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California Department of Education                                                                                                               Special Education Division

State of California Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-10

Overview of the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report Development

The State Board of Education (SBE) is the lead State Education Agency (SEA). Hereafter, the term California Department of Education (CDE) refers to the CDE operating under the policy direction of the SBE.

The State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) are prepared using instructions forwarded to the CDE, Special Education Division (SED) by the U.S. Department of Education (ED), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). For 2010–11, instructions were drawn from several sources:
· California’s 2009–10 Compliance Determination letter and Response Table 

· General Instructions for the SPP/APR

· SPP/APR Part B Indicator Measurement Table

· SPP/APR Part B Indicator Support Grid

In August of 2010, OSEP verbally announced that all states are required to submit an additional two years of measurable and rigorous targets due to the delay in the reauthorization of IDEA. In October 2010, OSEP provided updated instructions for the SPP/APR. These instructions clarified the requirement to include an additional two years of targets and provided direction on providing new baselines and improvement activities for Indicators 4B (Suspension and Expulsion by Ethnicity), 13 (Post-secondary Transition), and 14 (Post-school) in the SPP.
During California’s September 2010 Verification visit, the Office of Special Education Program’s (OSEP) review  team indicated that the use of the overall disparity index for Indicators 4B (Discipline by Ethnicity), 10 (Ethnicity by Disability) and all calculations for significant disproportionality were not compliant with the requirements of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Since OSEP’s visit in late September, the California Department of Education (CDE) has been exploring alternative calculation methodologies for use in the FFY 2010 APR (2010-11) for Indicators 4B, 9 and 10. California has revised its calculation methodologies to align with the recommendations of OSEP.  The new methodologies are described under Indicator 4, 9, and 10 sections within this document.
CDE staff and contractors collected data and made calculations for each of the 20 indicators. However, CDE is not required to report on Indicator 6 (Preschool Least Restrictive Environment – LRE). Technical assistance was provided by several federal contractors – most notably the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC). SED management discussed each of the requirements, reviewed calculations, and discussed improvement activities. 

The CDE disseminates information and solicits input from a wide variety of groups:
· The CDE SED utilizes Improving Special Education Services (ISES), a broad stakeholder group established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency, to solicit field input. Members include parents, [Parent Training and Information Centers (PTI), Family Empowerment Centers (FEC), and Family Resource Centers (FRC)], teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) directors, Special Education Administrators of County Offices (SEACO), staff of various CDE divisions, and outside experts. ISES meets twice a year to discuss the SPP/APR calculations and improvement activities.

· The SPP/APR requirements and results are presented at two separate California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) training sessions with the SELPA and local education agency (LEA) administrators during the spring and fall. 
· The SPP/APR requirements are presented at regular meetings of California’s Advisory Commission on Special Education (ACSE). In February 2011, the SED presented an APR and SPP update; in May 2011, an overview of the compliance determination process; and in December 2011, the Director’s Report.
· Selected SPP revisions and APR data have been reviewed at the regular monthly meetings of SELPA directors, and at the quarterly meetings of the SEACO. Drafts of SPP/APR were disseminated in late November 2011 for comments.
· The SPP/APR were approved by the California SBE in January 2012.
· The revised SPP/APR are annually posted on the CDE Web site once they have been approved by the OSEP. The most recently approved SPP/APR may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/. 

General Notes 
Data Sources Data for the APR indicators are collected from the following sources:

· Indicators 1 (Graduation Rates) and 2 (Dropout Rates) are gathered from the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS) 2009–10. 

· Indicator 3 (Statewide Assessment) is collected from the AYP Database.

· Indicator 4A (Rates of Suspension and Expulsion) is gathered from CASEMIS 2009–10 and LEAs self-review of policies, procedures, and practices.

· Indicator 4B (Suspension and Expulsion by Ethnicity) is gathered from CALPADS.

· Indicator 5 (LRE) is derived from CASEMIS December 2010.
· Indicator 6 (Preschool LRE) is derived from CASEMIS December 20010. 

· Indicator 7 (Preschool Assessment) is derived from CASEMIS in February 2010 and July 2011.

· Indicator 8 (Parent Involvement) is collected through 2010–11 CASEMIS data.

· Indicators 9 (Disproportionality by Race and Ethnicity) and 10 (Disproportionality by Disability) are collected through CASEMIS December 20010, CASEMIS June 2011, and CALPADS.

· Indicators 11 (60-Day Time Line), 12 (Transition, Part C to Part B), and 13 (Secondary Transition) are also gathered through CASEMIS December 2010 and June 2011, with an additional Department of Developmental Services (DDS) Part C data set for Indicator 12.

· Indicator 14 (Post-school) is collected from Table D in CASEMIS.

· Indicator 15 (General Supervision) is derived from monitoring and procedural safeguard activities conducted by CDE from July 1, 20010, to June 30, 2011.

· Indicator 16 (Complaints) is gathered from the complaints database, July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011.

· Indicators 17 (Hearings), 18 (Resolutions), and 19 (Mediations) are derived from Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) data, July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011.

· Indicator 20 (State-reported Data) is gathered from SED archives. 

Determination and Correction of Noncompliance As noted in Indicator 15 (General Supervision) in the APR, the CDE has used multiple methods to carry out its monitoring responsibilities. These monitoring activities are part of an overall Quality Assurance Process (QAP) designed to ensure that procedural guarantees of the law are followed and that programs and services result in educational benefits. The CDE uses all of its QAP activities to monitor for procedural compliance and educational benefit. Formal noncompliance may be identified and corrective action plans developed through a wide variety of means, including data collection and analysis, investigation of compliance complaints and due process hearings, and reviewing policies and procedures in local plans. For example, the CDE uses data collected through the CASEMIS to identify districts that are not completing annual reviews of individualized educational programs (IEPs) in a timely way. These result in formal findings of noncompliance citing specific state and federal laws and regulations, and require that a corrective action plan be completed.

In addition to the components of the QAP, there are four types of structured formal monitoring review processes: Facilitated Reviews, Verification Reviews (VRs), Special Education Self Reviews (SESRs), and Nonpublic School Reviews (both on-site and self-reviews). Each of the formal review processes may result in findings of noncompliance at the student- and district-level. All findings require correction. At the student-level, the district must provide specified evidence of correction within a 45-day time period. At the district-level, the district must provide updated policies and procedures, and evidence that the new policies and procedures have been disseminated. In a follow-up review of a representative subset of files, the district must demonstrate that no new instances of noncompliance in that area have occurred. The CDE has a variety of sanctions available to use in situations in which noncompliance goes uncorrected (e.g., special grant conditions, withholding of funds, and court action). 

Compliance and Noncompliance Compliance findings are reported in the year in which the district was notified of noncompliance. “On time” calculations are based on a span of one year from the date that the district was notified. As a result, noncompliance findings made in 2009–10 should be corrected within one year in 2010–11. For this reason, some of the finding totals cited in prior APRs may not match with the 2010 APR, due to being reported by initiation date (date of the review) rather than notification date.

Improvement Planning Analysis and thoughtful planning of improvement activities for each of the indicators is designed to take place through two primary groups: 
1. A broad-based stakeholder group, ISES provides the CDE with feedback and recommendations for improvement activities based on data in the SPP/APR. For more information about ISES, please visit the California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) Web site at cstat.org. In addition to collaboration with ISES, SED staff has worked to identify improvement activities for each indicator and to analyze data to identify effective improvement activities.

2. The California ACSE, is an advisory body required by federal (20 USC 1412(a)(21)) and state statutes (EC 33590.6). The ACSE provides recommendations and advice to the SBE, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Legislature, and the Governor in new or continuing areas of research, program development, and evaluation related to special education (SE), in California. The Advisory Commission consists of appointed members from the Speaker of the Assembly, Senate Committee on Rules, the Governor, and the SBE. One member of the SBE serves as liaison to the ACSE. The membership also includes parents, persons with disabilities, persons knowledgeable about the administration of SE, teachers, and legislative representation from the Assembly and Senate. The SED provides the ACSE with information on the SPP/APR through information sharing, updates, staff presentations, and through ACSE participation in the ISES stakeholder meetings. 

The SED has sought to actively involve the ACSE, the SBE liaison, and the SBE staff in the development of the 2010 SPP and the 2010–2011 APR. ACSE members and the SBE liaison have been included in the membership of the ISES stakeholder group and have been invited to all ISES meetings during which the SED seeks advice regarding the effectiveness of improvement activities and suggestions for new activities. The SED provided the ACSE, the SBE liaison, and the SBE staff a calendar of important dates, instructions from OSEP to CDE, dates of OSEP technical assistance calls, data collection deadlines, and deadlines for submitting information and preparation of the SPP/APR. The SED provided drafts to the ACSE, the SBE liaison, and the SBE staff and other information regarding the development of the SPP/APR, to receive their input. 

Communication/Information and Dissemination 

CDE communication and information is disseminated in a variety of formats and forums. A quarterly newsletter, The Special EDge, is published and sent out free of charge to personnel, parents, and the public. The Special EDge covers current topics in SE in California and nationally. The Division also takes advantage of technology by providing information and training through the CDE Web site and through CDE Web casts. The SED provided Web-based training on the California Modified Assessment (CMA) and IEP Team Decisions, Early Childhood Inclusion, the Self-review Process, and CASEMIS which have been archived for later access. CDE consultants are available to the field by phone or e-mail to offer technical assistance and to provide information.

Assessment 

Assessment activities cross over several indicators in the SPP. The SEA has developed the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program, a statewide assessment system for all students, grades 2 through 11. The STAR Program includes the following assessments: 

· California Standards Test (CST), for all students including students with IEPs and 504 Plans 

· CMA for students who have an IEP and meet the SBE-adopted eligibility criteria 

· California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA), for students with significant cognitive disabilities

· Standards Test in Spanish (STS), required for Spanish-speaking English learners (ELs) who either received instruction in Spanish or were enrolled in a school in the United States for less than 12 months 
· California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE), required for all students to graduate from high school. The CAHSEE is designed to ensure that all high school graduates have achieved a solid foundation of knowledge and skills in English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics. The CAHSEE test questions are based on the state content standards. Students have eight opportunities to take the CAHSEE. As of July 1, 2009, students with disabilities with IEPs or 504 Plans are exempt from passing the CAHSEE to receive a high school diploma.

Data are gathered from these assessments to inform Indicator 3 (Statewide Assessment). Through the development of a series of training sessions and materials/resources, IEP teams have been offered extensive training on how students participate in statewide assessments to maximize student success.

In addition, the CDE developed a statewide assessment for preschoolers called the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP). To provide an instrument to capture developmental progress on children with disabilities, the SED has developed the DRDP access. The results from these preschool assessments inform Indicator 7 (Preschool Assessment). 

Closing the Achievement Gap

In December 2004, Jack O’Connell, State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), established the California P-16 Council. The role of the Council was to examine ways to improve student achievement at all levels and link preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education to create a comprehensive, integrated system of student learning. 

The goals of the SSPI's California P-16 Council are to: 

1. Improve student achievement at all levels and eliminate the achievement gap.
2. Link all education levels including preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education, to create a comprehensive, seamless system of student learning.
3. Ensure that all students have access to caring and qualified teachers. 

4. Increase public awareness of the link between an educated citizenry and a healthy economy. 

The P-16 Council was charged to develop, implement, and sustain a specific, ambitious plan that holds the State of California accountable for creating the conditions necessary for closing the achievement gap. The Council’s four subcommittees are:

1. Access Subcommittee

2. Culture/Climate Subcommittee

3. Expectations Subcommittee

4. Strategies Subcommittee

We know all children can learn to the same high levels, so we must identify and change those things that are not allowing groups of students to learn to their fullest potential. To address this, the SED has collaborated with the Culture/Climate Subcommittee of the P-16 Council and the Equity Alliance Center (EAC) regarding the instructional needs of student with disabilities. EAC is funded by the U.S. Education Department and represents a set of funded programs that promote equity, access, participation, and outcomes for all students. In addition, the SED, in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd, is developing a series of Web-based interactive training modules on standards-based IEPs to address the achievement gap by improving instruction for students with disabilities.

The CDE continues to use the California’s State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) to fund training and technical assistance in research-based instruction in the areas of literacy and behavior. These funds are also used to implement activities designed to foster SE/general education (GE) collaboration and the use of effective practices to improve the academic achievement of students with disabilities. The CDE provides technical assistance and support to districts designed to implement evidence-based practices and to increase the recruitment and retention of highly qualified SE teachers. Particular emphasis is 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 efforts, and accountability.

Response to Intervention (RtI)

RtI is emerging nationally as an effective strategy to support every student. The CDE is using the term Response to Instruction and Intervention (Rtl2) to define a GE approach to high quality instruction, early intervention, prevention, and behavioral strategies. The CDE’s definitions, philosophy, and core components of Rtl2 are available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/rtiphilosphydefine.asp. 

Rtl2 offers a way to eliminate achievement gaps through a school-wide process that provides assistance to every student, both high achieving and struggling learners. It is a process that uses all resources within a school and district in a collaborative manner to create a single, well-integrated system of instruction and intervention informed by student outcome data. Rtl2 is fully aligned with the research on the effectiveness of early prevention and intervention and the recommendations of the California P-16 Council. 

A cohesive RtI2 process integrates resources from GE, categorical programs, and SE into a comprehensive system of core instruction and intervention to benefit every student. The following components are critical to the full implementation of a strong RtI2 process: 

· Research-based instruction
· Universal screening and continuous student progress monitoring
· Research-based interventions supported by on-going progress monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of instruction 
· Fidelity of program implementation 

· On-going staff development and collaboration
· Parental involvement
· Specific learning disability determination
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004 and related federal regulations state that the RtI2 approach may be one component of specific learning disability determination. As part of determining eligibility, the data from the RtI2 process may be used to ensure that a student has received research-based instruction and appropriate interventions prior to referral to SE. 
On November 14, 2008, SSPI, Jack O’Connell, issued a letter to county and district superintendents and charter school administrators about RtI², stating “Thus, the data gained during the implementation of an effective RtI² system can be part of the process to identify students with learning disabilities. Research shows that implementation of RtI² in general education reduces the disproportionate representation of certain groups of students identified as needing special education services. Together, we can close the achievement gap and open the door to a better future for every student, without exception. I look forward to continuing our work together.” This letter and collection of resources can be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/index.asp . The SED staff continues collaboration with other CDE divisions regarding the implementation of RtI² in districts.

