSET COUNTED AT THE LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL BECAUSE OF THE NCLB
CAP 3 (5C)
	SUBSET WHOSE ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE INVALID4 (5D)

	3
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	
	
	


3 NCLB cap is the limit on the percent of students whose scores can be held to alternate achievement standards in AYP calculations.

4 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 5 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WHO DID NOT TAKE ANY ASSESSMENT 

	
	PARENTAL EXEMPTIONS (6)
	ABSENT (7)
	EXEMPT FOR OTHER
REASONS5 (8)

	3
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	


5 Provide list of other reasons for exemption with the number of students exempted by each grade and reason for exemption.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 6 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT

	REGULAR ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL (9A)

	GRADE LEVEL
	TEST NAME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9A 

ROW

TOTAL2

	
	
	Achievement Level1
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:  ______________________
1 Include all students whose regular assessment score was in the lowest achievement level plus all students who received a score but changes to the assessment invalidated their score (column 3B).  

2 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9A is to equal the number reported in column 3 minus the number reported in columns 3C.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 7 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)
	ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL STANDARDS (9B)

	GRADE LEVEL
	TEST NAME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9B 

ROW

TOTAL4

	
	
	Achievement Level3
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:  ______________________
3 Include all students whose score on the alternate assessment on grade level standards was in the lowest achievement level plus all students who received a score but changes to the assessment invalidated their score.

4 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9B is to equal the number reported in column 5A minus that portion of 5D that includes students whose assessment scored on grade level standards was invalid.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 8 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)
	ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT SCORED AGAINST ALTERNATE STANDARDS (9C)

	GRADE LEVEL
	TEST NAME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9C 

ROW

TOTAL6

	
	
	Achievement Level5
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:  ______________________
5 Include all students whose assessment counted in the lowest achievement level because of the NCLB cap plus all students who received a score but changes to the assessment invalidated their score.

6 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9C is to equal the number reported in column 4 plus the number reported in column 5B minus the number reported in columns 4B and that portion of 5D that includes students whose alternate assessment scored on alternate standards was invalid.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS

	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 9 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007 


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)*

	
	TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9A 
(ON PAGE 4)
	TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9B
 (ON PAGE 5)
	TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9C
(ON PAGE 6)
	NO VALID SCORE7 (10)
	TOTAL8 (11)

	GRADE LEVEL
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	


7 The number of students reported in column 10 is to equal the number reported in column 3C plus column 4B plus column 5D plus column 6 plus column 7 plus column 8.

8 The number of students reported in column 11, the row total, should equal the number of students with IEPs reported in Section A.  If the number of students is not the same, provide and explanation.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS 
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 10 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION D.  ENROLLMENT DATA FOR THE READING ASSESSMENT1
	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH IEPs (1)
	ALL STUDENTS (2)

	3
	
	

	4
	
	

	5
	
	

	6
	
	

	7
	
	

	8
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	


1At a date as close as possible to the testing date.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 11 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007  


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION E.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK REGULAR ASSESSMENT 

ON GRADE LEVEL ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS

	
	TOTAL (3)
	SUBSET WHO TOOK THE ASSESSMENT WITH ACCOMODATIONS

(3A)
	SUBSET WITH CHANGES TO THE ASSESSMENT THAT INVALIDATED THEIR SCORE1 (3B)
	SUBSET WHOSE ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE INVALID2 (3C)

	3
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	
	


1 Changes to the assessment that invalidate a score are changes in testing materials or procedures that enable a student to participate in the assessment, but result in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students without these changes.  In some States these changes are called modifications or nonstandard administrations.
2 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).  

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 12 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK 

OUT OF GRADE LEVEL ASSESSMENT

	
	TOTAL (4)
	SUBSET WITH CHANGES TO THE ASSESSMENT THAT INVALIDATED THEIR SCORE1 (4A)
	SUBSET WHOSE ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE INVALID2 (4B)

	3
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	


1 Changes to the assessment that invalidate a score are changes in testing materials or procedures that enable a student to participate in the assessment, but result in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students without these changes.  In some States these changes are called modifications or nonstandard administrations.
2 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).  

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 13 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION E.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT 

	
	TOTAL (5)
	SUBSET WHOSE ALTERNATE WAS SCORED AGAINST GRADE LEVEL STANDARDS (5A)
	SUBSET WHOSE ALTERNATE WAS SCORED AGAINST ALTERNATE ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS (5B)
	SUBSET COUNTED AT THE LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL BECAUSE OF THE NCLB
CAP 3 (5C)
	SUBSET WHOSE ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE INVALID4 (5D)

	3
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	
	
	


3 NCLB cap is the limit on the percent of students whose scores can be held to alternate achievement standards in AYP calculations.

4 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill out the answer sheet correctly).
	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 14 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	GRADE LEVEL
	STUDENTS WHO DID NOT TAKE ANY ASSESSMENT 

	
	PARENTAL EXEMPTIONS (6)
	ABSENT (7)
	EXEMPT FOR OTHER
REASONS5 (8)

	3
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ___________)
	
	
	


5 Provide list of other reasons for exemption with the number of students exempted by each grade and reason for exemption.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 15 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007  


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT

	REGULAR ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL (9A)

	GRADE LEVEL
	TEST NAME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9A 

ROW

TOTAL2

	
	
	Achievement Level1
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:  ______________________
1 Include all students whose regular assessment score was in the lowest achievement level plus all students who received a score but changes to the assessment invalidated their score (column 3B).  

2 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9A is to equal the number reported in column 3 minus the number reported in columns 3C.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 16 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL STANDARDS (9B)

	GRADE LEVEL
	TEST NAME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9B 

ROW

TOTAL4

	
	
	Achievement Level3
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:  ______________________
3 Include all students whose score on the alternate assessment on grade level standards was in the lowest achievement level plus all students who received a score but changes to the assessment invalidated their score.

4 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9B is to equal the number reported in column 5A minus that portion of 5D that includes students whose assessment scored on grade level standards was invalid.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 17 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007 


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT SCORED AGAINST ALTERNATE STANDARDS (9C)

	GRADE LEVEL
	TEST NAME
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9C 

ROW

TOTAL6

	
	
	Achievement Level5
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	Achievement Level
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:  ______________________
5 Include all students whose assessment counted in the lowest achievement level because of the NCLB cap plus all students who received a score but changes to the assessment invalidated their score.

6 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9C is to equal the number reported in column 4 plus the number reported in column 5B minus the number reported in columns 4B and that portion of 5D that includes students whose alternate assessment scored on alternate standards was invalid.

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS
	TABLE 6

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2005-06
	PAGE 18 OF 18
OMB NO.: 1820-0659
FORM EXPIRES:   09/30/2007


STATE:  _______________________

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

	
	TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9A 
(ON PAGE 4)
	TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9B
 (ON PAGE 5)
	TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9C
(ON PAGE 6)
	NO VALID SCORE7 (10)
	TOTAL8 (11)

	GRADE LEVEL
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE: ________)
	
	
	
	
	


7 The number of students reported in column 10 is to equal the number reported in column 3C plus column 4B plus column 5D plus column 6 plus column 7 plus column 8.

8 The number of students reported in column 11, the row total, should equal the number of students with IEPs reported in Section A. If the number of students is not the same, provide and explanation.
California Department of Education, Special Education Division
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