A major revision of the 2001 edition of the Student Success Team (SST) Manual was completed during 2009 through a collaborative effort of the Learning Supports and Partnerships Division and SED. The revisions included updating the publication with new information about RtI2, resiliency research, culturally responsive instructional practices, and closing the achievement gap. 

NIMAS/NIMAC 
The reauthorization of IDEA in 2004 included new mandates establishing the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard (NIMAS) and the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Center (NIMAC). The new mandates require states to adopt a standard electronic file format for instructional materials. The creation of a standard electronic file format will help to ensure that students with print disabilities will have timely access to print materials. The timely availability of print materials in a variety of accessible formats will provide expanded learning opportunities for all students in the LRE and will better prepare students with disabilities to participate in the state assessments and to succeed in coursework required to earn a regular high school diploma.  

The NIMAC serves as a national repository for NIMAS files. It is also the conduit through which the NIMAS files are made available to authorized users so that the files can be converted into accessible textbooks. Since California has joined the NIMAC, publishers of K–8 State adopted textbooks will be required to send NIMAS files to the NIMAC. Following the adoption of a program by the SBE, the requirements of the submission of adopted texts are enacted. Among the requirements, the publisher must submit electronic files according to EC 60061(17). These files are to be delivered within 30 days. The SED collaborates with the Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT) to ensure that all LEAs become familiar with NIMAS and NIMAC requirements.

NIMAS and NIMAC contribute to improvement activities across several indicators including graduation, dropout rate, assessments, LRE, and post-secondary outcomes. Providing students with disabilities access to the core curriculum with supports greatly increases their opportunities for success in school.
The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT)

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media & Translations (CSMT) provides instructional resources in accessible formats to students with disabilities in California. It is a part of the Curriculum Frameworks and Instructional Resources Division of the CDE. The CSMT produces accessible versions of textbooks, workbooks, and literature books adopted by the SBE. Products and services are provided pursuant to California law, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the IDEA, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and sections 504 and 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Production and dissemination of materials, including Braille, large print, recordings, and American Sign Language Video-books, are funded by California's Instructional Materials Fund (IMF). CSMT also assists in providing devices such as monoculars to view the curricula. Funds to purchase specialized books, materials, and equipment are provided by the IMF for qualified students with hearing or vision impairments, severe orthopedic impairments, or other print disabilities. In accordance with EC 60240(c)(1), the IMF provides resources for creating accessible formats. The state continues to provide a portion of the funding for instructional materials used to obtain accessible materials. The Clearinghouse products and services to students with disabilities contribute to state improvement efforts and support several SPP indicators including assessments, LRE, graduation rates, access to the core curriculum, and post-secondary outcomes.

Highly Qualified Teacher and Personnel Development

The IDEA does not require states to address highly qualified teachers (HQT) or administrator requirements in their SPP. However, many of the underlying improvement strategies in the California SPP focus on personnel preparation and training. 

SED staff has collaborated with staff in other CDE divisions (Title I and IV offices, the P-16 Council Cultural/Climate Subcommittee) to develop and disseminate technical assistance and training to increase the number of highly qualified SE teachers, and to improve instruction and learning for students with disabilities. 

Collaboration activities include: 

· Developing and disseminating guidance regarding the NCLB and IDEA requirements for HQTs, and providing information to districts on teacher qualification requirements and employment practices.
· Providing research-based training programs to LEAs focused on current research, youth resiliency, school connectedness, and positive behavior supports.
· Developing and disseminating the expanded California School Climate Survey (CSCS) and the Culturally Responsive Instructional Practices in California on-line training.
California’s teacher workforce is the largest in the country with more that 320,000 teachers serving a student population of more than six million. The CDE serves more than 9,920 schools under the local control of more than 1,042 school districts. Ensuring that there is an adequate supply of highly qualified and effective teachers and administrators, in GE and SE, who are prepared to meet the challenges of teaching California’s growing and diverse student population continues to be a priority. The state is also working to ensure the equitable distribution of the most well prepared teachers and administrators throughout the state, particularly in low-performing schools that serve a disproportionate number of poor and minority students, English learners, and SE students. Recruiting, preparing, and retaining HQTs and administrators is the most important investment of resources that local, state, business, and community leaders can make in education. 

California developed a statewide action plan: The Strategic Plan for Recruiting, Preparing, and Retaining Special Education Personnel in 1997 in response to SE teacher shortages. Many activities outlined in the plan were successful in increasing the number of teachers entering SE programs at the time, but had limited impact on teacher retention. The plan focused on professional development and technical assistance related to teacher recruitment and retention in areas such as school climate, administrative support, and working conditions. 

The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) convened a task force (June 2006) to recommend revisions to SE credentials, eliminate credentialing redundancy, identify alternatives to increase access to teacher preparation programs, expand the existing entry points for teacher candidates, and streamline the credentialing process. The improvements to the SE credentialing program are intended to increase the number of SE teachers in the state who meet the NCLB teacher requirements. The final regulations implementing the task force recommendations were approved by CTC in December 2008. Universities may begin offering the new SE credential program as soon as their plan is approved by CTC, and not later than January 2011. 

The State Plan of Action for No Child Left Behind (NCLB): HQT was approved by the SBE in November 2006 and by the United States Department of Education in December 2006. This State Plan was submitted to the SBE for their information, in September 2010, with no changes made to the original plan. The plan includes the new California Subject Matter Verification Process for Middle School and High School Teachers in Special Settings (VPSS), an advanced certification option, and a commitment by the CDE to develop a new subject matter verification process for secondary alternative education and secondary SE teachers, as a means to provide an opportunity for them to meet NCLB HQT requirements. In addition, the Web-based CSCS was revised in November 2009 to include questions in four areas that address reasons why SE personnel prematurely leave the profession. Many stakeholders, including state and national technical assistance centers, are assisting in the effort to implement a new statewide action plan. The California Comprehensive Center at WestEd, in collaboration with the CDE, developed tools that use the California School Climate Survey data to create an integrated process to assist school site councils with the development of their improvement plans and strategies. The SPP will contain only completed improvement activities.
The chart below provides a “crosswalk” of some of the major CDE initiatives and projects described in this report that contribute to the APR improvement activities and address multiple indicators in the SPP/APR. An “X” under each activity signifies indicators on the left are impacted by the activities designed for improvement across the top.
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Indicator 1 – Graduation

	Monitoring Priority - Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in the LRE.

	Indicator - Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma (20 USC 1416 (a)(3)(A)).

	Measurement:  States must report using the graduation rate calculation and time line established by the CDE under the ESEA.
The methods for calculating the graduation rate for students receiving SE are the same methods used by GE in California. The SED collects information about individual students receiving SE from the Data Management Division. The Graduation Rate Formula is based on the NCES definition. See the graduation rate formula below.

The ESEA requires that the state use the graduation rate as an additional indicator for all schools and LEAs with grade twelve students. The graduation rate for AYP purposes is defined according to the year of AYP reporting (e.g., rate for 2010). On other CDE reports, the graduation rate is defined as the school year of the graduating class (e.g., Class of 2008–09). 

Comprehensive high schools and LEAs with grade twelve data have their 2010 graduation rates calculated using standard procedures. The graduation rate goal for all schools and LEAs is 90 percent beginning with the 2010 AYP report. Also beginning with the 2010 AYP report, the new growth target structure requires all schools and LEAs to meet the 90 percent goal by the 2019 AYP report.

The graduation rate criteria have changed beginning with the 2010 AYP report. Beginning with the 2010 AYP report, a school or an LEA with grade twelve students must meet one of three graduation rate targets to make AYP: 1) A 2010 graduation rate of at least 90 percent; 2) A 2010 fixed growth target rate; or 3)  A 2010 variable growth target rate. The fixed and variable growth targets are unique to each school rather than a standard target for all, as was required in the past.

Standard Graduation Rate Criteria

Type

Criteria
Schools and LEAs

with High School

Students

To meet graduation rate criteria for the 2010 AYP the school or LEA must:

 Have a 2010 graduation rate of at least 90 percent
- or -

 Meet its 2010 fixed growth target rate

- or -

 Meet its 2010 variable growth target rate
Source: 2010 Adequate Yearly Progress (APY) Report Information Guide 


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process

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 are required to pass the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) to earn a public high school diploma. Beginning July 1, 2009, California state law provided an exemption from the requirement to pass the CAHSEE, as a condition of receiving a diploma of graduation for eligible students with disabilities who have otherwise met the district requirements for graduation, and allows districts to award a regular diploma to such students. 

In addition, at the request of the student’s parent or guardian, a school principal must submit to the local school governing board a request for a waiver of the requirement to pass the part(s) of the CAHSEE on which a modification was used and the equivalent of a passing score was earned.

Students in California must also pass Algebra as a requirement of graduation. Students with disabilities may obtain a waiver of the requirement to pass a course in Algebra from the SBE if their transcript demonstrates that they have been on track to receive a regular diploma, have taken Algebra and the appropriate pre-courses or math courses, and because of the nature of their disability cannot pass the Algebra course.
Baseline Data for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2008 (2008–09)

In 2007–08, 60.2 percent (16,366 / 27,177) of students with disabilities graduated with a high school diploma. 

Discussion of Baseline Data 

In the FFY 2008–09, the State was required to report the same data (graduation rate calculation and time line) as used for reporting to the ED under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 
There was a new calculation based on data from California’s ESEA reporting. The calculation was made as follows:

Graduation Rate = Number of graduates divided by number of graduates + grade 9 dropouts from year 1 + grade 10 dropouts from year 2 + grade 11 dropouts from year 3 + grade 12 dropouts from year 4.

The CDE SED worked with the Data Management Division in CDE to obtain ESEA calculations and targets for high school graduates and four years of dropout data used for the AYP calculations. The 2008 graduates and grade twelve dropouts came from student-level data collected through the annual Statewide Student Identifier (SSID) maintenance. Information on grades nine through eleven came from aggregate level data of the California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS). More information about the sources of these data is located on the CDE Student Demographics Web page.
The CDE included any student record with a SE exit date after March 15, 2007, as considered to have received SE services within the past two years and is included in the students with disabilities subgroup. These students, however, were not counted when determining whether the students with disabilities subgroup meet the minimum group size to be numerically significant.

The graduation rate for AYP purposes was defined according to the year of AYP reporting (e.g., rate for 2009). On other CDE reports, the graduation rate was defined as the school year of the graduating class (e.g., Class of 2007–08). Note that the AYP graduation rate data on the report are one year older (e.g., 2007–08) than other data on the AYP report (e.g., 2008–09). High school graduates and four years of dropout data were used to determine the rate. Graduates and grades eleven and twelve dropouts came from student-level data collected through the annual SSID maintenance, and information on grades nine and ten comes from aggregate level CBEDS data. 

Calculating the 2009 AYP Graduation Rate 
Direction from OSEP in the Part B Measurement Table (November 2009) gave States direction to describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2008 APR, use data from 2007–2008), compare the results to the target, and provide the actual numbers used in the calculation. CDE was also directed to provide a narrative describing the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular diploma (this description is on the first page of this indicator).Targets should be the same as the annual graduation rate targets under Title I of the ESEA. New benchmarks and targets, set by ESEA, are displayed in the table below beginning with FFY 2007 (2007–08).

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Benchmarks and Targets

	2005

(2005–06)
	Ninety percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks

	2006

(2006–07)
	Ninety percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks

	2007

(2007–08)
	Ninety percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks

Minimum graduation rate of 83.0 percent OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two-year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2008

(2008–09)
	Minimum graduation rate of 83.1 percent OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two-year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2009

(2009–10)
	Minimum graduation rate of 90 percent OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two-year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2010

(2010–11)
	Minimum graduation rate of 90 percent OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two-year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2011

(2011–12)
	Minimum graduation rate of 90 percent OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two-year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)

	2012

(2012–13)
	Minimum graduation rate of 90 percent OR improvement of at least 0.1 from the previous year’s rate OR improvement in the rate of 0.2 in the average two-year rate (school-wide or LEA-wide)


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 1: Graduation

	 Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

	Develop and disseminate Braille Mathematics Standards and Reading Standards so that students who are blind or visually impaired can meet California’s high-quality content standards and succeed in California’s statewide accountability system.
	2005–2007
	CDE staff, task force

	In 2002, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 2326, which called for the establishment of a task force to develop Braille Reading Standards. The task force was convened and it issued its recommendations to the SBE in 2004. 
	2005–2007
	Type:  Policy and Legislated Stakeholder Task Workgroup and technical assistance including dissemination http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/ 

	In 2005, the Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 897. That legislation called for the development of Braille Mathematics Standards and required the SBE to adopt both Braille Reading and Braille Mathematics Standards for pupils who are blind or visually impaired by June 2006.
	2005–2007
	Type:  Policy and Legislated Stakeholder Task Workgroup and technical assistance including dissemination

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/  

	Presentation at Superintendent’s statewide Achievement Gap Summit
	November 2007
	CDE Staff and outside agency

Type:  Special Project of Training and technical assistance


 Indicator 2 – Dropout

	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator - Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school (20 USC 1416 (a)(3)(A)).

	Measurement:  States must report using the dropout data used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation and follow the time line established by the ED under the ESEA.

The ESEA dropout rates are calculated from student-level data using grades 9 through 12 and ungraded. The CDE calculates two different rates, a one-year rate and a four-year derived rate. 

The calculations were made as follows:

1-year Rate Formula:  (Adjusted Grade 9–12 Dropouts/Grade  9–12 Enrollment)*100

4-year Derived Rate Formula:  {1-([1-(Reported or Adjusted Grade 9 Dropouts/Grade 9 Enrollment])*(1-[Reported or Adjusted Grade 10 Dropouts/Grade 10 Enrollment])*(1-[Reported or Adjusted Grade 11 Dropouts/Grade 11 Enrollment])*(1-[Reported or Adjusted Grade 12 Dropouts/Grade 12 Enrollment])}*100

The 4-year derived dropout rate is an estimate of the percent of students who would drop out in a four-year period based on data collected for a single year.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process

Originally, the methods for calculating the dropout rate for students receiving SE services and GE were different. The SED maintains the student-level database, CASEMIS, for students receiving SE. The SED calculated the percent of students who have exited from SE services, whereas GE used a cohort dropout rate.

Unlike the SE dropout percent, GE dropout rates were calculated from aggregate data submitted at the school-level for a variety of subgroups. The CDE calculated two different rates, a one-year rate and a four-year derived rate. Neither was comparable with the SE rate.

Beginning in the FFY 2008 (2007–08), the OSEP required that states will report dropout data for students with disabilities using the dropout data used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation and follow the time line established by the ED under the ESEA.

Baseline Data for FFY 2008 (2008–09)

In the FFY 2008–09, the State was required to report the same data (graduation rate calculation and time line) as used for reporting to the ED under Title I of the ESEA. For 2007–08, the dropout rate used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation was 39.8 percent (the grade 9–12 Derived Dropout Rate - 10,811 / 27,177 = 39.8 percent). Students reported as returning to GE or deceased are not included in the calculation. 

Discussion of Baseline Data

The CDE SED worked with the Data Management Division to obtain the same calculations and targets the state is reporting for the ESEA. For high school graduates, four years of dropout data are used for the AYP calculations. The 2008 graduates and grade twelve dropouts come from student-level data collected through the annual Statewide Student Identifier (SSID) maintenance. Information on grades nine through eleven comes from aggregate level data of the CBEDS. More information about the sources of these data is located on the CDE Student Demographics Web page.
The CDE includes any student record with a SE exit date after March 15, 2007, as considered to have received SE services within the past two years and is included in the students with disabilities subgroup. These students, however, are not counted when determining whether the students with disabilities subgroup meet the minimum group size to be numerically significant.

Table 2a
California’s District-level Dropout Annual Benchmarks and Targets by District Type, 2005–12 (Percent of Students)

	Year
	District Type

	
	High School Districts Grades 9–12
	Unified and High School Districts Grades 7–12
	Elementary School Districts*

	2005–06
	6.8
	7.9
	3.8

	2006–07
	6.6
	7.8
	3.6

	2007–08
	5.9
	7.1
	3.3

	2008–09
	5.0
	6.1
	2.9

	2009–10
	3.8
	4.6
	2.3

	2010–11
	2.2
	2.7
	1.5

	2011–12
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	2012–13
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1


(*District type includes elementary school districts as well because these districts also have dropouts as they encompass K–8 schools.)
In 2003–04, 85 percent of districts in the state were at or above the statewide benchmark. Each year, the percent of districts that meet or are lower than the annual benchmark for each year (as shown in Table 2a) will increase the statewide benchmark by one percent. The final target is 90 percent of districts will be at or below the dropout benchmark by 2011–12.
In 2008–09, the State was required to adopt new calculations and targets beginning with the data for 2007–08. The target table below reflects the original as well as the updated targets for dropouts. California does not currently have benchmarks for drop out rates. The following benchmarks and targets are proposed for students with disabilities, until such time as the California Department of Education establishes benchmarks under the ESEA.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Benchmarks and Targets

	2005

(2005–06)
	Eighty-five percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks.

	2006

(2006–07)
	Eighty-six percent of districts will meet or exceed established annual benchmarks.

	2007

(2007–08)
	The CDE has proposed benchmark of <39.8 percent for 2008–09. This benchmark was proposed for students with disabilities, until such time as the CDE establishes benchmarks under the ESEA.

	2008

(2008–09)
	Less than 23.1% of students with disabilities will drop out.

	2009

(2009–10)
	Less than 22.6% of students with disabilities will drop out.

	2010

(2010–11)
	Less than 22.1% of students with disabilities will drop out.

	2011

(2011–12)
	Less than 22.1% of students with disabilities will drop out.



	2012

(2012–13)
	Less than 22.1% of students with disabilities will drop out.




Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 2: Dropout Rates

	 Activities
	Time Line
	Resources 

	Facilitate and provide training and technical assistance in a wide range of research-based core messages to assist in improving SE services in areas such as  the quality 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.
	August 31, 2007
	CDE staff and contractors



	Participate in Superintendent’s initiative to close the achievement gap for students with disabilities. 
	Through 2010
	CDE and LEA staff.



	Transition to Adult Living:  A Guide for Secondary Education – 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 into the world of adulthood and/or independent living.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors


Indicator 3 - Statewide Assessments

	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator - Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:  

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size and the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

C.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified, and alternate academic achievement standards. 
(20 USC 1416 (a)(3)(A))


	Measurement:

A. AYP percent = [(# of districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP targets for the disability subgroup) divided by the (total # of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size)] times 100.

B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in the assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window, calculated separately for reading and math)]. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year scoring at or above proficient) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year, calculated separately for reading and math)].


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process 

Tables 3b and 3c include baseline/trend data reflecting participation and performance of students with disabilities on the CSTs used to calculate AYP. The NCLB Act of 2001 requires all districts and schools to demonstrate AYP with an eventual goal that one hundred percent of all students are proficient or above in English-language Arts (ELA) and mathematics (math) by 2013–14. Under AYP criteria adopted by the SBE, districts, schools, and numerically significant student subgroups (a school or LEA with fewer than 100 students enrolled first day of testing or fewer than 100 valid scores has no numerically significant subgroups for that indicator) within districts and schools must meet Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) in ELA and math, demonstrate a ninety-five percent participation rate on assessments in ELA and math, demonstrate progress on the API, and demonstrate progress on the graduation rate of their high school students. 

California measures progress of LEAs, schools, and student subgroups against the adopted AMOs. AMOs may vary by a school’s grade span (e.g., elementary, middle, and high school). 

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
A. In 2004–05, 53.5 percent of districts met State’s AYP objectives for the disability subgroup (children with IEPs) with respect to participation and proficiency in both ELA and math. Table 3a depicts the percent of districts meeting AYP objectives for participation, proficiency, and overall for ELA, math, and a combination of the tests. Data source for 2004–05 is AYP database, which was updated on June 20, 2006.
Table 3a
 Percent of Districts Meeting AYP Objectives for the Disability Subgroup

	 (AYP)
	2004–05 Percent

	Participation
	ELA
	97.5

	 
	Math
	95.1

	 
	Both
	95.1

	Proficiency
	ELA
	58.4

	 
	Math
	83.6

	 
	Both
	56.6

	Overall
	All AYP
	53.5


B. California’s participation rate for children with IEPs is provided in Table 3b. This table indicates that 97.2 percent of children with IEPs in assessed grades participated in ELA and 96.7 percent participated in math. The source of these data is the §618 Report, Table 6, 2004–05. Only students in grades 3 through 8 and 10 are included in this table per the §618 data tables. (AYP reports for California also include students in Grade 2.)

Table 3b 
Participation of Students Receiving Special Education Services 
in California, 2004–05

	Assessment Description
	English-language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. Children with IEPs in assessed grades
	360,617
	100.0
	360,563
	100.0

	b. Regular assessment, no accommodations
	244,632
	67.8
	241,503
	67.0

	c. Regular assessments with accommodations
	76,446
	21.2
	78,006
	21.6

	d. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	29,297
	8.1
	29,298
	8.1

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

	Other: Not tested, Out-of-Level
	10,242
	2.8
	11,756
	3.3

	Overall
	350,375
	97.2
	348,807
	96.7

	Sources: 618 Report, Table 6, 2004–05 

	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.


C. The proficiency rate for children with IEPs is provided in Table 3c. This table indicates that of the 360,617 students with IEPs in grades assessed, 18.4 percent were proficient or above in ELA and 20.3 percent were proficient or above in math. The source of these data is the §618 Report, Table 6, 2004–05. Only students in Grades 3 through 8 and 10 are included in this table per the §618 data tables. (AYP reports for California also include students in Grade 2.)

Table 3c 
Proficiency Rate of Students Receiving Special Education Services
in California, 2004–05

	
	English-language Arts
	Mathematics

	Assessment Description
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	a. Children with IEPs in assessed grades
	360,617
	100.0
	360,563
	100.0

	b. Regular assessment (with and without accommodations)
	48,932
	13.6
	55,846
	15.5

	c. Regular assessment, no accommodations
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown

	d. Regular assessment with accommodations
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown

	e. Alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	17,419
	4.8
	17,167
	4.8

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

	Other: Not tested, Out-of-Level
	294,266
	81.6
	287,550
	79.8


Discussion of Baseline Data
Participation and performance of students with disabilities on the CSTs used to calculate AYP includes measures from the STAR Program for grades 2–8. This includes the CSTs and the 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 one percent limitation will be considered “not proficient.” For grade ten, 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 and will not be used to determine passing scores on the CAHSEE. 

While California has made significant progress in both participation rate and the percent of students scoring proficient in statewide standards-based assessments, the achievement gap that exists between SE and GE remains. SE students have made impressive gains, and we must continue to increase achievement gains for this population. These gains may be attributed to technical assistance and training provided to the field in the area of appropriate use of alternate assessments, the continued integration of SE students in the state-adopted core curriculum, continued emphasis on educating all students in the LRE, continued improvement of data collection methods, and continued technical assistance regarding the use of accommodations. 

Baseline data were recalculated for 2004–05 to conform to additional requirements of the OSEP. These tables were aligned to Table 6 of the §618 data tables for 2004–05 that were submitted to the OSEP. As a result, the AYP data include grades 2 through 8 and grade 10, while the participation and proficiency rates are based on grades 3 through 8 and grade 10. Also, Table 6 of the §618 data tables does not distinguish between the proficiency of students taking the regular test with accommodations from those taking the test without accommodations. As a result, Table 3c only contains data for students taking the regular test. Lastly, AYP, participation rates, and proficiency rates have been displayed for both ELA and math. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target


	2008

(2008–09)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup.
Percent of Districts – 58 percent

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and math, 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number), is established under the ESEA.

	
	3C. Consistent with the ESEA 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.


Math Percent

	

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	46.0
	47.5

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	44.5
	43.5

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, County Office of Education (COE)
	45.0
	45.5

	Note:  Targets and benchmarks apply to charter schools and charters acting as LEAs for the purposes of SE. 


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target


	2009

(2009–10)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup. 

Percent of Districts – 58 percent

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and math, 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number), is established under the ESEA.

	
	3C. Consistent with the ESEA 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.


Math Percent

	

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	56.8
	58.0

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	55.6
	54.8

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, COE
	56.0
	54.4

	Note:  Targets and benchmarks apply to charter schools and charters acting as LEAs for the purposes of SE. 


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target


	2010

(2010–11)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup.
Percent of Districts – 58 percent

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and math, 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number), is established under the ESEA.

	
	3C. Consistent with the ESEA 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.


Math Percent

	

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	67.6
	68.5

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	66.7
	66.1

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, COE
	67.0
	67.3

	Note:  Targets and benchmarks apply to charter schools and charters acting as LEAs for the purposes of SE.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target


	2011

(2011–12)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup. 

Percent of Districts – 58 percent

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and math, 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number), is established under the ESEA.

	
	3C. Consistent with the ESEA 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.




Math Percent

	

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	78.4
	79.0

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	77.8
	77.4

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, COE
	78.0
	78.2

	Note:  Targets and benchmarks apply to charter schools and charters acting as LEAs for the purposes of SE.  


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target


	2012

(2012–13)
	3A. Annual benchmarks and six-year target for the percent of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup. 

Percent of Districts – 58 percent

	
	3B. The annual benchmark and target for participation on statewide assessments in ELA and math, 95 percent (rounded to nearest whole number), is established under the ESEA.

	
	3C. Consistent with the ESEA 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.


Math Percent

	

	
	Elementary Schools, Middle Schools, Elementary School Districts
	89.2
	89.5

	
	High Schools, High School Districts
	88.9
	88.7

	
	Unified School Districts, High School Districts, COE
	89.0
	89.1

	Note:  Targets and benchmarks apply to charter schools and charters acting as LEAs for the purposes of SE.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 3: Statewide Assessment

	Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

	Create blueprints for CMA (overlaps with CAPA).
	May–August 2005
	CAPA/CMA Workgroups, CDE staff, contractor, ETS

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to proactively 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

	Explore Web-based applications for all components of the monitoring system to strengthen assessment.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff

	Collaborate with the CDE Program Improvement and Interventions Office to infuse SE indicators into the Academic Performance Survey (APS) and District Assistance Survey (DAS).
	On-going
	CDE staff and contractors

	Provide regionalized training and technical assistance related to using the KPI data for program improvement (PI) and assessment.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE staff

	Provide five Web-casts that cover the concept of RtI and stream this content for on-demand viewing.
	2006
	CDE staff, contractors, SELPA

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics, including statewide assessment data.
	Annually
	CDE staff

	Develop CMA (grades 3–11) in coordination with Standards and Assessment Division. Collaborate with the Standards and Assessment Division on statewide assessments for students with disabilities. 
	May 2005
	SED, Standards and Assessments Division, and the STAR Office

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/ 




Indicator 4 - Suspension and Expulsion
	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator  - Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and

B. Percent of districts that have:  a) A significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and b) Policies, procedures, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
(20 USC 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

	Measurement:

A. Percent = (# of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs divided by the # of districts in the State)] times 100.

B. Percent =[# of districts that have:  a) A significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and b) Policies, procedures, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times 100.
Per OSEP’s Instructions:

Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.

A. California compares the rates for individual districts to the statewide average, which is approximately 1 percent. This average is to be recomputed each year (see actual target data section below).
B. California uses an “n” size of 20 in the denominator for making calculations in Indicator 4.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process 

California’s QAP is a statewide SE district-level review that focuses on both compliance and educational benefit. The QAP process allows review of all LEAs in California through its four balanced components: 1) Local Plan; 2) SESR; 3) Complaints Management; and 4) Focused Monitoring. All monitoring processes require review of multiple data sources for development of a monitoring plan. The SED uses data specific to suspension and expulsion (and other performance data) when monitoring districts. If a district has a significant number of students suspended or expelled for 10 days or more, the state or local review team adds a section to the monitoring plan related to suspension and expulsion and investigates policies and practices at the district- and student-level. 

For 2005–06, California developed a set of measures that allowed the CDE to identify individual districts with significant discrepancies in suspension based on race or ethnicity in comparison to the rates for all children with disabilities in the district. 

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–2005) (Recalculated)

Indicator 4A. In 2004–05, 10.6 percent of districts had a rate of expulsion or suspension of more than one percent. The recalculated measure was based on ages 3 through 22, the group reported on Table 5 of the Annual Report of Children Served (618 data) as required in the SPP/APR instructions. The original baseline information was calculated based on the existing California QAP, Key Performance Indicator measurement, which was taken from data collected on students in grades K–12. The revised baseline reported the percent of districts that were significantly discrepant; the original baseline was reported as the percent of districts not significantly discrepant. 
Annual targets were reset using the recalculated measurements.

Original Baseline Data for Indicator 4B. Originally, the identification of districts having a significantly discrepant rate of expulsion or suspension was a multi-step process. The first step was to identify which, if any, districts had one or more ethnic categories that exceeded a percent-based threshold. Within each district, an ethnic category has exceeded the threshold when the proportion of students receiving SE who were suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in that category among all students receiving SE suspended or expelled for more than 10 days is more than 20 percent higher than that category’s proportion among all students receiving SE. If any one or more of the five ethnicity/race categories exceed the allowable threshold, the district is identified as potentially discrepant. In 2005–06, 7.3 percent of districts were identified as potentially discrepant based on the calculation.

Annual targets are set at zero percent per instructions from the OSEP.

Updated Baseline Data for Indicator 4B for FFY 2009 (2009–10). For the 2009-10 SPP and APR, the CDE decided to mirror the calculations used for Indicator 4A, adapted for appropriate calculation by ethnicity. Using discipline data for the 2008–09 school year (per OSEP instructions), this indicator requires the CDE to identify districts that have a significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity for suspension and/or expulsion for greater than 10 days in the school year. To do this, the CDE calculates a statewide average of suspension and/or expulsion for each race/ethnicity group:

Statewide Average for Ethnicity = NSPEDETH  / SGEETH 

NSPEDETH  = the total number of students receiving SE statewide of a particular race/ethnicity who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days in the school year.

SGEETH  =  the total number of students in GE statewide of a particular race/ethnicity

District-wide Average for Ethnicity = DSPEDETH  / DGEETH 

DSPEDETH  = the total number of students receiving SE district-wide of a particular race/ethnicity who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days in the school year.

DGEETH  =  the total number of students in GE of a particular race/ethnicity

Significant Discrepancy. A district is considered to have a significant discrepancy if the district-wide average for a particular ethnicity exceeds that statewide average for that same ethnicity. Districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in any ethnicity are required to complete a self-review of their policies, procedures, and practices. 
Table 4a

Updated Baseline Data for Indicator 4B (Discipline by Ethnicity)

FFY 2009 (2008–09 school year)
	(a) Number of districts having a significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity
	43

	(b) Number of districts with noncompliant policies, procedures, and/or practices
	39

	(c) Percent of districts having a significant discrepancy and noncompliant policies, procedures, and/or practices  39/832= 4.7%
	4.7

	Number of districts excluded from the calculation due to “n” size
	268


Districts reporting any noncompliance are required to correct the identified noncompliance, and in the case of student-level noncompliance are required to provide evidence that a follow-up review of student files was compliant at the 100 percent level.

Discussion of Baseline Data
For overall suspension or expulsion rates (indicator 4A), the state adopted the statewide average of one percent as the threshold for action at the district-level. 

An analysis of statewide data reveals that students from some groups are much more likely to be expelled or suspended for more than ten days. African-American students in particular suffer this consequence; in 2003–04, they are more than 2.25 times as likely to be expelled or receive more than ten days of suspension as are all students receiving SE or services. 
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–2006)
	4A. No more than 10.5 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.

	2006

(2006–2007)
	4A. No more than 10.4 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.

	2007

(2007–2008)
	4A. No more than 10.3 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.

	2008

(2008–2009)
	4A. No more than 10.2 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.

	2009

(2009–2010)
	4A. No more than 10.1 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year. 
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.

	2010

(2010–2011)
	4A. No more than 10.0 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year. 
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race. 

	2011

(2011–2012)
	4A. No more than 10.0 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.  
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race. 

	2012

(2012–2013)
	4A. No more than 10.0 percent of districts will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year.  
4B. Zero percent of districts will have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities by race.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 4: Suspension and Expulsion

	Activity
	Time Line
	Resources

	Provide BEST positive behavioral supports program training and technical assistance focused on decreasing dropout rates.
	2005–June 30, 2011,
Fall and Spring
	Contractor, CDE and LEA staff

Type:  Special Project 

Training and Technical Assistance


Indicator 5 - Least Restrictive Environment

	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator - Percent of children with IEPs, aged 6 through 21, served:

A.
Inside the regular class 80 percent or more of the day;

B.
Inside the regular class less than 40 percent of the day; and

C.
In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.
(20 USC 1416(a)(3)(A))

	Measurement:
A. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class 80 percent or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class less than 40 percent of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
C. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process: 

Under the IDEA of 2004, the CDE is responsible for establishing statewide goals and indicators to be used to measure progress toward those goals. To do this, the CDE originally convened a comprehensive stakeholder group, the Key Performance Indicator Stakeholder Committee (KPISC). The KPISC was composed of approximately 30 advocacy, administrative, and/or professional organizations. The KPISC convened at least twice a year to evaluate how well the state was meeting its five SE goals, to select districts for monitoring, and to identify priority areas to monitor during the reviews. The KPISC established, and the CDE maintained, the system of KPIs. These include measures of the percent of time that students are served outside of a regular classroom. In 1996, California designated two measures of inclusion in the regular classroom: 1) The percent of students educated with their nondisabled peers 80 percent or more of the time; and 2) The percent so educated 20 percent or less of the time. These KPI measures are calculated annually at the district-level and published on the Web. These measures are benchmarked, which allows for comparison of scores to a statewide expectation, for capturing the direction of change, and for comparing districts of similar type (elementary, high school, and unified). 

In 2005–06, the CDE was required to align to the calculation requirements of the OSEP’s measurement table which required reporting in three categories: 1) The percent of students who were removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day; 2) The percent that were removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and 3) The percent that were served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05) (Recalculated)

Based on the December 2004 CASMIS data, as reported on the 12/01/04 618 report, among the 612,177 California children aged 6–21 with IEPs:

A. 49.2 percent were removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

B. 24.6 percent were removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

C. 4.4 percent were served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

These baseline data were recalculated to conform to instructions from the OSEP. These figures are based on children with IEPs, ages 6 to 21, rather than from grades K–12. The baseline percentages for 2004–05 are unchanged.

For reporting on FFY 2008 (2008–09), due February 2010, new reporting requirements were instituted for LRE. The following information shows the new baseline data under the new calculations. Table 5a depicts the number and percent of students, aged 6 through 21 with IEPs, who receive SE and related services in various settings.

Table 5a

Number and Percent of Students Served in Various Settings: Indicator 5 - LRE

	Setting
	Number of Students
	Percent of Students
	2008 Target Percent

	5 A. Removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day.
	310,030
	51.6
	62 or more

	5 B. Removed from regular class greater than 60 percent of the day.
	134,991
	22.5
	No more than 18 

	5 C. Served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.
	27,285
	4.5
	No more than 4.0


Discussion of Baseline Data:

As described, prior to the additional requirements of the SPP, California had already established district-level benchmarks and targets. These district-level benchmarks and targets are incorporated in the district data summaries. Because baseline figures are unchanged, the targets remain the same.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	5A. Fifty-one point one 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/hospital placements.

	2006

(2006–07)
	5A. Fifty-three percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 23 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 4.2 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

	2007

(2007–08)
	5A. Fifty-seven percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 21 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 4.1 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

	2008

(2008–09)
	5A. Sixty-two percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 18 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 4.0 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

	2009

(2009–10)
	5A. Sixty-eight percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 14 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and

5C. No more than 3.9 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

	2010

(2010–11)
	5A. Seventy-six percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 9 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and 

5C. No more than 3.8 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

	2011

(2011–12)
	5A. Seventy-six percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 9 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and 

5C. No more than 3.8 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.

	2012

(2012–13)
	5A. Seventy-six percent or more of students will be removed from regular class less than 21 percent of the day;

5B. No more than 9 percent will be removed from regular class more than 60 percent of the day; and 

5C. No more than 3.8 percent are served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound/hospital placements.


No Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
Indicator 6 - Preschool Least Restrictive Environment

	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator 6:  Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:

A.  Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and 

B.  Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

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

6(a)(3)(A))  

	Measurement: 
A.  Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.

B.  Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
It is the policy of the State of California that, “SE is an integral part of the total public education system and provides education in a manner that promotes maximum interaction between children or youth with disabilities and children or youth who are not disabled, in a manner that is appropriate to the needs of both."

"Special education provides a full continuum of program options, including instruction conducted in the classroom, in the home, in hospitals and institutions, and in other settings; and instruction in physical education, to meet the educational and service needs of individuals with exceptional needs in the LRE (EC 56031).” 
Further, state law requires that the student’s IEP include: 
“The specific SE  instruction and related services and supplementary aids and services to be provided to the pupil, or on behalf of the pupil, and a statement of the program modifications or supports for school personnel that will be provided for the pupil in order to… be educated and participate with other pupils with disabilities and nondisabled pupils in the activities described in this section,” and also “An explanation of the extent, if any, to which the pupil will not participate with nondisabled pupils in regular classes and in… (extracurricular and other nonacademic) activities (EC 56345)." 
In addition, each SELPA must ensure that a continuum of program options is available to meet the needs of individuals with exceptional needs for SE and related services, as required by the IDEA Act 2004. The continuum of program options is specified in law. These requirements apply to all individuals with exceptional needs, age three to twenty-two.

In addition, the California EC includes requirements more suited to the preschool service delivery system. The code specifies a number of appropriate settings, including:

a. The regular public or private nonsectarian preschool program. 

b. The child development center or family day care home. 

c. The child's regular environment that may include the home. 

d. A special site where preschool programs for both children with disabilities and children who are not disabled are located close to each other and have an opportunity to share resources and programming. 

e. A SE preschool program with children who are not disabled attending and participating for all or part of the program. 

f. A public school setting which provides an age-appropriate environment, materials, and services, as defined by the superintendent. (EC 56441.4)

And the law identifies a variety of methods by which services to preschool age children with disabilities may be provided:

a. Directly by a LEA. 

b. Through an interagency agreement between a LEA and another public agency. 

c. Through a contract with another public agency pursuant to (EC 56369). 

d. Through a contract with a certified nonpublic, nonsectarian school; or nonpublic, nonsectarian agency pursuant to (EC §56366). 

e. Through a contract with a nonsectarian hospital. (EC 56441.8)

Level at which local data will be reported:  There are approximately 1,100 LEAs in the state of California. They vary in size from one-room schoolhouses to very large districts in cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego. The experience of the CDE with calculating KPIs is that there are many districts with such a small population of SWDs that to calculate their percentage is meaningless. This situation is even more difficult when calculating percentages for preschool age children because they may not be enrolled in a formal program than the group of students who are 6–21 years of age. In addition, not every LEA serves the same population of students. Within the SELPA structure, one district may serve all of the severely disabled students, another may serve blind students, and a third may serve students with autism. Comparing districts that serve different populations is not very useful. As a result, the CDE is planning to calculate and report outcome data at the SELPA-level, because SELPAs are of sufficient size to generate a meaningful statistic and SELPA-to-SELPA comparisons are more meaningful to the overall preschool population.

Data Source:  Data for determining the values for this indicator are drawn from the CASEMIS. CASEMIS includes data for each preschool age child related to program setting for preschool SE services. Calculations for 2004–05 will be based on December 2004 CASEMIS data for children reported to be served in early childhood settings, home, and part-time early childhood/part-time early childhood SE settings.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05) (Recalculated)

New baseline data is required with the FFY 2010 SPP (2010–2011) due FEBRUARY 1, 2012.
The overall percentage of preschool age students served in settings with typically developing peers is 48 percent. Table 6a provides data used for this calculation.

Table 6a Preschool LRE data in California, 2004–05

	Setting
	Number of 3–5-year olds

	Early childhood setting
	20,588

	Home
	1,338

	Part-time early childhood/part-time early childhood SE setting
	8299

	Subtotal
	30,255

	Total Number of 3–5-year olds served
	63,240

	Percent 3–5-year olds served in settings with typically developing peers
	47.79


Discussion of Baseline Data
Data presented in table 6a are based on December 2004 CASEMIS data for three-, four-, and five-year old children with disabilities. They have been recalculated to align to the §618 data tables. The overall percentage of preschool age students served in settings with typically developing peers was 47.79 percent. The three preschool settings included in the calculation are not exhaustive and as such preschool students do receive services in other settings. Targets are set to increase to an overall target of 66 percent in 2010–11. These benchmarks were finalized in the APR due February 2007. 

New targets are required with the FFY 2010 SPP (2010–2011) due FEBRUARY 1, 2012.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	Fifty-one percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2006

(2006–07)
	Fifty-four percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2007

(2007–08)
	Fifty-seven percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2008

(2008–09)
	Sixty percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2009

(2009–10)
	Sixty-three percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2010

(2010–11)
	Sixty-six percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2011

(2011–12)
	Sixty-six percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Sixty-six percent of the 3–5-year olds will be served in settings with typically developing peers.


New improvement activities are required with the FFY 2010 SPP (2010–2011) due FEBRUARY 1, 2012.
Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	Completed Activities – Indicator 6 Preschool LRE

	Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

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

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

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

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

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

	Conduct on-going review of APR data calculations and prepare annual action plans.
	July 2006 through June 30, 2010
	CDE staff and contractors

	Convene Preschooler Stakeholder Committee to review data.
	2005–2007
	CDE staff and contractors

	Provide statewide CASEMIS training for SELPAs.
	October 21, 2005

October 28, 2005 
	CDE staff, SELPA, LEAs

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

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

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

	Develop and disseminate Pocketbook of Special Education Statistics.
	Annually - 2010
	CDE staff

	Post SE data on CDE DataQuest Web site.
	Annually - 2010
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/  

	Create and post the Special Education Data Summaries on the Web.
	Annually - 2010
	CDE staff; Web capability of CDE Web page LEA level Annual Performance Report Measures for 2008–09 can be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/ 



Indicator 7 - Preschool Assessment

	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator - Percent of preschool children with IEP 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 USC 1416(a)(3)(A)).

	Measurement:

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

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

e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(Number of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
If a + b + c + d +e does not sum to 100 percent, 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 = [(Number of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by the (Number 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 = [(Number of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (Number 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 = [(Number of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (Number 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 = [(Number of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(Number of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100 percent, explain the difference.

C.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs: 

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

e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(Number of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (Number of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100 percent, explain the difference.


Overview 

The CDE, SED, in a joint effort with the Child Development Division, has been developing a statewide system of progress assessment for young children since the mid-1990s. This system includes a set of standards and a method for assessing child progress known as the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP). Children with disabilities have been included in the development of the DRDP since its inception. A set of adaptations for children with disabilities (accommodations) acceptable for use when using the DRDP, has been developed and field-tested along with the base instrument. In 2001, the DRDP was re-conceptualized to provide greater psychometric integrity and a wider range of development, creating a birth–five instrument, DRDP access, for children with disabilities. 

Beginning in the spring of 2007, data were collected on all preschool-age children with an IEP in the state of California. The 2008–09 data reporting on child outcomes was derived from data collected on all three-, four-, and five-year old preschoolers with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) who receive preschool SE services. 

Since the spring of 2007, assessments have been completed on preschoolers with disabilities two times per year, once in the fall and once in the spring to comply with the SPP/APR and statewide assessment requirements. SELPAs report data to the CDE, SED by direct entry or bulk upload to CASDEMIS.
Summary Statements for Preschool Children Exiting 2009–10

Two summary statements to report baseline data and set measurable targets were recommended by the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO). The two statements are: 1) of those children below age expectations in the Outcome Area, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they exit the program. Using progress categories: (c + d)/(a + b + c + d); and 2) the percent of children who are functioning within age expectations in the Outcome Area by the time they exit the program. Using progress categories: (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e). Summary statements are presented in Table 7a.

Table 7a
Summary Statements

	Summary Statements
	Number of Children
	Percent of Children

	Outcome A: Positive Social-emotional Skills (including social relationships), N=5688

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	[C + D] / [A + B + C + D] = (529 +  1049) / ( 12 + 590 + 529 + 1049) =   
	72.4

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	[D + E] / [A + B + C + D + E] = (1049 + 3508) / (12 + 590 + 529 + 1049 + 3508) = 
	80.1

	Outcome B: Acquisition and Use of Knowledge and Skills (including early language/communication and early literacy), N=5693

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	[C + D] / [A + B + C + D] = (533 +  1004) / (5 + 647 + 533 + 1004) =
	70.2

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	[D + E] / [A + B + C + D + E] = (1004 + 3504) / (5+ 647 + 533 +1004 + 3504) / (1004 + 3504) = 
	79.2

	Outcome C: Use of Appropriate Behaviors to Meet Their Needs, N=5661

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	[C + D] / [A + B + C + D] = (718 + 867) / (14 + 509 + 718 + 867) =
	75.2

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	[D + E] / [A + B + C + D + E] = (867 + 3553) / (14 + 509 + 718 + 867 + 3553) =
	78.1


Measurable and Rigorous Targets
The targets for 2009–10, shown in Table 7b, were set by calculating the average of the percentages in the five categories for each OSEP Outcome for 2007–08 and 2008–09. 
Table 7b (below) provides measurable and rigorous targets for each indicator for FY 2009 and FY 2010. Targets were calculated by taking the average of each of the percentages in the five categories for each OSEP outcome for 2007–2008 and 2008–2009 and calculating the corresponding percentages for summary statement 1 and summary statement 2. 

Table 7b
Data and Targets for Preschool Children Exiting in 2009–10

	Summary Statements
	2009–10 Data (percent of children)
	Targets FFY 2009 (percent of children)

	Outcome A: Positive Social-emotional Skills (including social  relationships)

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	72.4
	63.6

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	80.1
	69.5

	Outcome B: Acquisition and Use of Knowledge and Skills  (including early language/communication and early literacy)

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	70.2
	62.6

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	79.2
	69.9

	Outcome C: Use of Appropriate Behaviors to Meet Their Needs

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	75.2
	65.8

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
	78.1
	65.4


As noted above, the data for preschool children exiting in 2009–10 were above all the targets set for 2009–10  

Baseline Discussion
The targets for 2009–10 are 0.5 percent above the percentage for the baseline year (2008–09) for each summary statement within each of three OSEP Outcomes. These targets were set by taking the outcome statement from the baseline year (2008–2009) and adding .50 percent (one-half-percent) to each statement. 
Measurable and rigorous targets for each of the OSEP outcome areas through FFY 2012 are shown below. 
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2009
 (2009–10)
	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, 63.6 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program; 

2. Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A, 69.5 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, 62.6 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program; 
2. Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B, 69.9 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, 65.8 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program; 
2. Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C, 65.4 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2010
(2010–11)
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, 72.7 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A, 82.1 percent were functioning with age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, 70.0 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B, 82.5 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, 75.0 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C, 79.0 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2011 
(2011–2012)
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, 72.7 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A 82.1 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, 70.0 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2. Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B, 82.5 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, 75.0 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C, 79.0 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2012
(2012–2013)
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, 72.7 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A, 82.1 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, 70.0 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B, 82.5 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

	
	1.  Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, 75.0 percent substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

2.  Of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C, 79.0 percent were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 7: Preschool Assessment

	Improvement Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

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

Type: Technical assistance and research

	Field test and calibrate five-year old instrument
	December 2006
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Technical assistance and research

	Conduct assessor training
	January to April 2007
	CDE staff and contractors Type: Technical assistance and research

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

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

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

Type: Technical assistance and research

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training
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Appendix 1 - Sampling Plan, General Considerations

California used a sampling plan for the first three years of the SPP period (2004–05, 2005–06 and 2006–07). Beginning in FFY 2007 (2007–08), all three-, four-, and five-year old preschoolers are assessed.

The initial sample has been used in two ways: 1) to contribute to the validation of the instrument; and 2) to provide a statistically valid sample group to use as the basis for reporting through the SPP/APR. This sample group was used to report developmental status in the FFY 2005 SPP/APR and to report progress in the FFY 2006 SPP/APR. FFY 2007 progress data will be based on entry and exit assessments of the entire population of three-, four-, and five-year old preschoolers with disabilities.

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

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

Similarity and Differences of the Sample to the Population
The table shows the similarities and differences of the sample to the population of students in California with disabilities including: disability categories, age, gender and race.

	Levels
	n From Sample
	Percent of Sample
	n In Population
	Percent of Population

	Age

	Age 3 
	311
	37.3
	15,796
	36

	Age 4
	444
	53.3
	23,308
	53.1

	Age 5 


	78
	9.4
	4,790
	10.9

	LEA

	Kern COE
	72
	8.7
	276
	0.6

	LACOE/Southwest SELPA
	66
	7.9
	1,235
	2.8

	Los Angeles USD
	146
	17.6
	5,680
	12.9

	San Diego City USD
	58
	7
	995
	2.3

	Riverside COE
	83
	10
	264
	0.6

	Santa Barbara COE
	25
	3
	627
	1.4

	Santa Clara COE
	85
	10.2
	228
	0.5

	Sacramento COE
	23
	2.8
	69
	0.2

	Shasta COE
	66
	7.9
	193
	0.4

	Mendocino COE
	16
	1.9
	133
	0.3

	Madera COE
	17
	2
	167
	0.4

	Elk Grove USD
	24
	2.9
	324
	0.7

	Sacramento City USD
	25
	3
	299
	0.7

	Fresno USD
	25
	3
	383
	0.9

	Capistrano USD
	25
	3
	394
	0.9

	Santa Ana USD
	25
	3
	484
	1.1

	San Bernardino USD
	25
	3
	299
	0.7

	Long Beach USD
	25
	3
	383
	0.9

	Gender

	Male
	553
	66.6
	       31,002
	70.7

	Female
	277
	33.4
	       12,872
	29.3

	Home Language

	English
	515
	62.4
	29,123
	66.3

	Spanish
	214
	25.9
	12,502
	28.5

	Other
	16
	1.9
	256
	0.6

	Multiple Home languages
	80
	9.7
	
	

	Ethnicity

	African-American/Black
	64
	7.7
	2,838
	6.5

	Asian
	67
	8.1
	3,064
	7

	Caucasian/White
	267
	32.3
	16,390
	37.3

	Hispanic/Latino
	377
	45.6
	20,206
	46

	Native American/Alaskan Native
	3
	0.4
	298
	0.7

	Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
	8
	0.9
	180
	0.4

	Other
	6
	0.7
	
	

	Multiracial/Multiple Boxes Marked
	35
	4.2
	
	

	Primary Disability

	Mental Retardation
	115
	13.9
	2,659
	6.1

	Hard of Hearing
	10
	1.2
	503
	1.1

	Deafness
	21
	2.5
	366
	0.8

	Visual Impairment
	11
	1.3
	379
	0.9

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	2
	0.2
	57
	0.1

	Speech or Language Impairment
	278
	33.5
	28,295
	64.5

	Orthopedic Impairment
	59
	7.1
	1,390
	3.2

	Other Health Impairment
	40
	4.8
	1,424
	3.2

	Specific Learning Disability
	10
	1.2
	2413
	5.5

	Autism
	176
	21.2
	5,786
	13.2

	Multiple Disabilities
	46
	5.5
	571
	1.3

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


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

	
	Paired-t Statistic 
	Cohen’s D

	OSEP Indicator 1
	26.2
	1.94

	OSEP Indicator 2
	29.4
	2.18

	OSEP Indicator 3
	26.5
	1.96


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	
	Exit at 3
	Exit at 4
	Exit at 5

	Entry at 3
	X
	X
	X

	Entry at 4
	
	X
	X

	Entry at 5
	
	
	X


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

On-going Technical Assistance
To ensure consistent messages and capacity building, CDE will do the following:

· Update and train administrators through the annual conference sponsored by the SEECAP. 

· Provide a series of regional trainings by the SED and supported by DR access Project, the SEEDS, SEECAP, and representatives from the California Preschool Instructional Network (CPIN).

Appendix 2 - Reliability and Validity of Scores from the Three OSEP Subscales of the DRDP access
Reliability. The reliability of the scores for the three OSEP outcome subscales was excellent. The internal consistency ranged from .α = 0.96 – α = 0.98 (n = 722). The stability of scores across time was also excellent, r =0 .92 – r =0. 94 (n = 707; average length of time between assessments = 5.5 months).

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

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

Appendix 3 - Definitions of Typically Developing and the Developmental Trajectories

To define “typically developing” in relation to OSEP child outcome reporting categories, the DRDP access Project collected data on 696 typically developing children between the ages of 3–5 years. We calculated the mean (in log-odds, equal-interval units; Range: 100–300) and standard deviation for each OSEP outcome for three-, four-, and five-year olds in the “typical” sample. We defined the categories: typically developing, close to typically developing, and below typically developing using the following criteria: 

Typically developing was defined as a score that was above -1.3 SD units from the typically developing age-matched mean score. 

Close to typically developing was defined as a score between -1.31 SD to -2 SD units below the typically developing age-matched mean score. 

Below typically developing was defined as a score below -2 SD units from the typically developing age-matched mean score. These cut scores are similar to those recommended by the ECO center (Recommendation of the Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) Center for Determining Age Expected Functioning and the Points on the ECO Rating Scale; July 5, 2006). 

To determine growth over time, the project calculated the difference between the measure level ratings at entry and exit. If a child showed growth of at least one level on any of the measures included in the OSEP outcome, he was considered to have improved functioning for that outcome.  

The five progress categories were analyzed by combining information about status at entry and exit with information about slope. 

· The category percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning includes children who did not improve by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome. 

· The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome and exited with a status below typically developing. 

· The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome and exited with a status close to typically developing. 

· The category percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome, entered preschool with a status below typically developing or close to typically developing, and exited with a status of typically developing. 

· The category percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers was defined as children who improved by at least one level on any of the Measures included in the OSEP outcome, entered preschool with a status of typically developing, and exited with a status of typically developing.

Appendix 4 - Relationship of DR Indicators and Measure to the OSEP Outcome Areas

The DRDP consists of four DR for children:

· Children are personally and socially competent;
· Children are effective learners;
· Children show physical and motor competence; and

· Children are safe and healthy.

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

Table 7c
Desired Results Developmental Profile - Revised (DRDP-R)

	Outcome 1:

Positive Social-emotional Skills
	Outcome 2:

Knowledge and Skills
	Outcome 3:

Action to Meet Needs

	Desired Result 1

Self Concept: 

· Identity of self 

· Recognition of own skills and accomplishments

Social and Interpersonal Skills:

· Expressions of empathy

· Building cooperative relationships with adults

· Building cooperative play with other children

· Developing friendships

· Conflict negotiation

· Awareness of diversity in self and others

Self-Regulation:

· Impulse control

· Taking turns

· Shared use of space and materials


	Desired Result 1

Language:
· Comprehends meaning

· Follows increasingly complex instructions

· Expresses self through language

· Uses language in conversation

Desired Result 2

Learning:

· Curiosity and initiative

· Engagement and persistence

Cognitive Competence:

· Memory and knowledge

· Cause and effect

· Engages in problem solving

· Socio-dramatic play

Math:

· Number sense; understands quantity and counting

· Number sense; math operations

· Shapes

· Classification

· Measurement

· Patterning

· Time

Literacy:

· Interest in literacy

· Concepts of print

· Letter and word knowledge

· Phonological awareness

· Emerging writing
	Desired Result 3

Motor Skills:

· Gross motor movement

· Balance

· Fine motor skills

Desired Result 4

Safety and Health:

· Personal care routines
· Personal safety

· Understanding healthy lifestyle


Table 7d 

DRDP Access: Birth–5 

	Outcome 1:

Positive Social Relationships
	Outcome 2:

Knowledge and Skills
	Outcome 3:

Action to Meet Needs

	Desired Result 1

Self Concept: 

· Identity of self and connection to others

· Recognition of ability

· Self-expression

Social and Interpersonal Skills:

· Empathy

· Interactions with adults

· Relationships with familiar adults

· Interactions with peers

· Friendships 

· Conflict negotiation

· Awareness of diversity

Self-regulation:

· Impulse control

· Seeking other’s help to regulate self

· Responsiveness to other’s support

· Self-comforting
· Taking turns


	Desired Result 1

Language:

· Language comprehension

· Responsiveness to language

· Expresses self through language

· Uses language in conversation

Desired Result 2

Learning:

· Curiosity and initiative

· Attention maintenance and persistence

Cognitive Competence:

· Memory

· Cause and effect

· Problem solving

· Symbolic and dramatic play

Math:

· Understands quantity and counting

· Math operations

· Comparison of quantity

· Shapes

· Classification and matching

· Measurement

· Patterning

· Time

Literacy:

· Interest in literacy

· Concepts of print

· Letter and word knowledge

· Phonological awareness

· Emerging writing

· Comprehension of text
	Desired Result 3

Motor Skills:

· Movement

· Balance

· Grasp/Release and manipulation 
· Eye-hand coordination

Desired Result 4

Safety and Health:

· Toileting and hygiene

· Dressing

· Self-feeding

· Personal safety

· Eating and nutrition


Appendix 5 - Entry Data for FFY 2005
Baseline Data for FFY2005 (2005–06)

	Performance on OSEP Outcomes

	Number of Preschool Children with Disabilities
	Percent at Age Level
	Percent Below Age Level

	Outcome 1: Positive Social Emotional Skills

	833
	52.7
	47.3

	Outcome 2: Knowledge and Skills

	833
	47.7
	52.3

	Outcome 3: Action to Meet Needs

	833
	53.4
	46.6


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

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

Appendix 6 - Improvement Activities Discussion
Peer Comparison Studies: Improvement in Sensitivity and Precision of Growth Norms

Each year, the CDE, SED is required to report to the OSEP on the progress of preschool-age children with IEPs on the DRDPs. This includes a comparison of the progress of children with disabilities to that of children without disabilities. Three years ago, the DR access project conducted a peer comparison study to collect data on children without disabilities from general early childhood education programs throughout California, including the Child Development Division and Head Start programs. The purpose of this study was to calibrate the DRDP access and to determine the range of scores considered typical for three-, four-, and five-year old children.

The DR access project conducted another peer comparison study in 2007–08. The project trained 144 GE infant-toddler and preschool providers to collect DRDP access assessment data in fall 2007 and spring 2008, providing two data points on 850 children with typical development. For about 275 children, three data points were collected. The purpose of the study was to increase the sensitivity and precision of the growth norms by collecting data on children without disabilities across time. 

Special Education DR System: Improvement in Data Collection and Reporting 

The SEDRS Web-based data reporting system was revised to enhance the functionality for its users. The revisions implemented in 2007–08 improved data input, system reports, and account management. 

Data input revisions included:

· Option to upload data in bulk into the SEDRS system; and 
· Pre-population of the fields of the DRDP Information Page from data submitted through the CASEMIS. Teachers and data entry clerks no longer need to re-enter fields on the Information Page that remain unchanged. 

System reports revisions include:

· Addition of a SEDRS Developmental Progress report for teachers that charts the growth of preschool-age children with IEPs assessed on the DRDP; and
· Addition of a number of group reports for administrators and teachers to better understand the progress of groups of children relative to age-matched typically developing peers. 

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

In spring of 2007, the DR access Project provided 89 all-day DR training sessions to more than 7,500 SE teachers statewide. In addition to posting all instruments and training materials on the Web, CD-ROMs containing all of these files in electronic form were distributed throughout the state. A tutorial on how to use the instruments was developed for new teachers and those who missed training. This tutorial, as well as the Training PowerPoint slides and handout were also made available on the Web site. In fall of 2007, eight regional training sessions were conducted to meet the training needs of programs with new staff. Up to 100 participants could be accommodated at each of these regional training sessions (maximum of 800 participants). It is estimated that about an additional 425 teachers were trained in fall 2007. Under the direction of SED staff, the DR access Project developed local training capacity through the use of a train-the-trainers model, where the SELPAs were asked to identify one or more two-person training teams to attend training in spring of 2008. Each of these SELPA training teams were prepared to provide local training and build local capacity for preschool assessment (as mentioned in the SPP). Technical assistance is provided by the DR access Project through phone and e-mail help desks for general questions related to implementing the DR system as well as phone and e-mail support for the Web-based data reporting system. In addition, a listserv has been maintained to provide updates on the data reporting system. In addition, requests for specific information or any general confusion about topics are addressed immediately by developing guidance documents, updating the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ), and posting specific information on the Web site.

Web Activity: Improvement in Facilitating Access to Information

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

Table 7e

DR Access Web Site Activity (February –November 2007)

	Month
	Number of Visits
	Average Number of Visits Per Day
	Top Three Requested Documents

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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

Indicator 8 - Parent Involvement

	Monitoring Priority - FAPE in the LRE.

	Indicator - Percent of parents with a child receiving SE services who report that schools facilitated parental involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(A)).

	Measurement: Percent of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parental involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. Percent is calculated by dividing the number 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 number of respondent parents of children with disabilities multiplied by 100 (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(A)).


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
The CDE collects parental involvement information in a variety of ways; through monitoring the VR and SESR processes, through the toll-free number operated by the CDE’s Procedural Safeguards and Referral Services (PSRS), and through FECs and PTIs. These systems are described below. Per the SPP instructions, the survey instrument is provided in Table 8a.

Verification Reviews (VR):  All monitoring reviews require parent input meetings and/or parent surveys. For VRs, the CDE contracts with the Sacramento COE to select and train parents of children with disabilities to act as facilitators at parent input meetings. A specific set of parent questions with probes, form the core of the parent input meeting. These questions are tied to the CDE’s monitoring questions and are linked to specific compliance items. If parents in a particular district express concerns that are potential violations of state or federal laws and regulations, those issues are included in the monitoring plan and are investigated during the review. These monitoring plan issues are stored in the database for the VR. Also, input cards are available at the meeting for parents to complete. These cards are collected and tabulated for each parent input meeting. 

SESRs:  Each LEA is required to conduct a parent input meeting and/or to conduct a survey of all of the parents in the district. A response of at least 20 percent is required. The CDE specifies the minimum questions that must be addressed in the parent input meeting and provides a survey for use by the district. Like the VR, the SESR requires a monitoring plan. The monitoring plan is reviewed and approved by the CDE before the district begins the SESR monitoring activities. Parent input issues are also entered into the SESR software and stored in the SESR database.

PSRS:  This unit provides technical assistance information and resources for parents, school districts, advocates, agencies, and others about procedural safeguards for students between ages 3 and 21 with disabilities and their educational rights. PSRS receives over 10,000 calls each year. These calls are logged into a database.

Parent Support Organizations:  CDE works closely with several types of parent support organizations including PTIs and FECs. 
· The PTIs are parent-directed, nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations funded by the ED as well as private sources. Authorized by IDEA, PTIs are funded to assist parents to understand SE laws, rights, and responsibilities; understand their child’s disability; provide follow-up support; communicate with special educators; participate in IEP decision making; and obtain information about a range of options, programs, and services. 
· The FECs are authorized in the EC and provide services focusing on families whose children are from the ages of 3 to 22, serve families of children with all disabilities, and prepare families to partner with professionals in obtaining an appropriate education for children with disabilities. Staff of the PTIs and FECs participates in all state-level planning, workgroups, and initiatives. The CDE regularly solicits information at the state level and often solicits information at the individual district-level to verify potential monitoring concerns. The FRCs are funded by the Department of Developmental Services for Early Start parent services. Families of infants and toddlers, birth to 36 months, at risk of or with developmental delays and disabilities, receive parent-to-parent support from Early Start FRCs and Networks. 

Data Collection Plan
In February of 2008 a plan was submitted that stated: 

“During 2007–08, CDE will work with SELPAs to implement census reporting through the CASEMIS. Data related to question 5 in the current monitoring instrument would be collected annually from each student’s parents around the time of the annual IEP meeting and recorded in the CASEMIS data set. Partial implementation would begin in 2008–09. A full census data collection would begin in 2009–10. Data from this method will be compared to monitoring survey results.

During 2007–08, CDE will work with PTIs and FECs to develop a three-year sampling plan to collect family involvement information using the NCSEAM parent involvement survey. This data collection will be conducted independently of monitoring processes by parent centers and CDE staff (PSRS Parent Helpline). Data from this method will be used to inform improvement planning evaluation and activities.” 
This plan has been implemented in 2009–10. A census data collection was collected in June 2010. A parent survey was posted on the Web in 2009–10 for optional use.
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
Overall, 69 percent of respondents (25,610 out of 37,118 parents responded 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 survey 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, or 41 percent of the SE enrollment for December 2005.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	Sixty-nine 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)
	 Seventy-four 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)
	Seventy-eight 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)
	Eighty-two 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)
	Eighty-six 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)
	Ninety percent of parents report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2011

(2011–12)
	Ninety percent of parents report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Ninety percent of parents report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 8: Parent Involvement

	Improvement 
	Time Line
	Resources 

	Incorporate updated parent survey into all monitoring processes.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors

	Met with parent organizations (PTIs) and FEC) to develop instrument for use in 2007–08.
	June 2007
	CDE staff, NCSEAM, contractors, PTIs, and FEC’s

Type: Special Project, Technical Assistance and Stakeholder

	Used information gathered from parent survey in planning for all monitoring processes.
	September 2007
	CDE staff and contractors

Type:  Monitoring Project

	Added survey question to parent surveys for SESRs, VR, and Nonpublic School Reviews.
	January 2006
	CDE staff and contractors

Type:  General Supervision, Monitoring Project

	Develop a detailed revised universal sampling plan to survey parental involvement.
	2009
	CDE staff, parent organizations. and SEEDS Project

http://www.ed.gov/programs/rsaptp/index.html  




Indicator 9 - Disproportionality Overall

	Monitoring Priority – Disproportionality.

	Indicator - Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(C)).

	Measurement: Percent = number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification divided by number of districts in the State times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2008, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over- and under-representation) of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by sections 300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a); e.g., using monitoring data, reviewing policies, practices, and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum 'n' size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2009 reporting period, i.e., after June 30, 2010. If inappropriate identification is identified, report on corrective actions taken.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process 

California’s QAP is a statewide SE district-level review that focuses on both compliance and educational benefit. The QAP process allows review of all LEA in California through its four balanced components: 1) Local plan; 2) SESR; 3) Complaints management; and 4) Focused monitoring. All monitoring processes require review of multiple data sources for development of a monitoring plan. The SED uses data specific to disproportionality (and other performance data) when monitoring districts. In previous years, when a district was undergoing a review, and its disproportionality measure was both above the annual benchmark and above the disproportionality for the previous year, it was required to review all policies and practices to determine if assessment and placement decisions were race-neutral. 

When it was determined that an LEA had policies or practices that lead to inappropriate assessment or placement decisions, the LEA was required to describe the changes it intended to make and provide evidence of having done so. If an LEA found that a disparity continued to exist even when following good practices, it must describe the circumstances to the state. The state will continue to provide technical assistance to LEAs in this area and impose sanctions if a LEA refuses to make necessary changes. As part of the QAP, the CDE will continue this process during future reviews.

For each district, California calculates a race-neutral measure labeled the disparity index as part of the QAP. Specifically, the number of K–12 students in SE within each ethnic category is divided by the total number of all K–12 students in that category. The index is simply the range between the lowest and the highest group percentages. The underlying assumption is that if the identification process is race-neutral, the disparity index will be relatively low. The state has set a system of decreasing annual benchmarks leading to a maximum disparity of 5 points by 2011–12.

In 2005–06, California combined the disparity measure with a composition index in a race-neutral approach to identifying which districts are disproportionate. The first test is to identify those districts that have a disparity that is higher than the annual benchmark. The second test, based on the composition index, looks at the proportion of each ethnic enrollment in SE in a district. For each ethnic category, this proportion is compared to the proportion of that group in the entire kindergarten through 12th grade (K–12) population of the district. When the proportion receiving SE for any ethnic category is: 1) More than 20 percent higher than its proportion in K–12; and 2) The district has higher disparity using the disparity test, the district is identified as disproportionate.

In 2005–06 a list of potentially disproportionate districts was compiled using the methodology described above. Some of these districts were already slated for VRs and SESRs, which included a review of policies and procedures related to identification. Other potentially disproportionate districts were required to complete a self assessment of identical items related to identification.

In 2008–09, the CDE combined the disparity measure with the e-formula in a race-neutral approach to identifying which districts are disproportionate. The first test is to identify those districts that have a disparity that is higher than the CDE established benchmarks. 

The second test is based on the e-formula and calculates maximum and minimum e-formula values for each ethnic group for students receiving SE. The e-formula establishes an “acceptable” range of values using the distribution of those ethnic groups in the overall SE population. The percent of a particular ethnic group receiving SE services is compared to the maximum and minimum percentage values calculated using the e-formula. A district fails the e-formula test if the percent of the students receiving SE services either exceeds the maximum value or falls below the minimum value for that ethnicity. 

If the district exceeds the benchmark using the disparity test AND the district is determined to have disproportionate representation using the e-formula (either over- or under-represented in any one ethnicity), the district is identified as having 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. Fifteen 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, two have already corrected the noncompliance and 13 are working under corrective action plans that will become due later in the 06–07 school year.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	 Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2006

(2006–07)
	 Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2007

(2007–08)
	 Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2008

(2008–09)
	 Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2009

(2009–10)
	 Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2010

(2010–11)
	 Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2011

(2011–12)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 9: Disproportionality by Race and Ethnicity

	 Activities
	Time Line
	Resources 

	Identify districts that are significantly disproportionate, using existing instruments and procedures to test new definition.
	July 2007
	CDE Staff, OSEP

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Work with WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	January 2007 to January 2008
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical assistance

	Use refined procedures to Identify districts with significant disproportionality and establish plans for supervision and technical assistance.
	July 2008
	CDE staff

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement

	Reconvene Larry P. workgroup to reexamine testing matrix and publish a revised matrix.
	July 2007 to July 2008
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. workgroup, CDE staff

Type: Special Project Policy Development

	1) Assist in the development of products and materials, such as:

· Culturally Responsive Teaching in California  

· Expand the Web-based California School Climate Survey (CSCS) to include a Special Education Supports Module (SESM).  

2) Obtain GE input and participation in the development of district-level practices review.


	Completed Fall  2009
	CDE staff and California 
http://www.equityallianceatasu.org/equityhelp/faq  

Comprehensive Center at WestEd




Attachment 9a
Calculation Methodologies

Disproportionate representation will be determined using two calculations:  Ethnic Disparity and the e-formula.

Ethnic Disparity 

Ethnic disparity is determined by comparing the likelihood that a student from one ethnicity will be in SE to the likelihood that a student from another ethnicity will be in SE. For each race/ethnicity category, the number of students receiving SE is divided by the number of students in that race/ethnicity category in GE yielding the likelihood (or risk) that a student from that category will be found eligible for SE. This calculation is repeated for each of the race/ethnicity categories. The smallest risk percentage is subtracted from the largest, producing an index of the size of the disparity in identification among race/ethnicity categories. The annual benchmark for this index decreases each year. 

Table 1 depicts the enrollments in GE and SE as well as the likelihood that a student of a given ethnicity will be in SE (percent of SE students in the GE population). Table 1 also calculates the difference between the highest and the lowest risks (the disparity index) and compares the sample value to the benchmark for the district.

Table 1 - Sample Calculation to Determine Ethnic Disparity Using the Ethnic Disparity Index: Indicator 9 – Disproportionate Representation
	
	Native American
	Asian
	African- American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	General Education (GE)
	9
	696
	58
	235
	4,231
	5,229

	Special Education (SPED)
	0
	37
	19
	33
	378
	467

	Disparity Percent (Percent of SPED in GE)
	0.0
	5.3
	32.8
	14.0
	8.9
	8.9

	
	
	Low Percent
	High Percent
	
	
	

	Disparity Index

High – Lows Percents
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Index
	32.8
	
	
	
	
	

	  Benchmark
	19.5
	
	
	
	
	

	  Met (Y/N)
	N
	
	
	
	
	


Disparity Percent:  The number of students in an ethnic category receiving SE divided by the number of students in GE in that category.

Disparity Index:  The difference between the largest and smallest disparity percents

Met Disparity Benchmark: “Y” if the district was at or below the benchmark and “N” if the district is above the benchmark. Disparity benchmarks were established between 2000 and 2004 by the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) Workgroup. Benchmarks were established separately for elementary, high school and unified school districts. District disparity indexes were arrayed within each district type. The 75th percentile was selected as the beginning level and decreasing values were selected down to the target at the 25th percentile. These values were adjusted based on the recommendations of the KPI stakeholders.

Cut Points for Determining Disproportionate Representation. For the purposes of disproportionate representation (the calculations required for the SPP indicators and the Compliance Determinations), CDE is using the most recent single year. Districts that exceed the annual benchmark are then measured using the e-formula.

E-formula
The e-formula was developed as required in the court rulings in the Larry P. vs. Riles lawsuit which was filed in California in the mid-1970. The lawsuit alleged that the number of young African-American students identified as educable mentally retarded (EMR) and placed in a special day class (SDC) setting for SE services was disproportionately higher than in the GE program in the district. As part of the settlement of the lawsuit, the presiding judge ordered the CDE to monitor disproportionate placement of African-American students identified as EMR in SDC placement setting, using the e-formula.

Neither the EMR disability category, nor the SDC placement setting, exists today in California; however, the e-formula has been found to be an effective measure to determine ethnic disproportionality in SE. This is because the underlying statistical principles in the development of the e-formula make the measure robust, and it allows the necessary flexibility to districts of different sizes. The intent of the original e-formula was to determine over-representation only.

The e-formula is defined as:


E = A + SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]

Where:  E = 
Maximum percentage of the total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district allowed for a specific ethnic group

A =
Percentage of the same ethnic group in GE in the district

N =
The total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district, as defined in E

SQRT= Square Root
In e-formula, SE enrollment is viewed as a sample drawn from a population of the GE enrollment. In statistical terms, the second component in the e-formula “SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]” is comparable to standard error of the sampling distribution of the proportion of a racial/ethnic group in question. To determine over-representation, the standard error is added to the percentage of the ethnic group in GE (A) to determine the acceptable level for the district. To determine whether a district is over-represented, the percent the ethnic group represents in SE is compared to the acceptable e-formula value for that group. If the SE percentage is greater than the e-formula value, then the district is over-represented. 

Table 2 shows the results of the e-formula calculations for various racial/ethnic groups in mental retardation.

Table 2:  e-formula Results for Over-representation of Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in Mental Retardation: Indicator 9 – Disproportionate Representation
	
	Native American
	Asian
	African- American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District GE (percent)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	District SE (percent)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Maximum e-formula value
	0.69
	46.38
	13.40
	46.02
	11.44
	NA

	Over Represented 
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	NA


NA = Not applicable.

In the above example, African-American students constitute 10.04 percent of GE enrollment in the district, and the maximum e-formula value allowed in order for African-Americans not to be over-represented is13.40 percent of the total number of SE students. The actual percentage of African-American students in SE is 17.50 percent, which is 4.10 percentage points above the allowed maximum, and therefore, they are over-represented. 

It is important to note that while exceeding the maximum e-formula value indicates over-representation, a value below the e-formula maximum does not mean under-representation; it simply means lack of or short of over-representation.
The calculation for under-representation in the e-formula is similar to the original formula for over-representation, except that the connector between the first and the second component is a minus sign (-), instead of a plus (+) sign. This creates a lower bound around the percentage of a racial/ethnic group in GE beyond which the group is considered under-represented.

The e-formula for under-representation can be shown as:

E = A - SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]

Where:  E = Minimum percentage of the total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district needed for a specific ethnic group

A =
Percentage of the same ethnic group in GE in the district

N =
The total SE enrollment (or SE enrollment in a disability category or service delivery environment) in a district, as defined in E

SQRT= Square Root

Table 3 shows the results of under-representation calculations using the e-formula.

Table 3:  e-formula Results for Under-representation of 

Various Racial/Ethnic Groups in Mental Retardation: 

Indicator 9 – Disproportionate Representation
	
	Native American
	Asian
	African- American
	Hispanic
	White
	Total

	District GE (percent)
	0.20
	40.88
	10.04
	40.53
	8.35
	100.00

	District SE (percent)
	0.00
	33.75
	17.50
	40.00
	8.75
	100.00

	Minimum e-formula value
	-0.30
	35.39
	6.68
	35.04
	5.26
	NA

	Underrepresented 
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	NA


NA = Not applicable.

In the above example, Asian students constitute 40.88 percent of GE enrollment in the district and the minimum e-formula value allowed for them not to be underrepresented is 35.39 percent of the total number of SE students. The actual percentage of Asian students in SE is 33.75 percent, which is below the allowed minimum, and therefore, they are under-represented. 

Cut Points for Determining Disproportionate Representation
For the purposes of disproportionate representation (the calculations required for the SPP indicators and the Compliance Determinations), CDE will be using “8” standard errors for over- and under-representation. This changes the formula to:

E = A + {8*SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]} (over-representation)

E = A - {8*SQRT [A*(100-A)/N]} (under-representation)
Indicator 10 - Disproportionality Disability

	Monitoring Priority – Disproportionality.

	Indicator - Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(C)).

	Measurement: Percent = number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification divided by number of districts in the State times 100.
Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2008, describe how the State made its annual determination that the disproportionate representation it identified (consider both over- and under-representation) of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by sections 300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a); e.g., using monitoring data, reviewing policies, practices, and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum 'n' size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2009, i.e., after June 30, 2010. If inappropriate identification is identified, report on corrective actions taken.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process 

California’s QAP is a statewide SE district-level review that focuses on both compliance and educational benefit. The QAP process allows review of all LEAs in California through its four balanced components: 1) Local plan; 2) SESR; 3) Complaints management; and 4) Focused monitoring. All monitoring processes require review of multiple data sources for development of a monitoring plan. Originally, the SED used data specific to disproportionality (and other performance data) when monitoring districts. When a district was undergoing a review, and its disproportionality measure was both above the annual benchmark and above the disproportionality for the previous year, it was required to review all policies, procedures, and practices to determine if assessment and placement decisions were race-neutral. When it was determined that the LEA had policies or practices that lead to inappropriate assessment or placement decisions, the LEA was required to describe the changes it intended to make and provide evidence of having done so. If an LEA found that a disparity continued to exist even when following good practices, it was required to describe the circumstances to the state. The state provided technical assistance to LEAs in this area and imposed sanctions if an LEA refused to make necessary changes. 
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 SE or services. For districts with small cell sizes in both GE and SE, the CDE identified N’s that were used to determine disproportion by disability. For GE cell sizes of five to nine, one or more SE students were considered disproportionate and for GE cell sizes of 10 to 19, two or more SE students were considered disproportionate. In its status evaluation for FFY 2005, OSEP indicated that all races/ethnicities needed to be treated equally. Therefore, in FFY 2006, E eliminated the specific criteria for three or more cells of African-American students. CDE used this approach to reevaluate FFY 2005 and to evaluate data in FFY 2006.

However, in its April evaluation status report for FFY 2006, the OSEP indicated: “The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 1.91 percent. However, these data are not valid and reliable data because the State did not use the correct measurement. The measurement for this indicator requires that the State identify a district as having disproportionate representation if it has disproportionate representation in any one disability category for any one racial or ethnic group. 
Baseline Data for FFY 2005 (2005–06)

2005–06 - 625/980 *100 = 1.6 percent

2006–07 - 537/980 *100 = 1.5 percent

2007–08 - 686/980 *100 = 14.4 percent

Table 10c summarizes the correction of noncompliance for districts identified as having disproportionate representation in FFY 2005, FFY 2006, and FFY 2007. It is important to note that timely correction is based on when the noncompliance was identified to the district. Because of the changes in calculations and cut points, some noncompliance was identified and corrected based on the original year the district was identified and reviewed. Some noncompliance was just identified in the fall of 2008. These districts had one year from the date of identification (Fall 2008) to correct noncompliance. Corrections for these districts were reported in the APR for FFY 2009.

Table 10a
Correction of Noncompliance for
Districts Identified using the One Cell Over/ One Cell under Methodology

	FFY
	Districts with n>19 found Disproportionate
	Districts Found Disproportionate due to N/C Policies, Procedures, Practices Due to Inappropriate Identification
	No. Corrected Timely*
	No. Corrected Untimely*
	Uncorrected to Date*
	Newly Identified in 2007–08

	2005–06
	625
	16
	15
	1
	-
	-

	2006–07
	537
	15
	15
	-
	-
	-

	2007–08
	686
	142
	-
	-
	-
	142

	* Note - Timely correction is based on when the noncompliance was identified to the district. Because of the changes in calculations and cut points, some noncompliance was identified and corrected based on the original year the district was identified and reviewed. Some noncompliance was just identified in reviews based on the changes in calculation and will not be due for correction until the FFY 2008 APR.


In its APR for FFY 2009 (2009–10), the CDE modified its calculations to align Indicators 9 (Disproportionality by Ethnicity) and 10 (Disproportionality by Disability) methodologies. The disparity index was used in combination with the e-formula to identify districts having disproportionality (either over- or under-represented) in any one of thirty disability-ethnicity cells. In the fall 2010 verification visit from OSEP, the team indicated that the use of the overall disparity index was not acceptable for use in Indicator 10. As a result, the CDE has instituted a disability disparity index for each of the six disabilities that are part of the indicator; intellectual disability, autism, speech and language impairment, specific learning disabilities, other health impairment, and emotional disturbance.
For each district, California calculates a race-neutral measure labeled the disability disparity index for each of the six disabilities included in Indicator 10. Specifically, the number of students ages six through twenty-two receiving SE within each ethnic category that has that specific disability is divided by the total number of all students ages six through twenty-two in that ethnic category (e.g., the percentage of African- Americans receiving SE relative to the total number of African-Americans in the district). The index is simply the range between the lowest and the highest group percentages. For example, if the percentage for African-Americans with mental retardation is the highest at 15 percent and the percentage for Hispanics with mental retardation is the lowest at 8 percent, then the disability disparity index for mental retardation is 7 points. The underlying concept is that if the identification process is race-neutral, the disparity index will be relatively low.

California combined the disability disparity measure for each disability with an e-formula calculation for that disability to identify which districts have disproportionate representation. The first test is to identify those districts that have a disability disparity that is higher than the 75th percentile. 

The second test is based on the e-formula and calculates maximum and minimum e-formula values for each ethnic group for students with a specific disability. The e-formula establishes an “acceptable” range of values using the distribution of those ethnic groups in the overall SE population. The percent of a particular ethnic group with a particular disability is compared to the maximum and minimum percentage values calculated using the e-formula. A district fails the e-formula test if the percent of the students suspended and/or expelled for greater than 10 days either exceeds the maximum value or falls below the minimum value for that ethnicity. 

If the district exceeds the benchmark using the disability disparity test AND the district is determined to have disproportionate representation using the e-formula for that disability (either over- or under- represented in any one ethnicity), the district is identified as having disproportionate representation. 
Districts identified as having disproportionate representation in any disability (fails the disability disparity and the disability e-formula) are required to complete a self-review of their policies, procedures, and practices. A sample letter, calculations, forms and instructions may be found at. Review findings are entered via the Web using a link found on the same special self-review Web page. Findings of noncompliance identified through the special self-review result in a corrective action plan which must be filed with the FMTA consultant assigned to the district, and is monitored for correction by that FMTA consultant. 

Districts reporting any noncompliances are required to correct the identified noncompliance, and in the case of student-level noncompliance, are required to provide evidence that a follow-up review of student files was compliant at the 100 percent level.

Discussion of Baseline Data

New baseline data will be reported in the FFY 2009 APR (2009–10).
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2006

 (2006–07)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2007

(2007–08)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2008

(2008–09)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2009

2009–10)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2010

(2010–11)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2011

(2011–12)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Zero percent of districts will have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that are the result of inappropriate identification.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 10: Disproportionality by Disability

	 Activities
	Time Line
	Resources 

	Work with WRRC to conduct a study of promising practices among districts that are not disproportionate and achieve successful student outcomes on statewide testing.
	January 2007 to January 2008
	Federal contractors (WRRC)

CDE staff

Type:  Technical assistance

	Reconvene Larry P. workgroup to reexamine testing matrix and publish a revised matrix.
	July 2007 to July 2008
	CDE staff, field experts, Larry P. workgroup, CDE staff

Type: Special Project Policy Development

	Assist in the development of products and materials, such as:

· Culturally Responsive Teaching in California 

· Expand the Web-based California School Climate Survey (CSCS) to include a Special Education Supports Module (SESM).  

3) Obtain GE input and participation in the development of district-level practices review.


	Completed Fall  2009
	CDE staff and California Comprehensive 
Center at WestEd

http://www.equityallianceatasu.org/equityhelp/faq  




Indicator 11 - Eligibility Evaluation

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B/ Child Find.

	Indicator - Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a time frame within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that time frame (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

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

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established time line).

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

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


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
LEAs in California have a legal responsibility to conduct evaluations within 60-days beginning in the 2005–06 school year. Previously, California’s time line was 50-days. Dissemination of these changes has occurred through a variety of mechanisms, including IDEA of 2004 statewide training sessions, alignment of state law through AB 1662, and program administrator group meetings such as SELPA and SEACO .In addition, there have been bi-annual CASEMIS training sessions that address this issue. The sixty day time line is an item that is included in every Verification Review (VR) and SESR.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
Table 11a summarizes the target data for FFY 2006 (2006–07).
Table 11a

Actual Target Data for Initial Evaluation

	Measurement Item
	Target Data

	Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.
	124,097

	A. Number determined not eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established time line).
	11,915

	B. Number determined eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established time line).
	78,613

	Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within 60 days. Percent = [(b + c) divided by (a)] times 100.
	72.95


These data were calculated using new CASEMIS data fields related to referral date, parent consent date, and initial evaluation date. Determination of eligibility was made using the Plan Type field which includes the type of plan a student has (IEP, IFSP, ISP) if the student is eligible or no plan if the student is determined ineligible.

Table 11b

Range of Days Beyond 60 days

	Date Range
	Number
	Percent of All Consents

	1 to 30 days 
	22,718
	18.31

	31 to 60 days
	6,474
	5.22

	61 to 90 days
	2,518
	2.03

	91 to 120 days
	939
	0.76

	121 to 150 days 
	382
	0.31

	Over 150 days 
	412
	0.33

	No Dates Provided
	11
	0.01

	Before Consent Date
	115
	0.09


Table 11b depicts the range of days beyond 60 days that evaluations were completed. The bulk of the late evaluations were completed within 30 days of the deadline. There were also some data anomalies – records with consent dates, but no evaluation date; evaluation dates before the consent date.
Discussion of Baseline Data
Failure to meet the 60 day time line calculations were due to several things – noncompliance, inaccurate data entry, or the inability to determine students whose time lines were affected by a break between regular school sessions. Under California EC (30 EC 56043(f)(1)):

(f) (1) An IEP required as a result of an assessment of a pupil shall be developed within a total time not to exceed 60 calendar days, not counting days between the pupil's regular school sessions, terms, or days of school vacation in excess of five schooldays, from the date of receipt of the parent's or guardian's written consent for assessment, unless the parent or guardian agrees, in writing, to an extension, pursuant to Section 56344.

This affects students who are referred for initial evaluation in June, just before the summer break and those who go “off track” in year round programs. 

Of the 1,020 districts reporting referrals of students for evaluation, 519 were of sufficient size (N>19) to calculate a percentage of students with parent consent who were evaluated within 60 days. The highest reported percentage was 100 percent (6 LEAs) and lowest was 20 percent (1 LEA).  The median percentage was 76.93 percent. Analysis of values by district size and geography indicated that there were no differences attributable to size or geography.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2006

(2006–07)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2007

(2007–08)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2008

(2008–09)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2009

(2009–10)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2010

(2010–11)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2011

(2011–12)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Eligibility determinations will be completed within 60 days for 100 percent of children for who parental consent to evaluate was received.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 11: 60-Day Time Line

	Activity
	Time Line
	Resources

	Development and Implementation of new CASEMIS fields, including software development, statewide training and on-going technical assistance.
	2005–2007
	CDE staff

	In FFY 2008–09, CDE completed the collection of census information related to students who exceed the 60 day time line due to a break of 5 days or more through CASEMIS.
	2008–09
	CDE staff 


Indicator 12 - Part C to Part B Transition

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B/Effective Transition.

	Indicator - 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.

	Measurement:
a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B (LEA notified pursuant to IDEA Section 637(a)(9)(A) for Part B 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.

e. # of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.

Account for children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e. 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 – e)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
It is the policy of the State of California that each LEA, SELPA, or COE shall ensure that each child participating in early childhood SE services pursuant to this chapter, and who will participate in preschool programs under Part B of the IDEA, experiences a smooth and effective transition to those preschool programs (30 EC 56426.9(a)). California laws and regulations are very clear about processes to support transition of children and families from services under IDEA Part C to services under Part B of IDEA (17 CCR 52112). Beginning at two-years, six months of age, the family’s service coordinator is responsible for contacting both the family and LEA to notify them of the need to conduct an IFSP meeting to plan for transition of the child to services under Part B. This IFSP meeting must be held before the child is two- years, nine months of age and may be conducted as early as six months before the child’s third birthday. LEA representatives are required to participate in transition planning meetings. The transition matters to be discussed, to be recorded in the IFSP, and to be carried out are specified in regulation. California law is also clear that “by the third birthday of a child… [who may be eligible for services under Part B of IDEA], [the LEA shall] ensure that an IEP … has been developed and is being implemented for the child consistent with a FAPE for children beginning at three-years of age” (30 EC 56426.9(b)). The State of California provides funds for parent-to-parent support, including transition assistance through the FRCs and FECs.

Level at which local data is reported: There are approximately 1,100 LEAs in the State of California. They vary in size from one-room schoolhouses to very large districts in cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego. CDE’s experience with calculating KPIs is that there are many districts with such a small population that the calculation of a percentage is meaningless. This is even more difficult when calculating percentages for preschool age children, as they are so much less populous than the group of students who are 6–21 years of age. In addition, not every program serves the same population of students. Within the SELPA structure, one district may serve all of the severely involved students, another may serve blind students, and a third may serve students with autism. Comparing districts that serve different populations is not very useful. As a result, CDE determined it would calculate and report outcome data at the SELPA-level, as SELPAs are of sufficient size to generate a meaningful statistic and SELPA-to-SELPA comparisons are more meaningful to the overall preschool population.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
Table 12a depicts the number and percent of children served in Part C who turned 3-years of age in 2003–04 and who entered Part B before their 3rd birthday.

Table 12a 
Part C to Part B Transition in California, 2003–04

	Part C Population (turn three in 2003–04)
	Total Number in Part C Data Set
	Match with CASEMIS (June 2004)
	Entered Part B Before Third Birthday
	Percent Entered Before Third Birthday

	Developmentally Disabled
	2,076
	1,886
	1,281
	67.92

	All Others
	10,691
	4,513
	3,000
	66.47

	Total
	12,767
	6,399
	4,281
	66.90


Discussion of Baseline Data

It should be noted that data for this indicator are collected by two different agencies in the State of California. Information regarding children served under IDEA Part C is collected by the Department of Developmental Services (DDS), which is the lead agency for IDEA Part C. Data regarding children served in IDEA Part B is maintained by the CDE through the CASEMIS. 

Referral and evaluation dates for all students were added to the CASEMIS data set in December of 2005, and were collected for the first time in December 2006. This enabled CDE to determine which children in the Part C database were referred to Part B. Referral date information is still difficult to discern, as children referred to CDE’s infant toddler programs appear in both data sets (Part B and Part C) at age three but have a referral date from their first referral to CDE (e.g., at 18 months of age), not necessarily the referral to Part B at age three. While knowing the referral date does not alter the calculations, per se, if a referral is made late (less than sixty days before the child’s third birthday), it is possible that the LEA could complete the evaluation and assessment within statutory time lines and not complete the required assessments and IEP before the child’s third birthday. LEAs indicate that this occurs in a number of cases. In order to clarify these time line issues, CDE is adding separate referral and evaluation information for Part B and Part C into the CASEMIS database. This will capture the referral and evaluation data for individual children for CDE’s birth to three programs and for Part B of IDEA. Collection of this data will begin on December 2, 2007, and will be reported to CDE for the first time in December 2008. Even with modifications to CASEMIS, the CDE will rely on the Department of Developmental Services (DDS), the Part C lead agency, to determine referrals from Part C for FFY 2007 (2007–08).

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	One hundred 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.

	2006

(2006–07)
	One hundred 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.

	2007

(2007–08)
	One hundred 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.

	2008

(2008–09)
	One hundred 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.

	2009

(2009–10)
	One hundred 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.

	2010

(2010–11)
	One hundred 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.

	2011

(2011–12)
	One hundred 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.

	2012

(2012–13)
	One hundred 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.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 12: Transition Part C to Part B

	Improvement Activity
	Time Line
	Resources and Type

	Notify SELPAs, LEAs, and/or Regional Centers of the status, policies, procedures, and resources related to Part C to Part B transition that are available. 
	By March 1, 2007
	Part B and C staff and resources

Type: Monitoring and Enforcement. Stakeholder/Agency Collaboration


Indicator 13 - Secondary Transition Goals and Services
	Monitoring Priority - Effective Supervision Part B/Effective Transition.

	Indicator - Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

	Measurement:  Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
In the FFY 2008 (2008–09) instructions for completing the SPP/APR, the OSEP changed the indicator definition from:
“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 
to:

Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.”
In order to allow for a change in data collection, the OSEP deferred reporting for this indicator until the FFY 2009 (2009–10) SPP; at which time new baseline data, targets, and improvement activities would be reported. For 2009–10, the CDE collected data using information from Special Education Self-reviews and VRs conducted between July 1, 2009, and June 30, 2010. This methodology is for one-year only. Beginning in 2010–2011, the CDE has added eight new fields to correspond to each of the eight areas contained in OSEP’s Transition Checklist (see Attachment 13(a)). 
Baseline Data for FFY 2009 (2009–10)

Table 13a

Required IEP Elements for Secondary Transition
Indicator 13 – Secondary Transition
	Required Elements
	No. of IEPs Including the Required Elements

	
	Yes
	No

	1. Is there an appropriate measurable post-secondary goal or goals that covers education or training, employment, and, as needed, independent living? 
	1,522
	233

	2. Is (are) the post-secondary goal(s) updated annually? 
	1,752
	3

	3. Is there evidence that the measurable post-secondary goal(s) were based on age appropriate transition assessment? 
	1,522
	233

	4. Are there transition services in the IEP that will reasonably enable the 

student to meet his or her post-secondary goal(s)? 
	1,557
	198

	5. Do the transition services include courses of study that will reasonably 

enable the student to meet his or her post-secondary goal(s)? 
	1,621
	134

	6. Is (are) there annual IEP goal(s) related to the student’s transition services needs? 
	1,753
	2

	7. Is there evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services were discussed? 
	1,642
	113

	 8. If appropriate, is there evidence that a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority?
	1,632
	123

	Total IEPs of students aged 16 and above containing all eight elements.
	1,268
	487

	Total IEPs of students aged 16 and above.
	1,755
	

	Percent of students aged 16 and above whose IEPs contain all of the required elements.
	72%
	


Discussion of Baseline Data
In 2009–10, there was a total of 1, 755 students who’s IEPs were reviewed for all of the required secondary transition elements. Of those reviewed, 1,268 contained all of the required elements (72 percent of students). Table 13a provides a breakdown by required element of the number of IEPs that included the appropriate contents. Element 2 and element 6 are the most frequently included in IEPs, while element 1 and element 3 are the most frequently missed.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	One hundred percent of students age 16 or above will have transition services language in the IEP.

	2006

(2006–07)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.

	2007

(2007–08)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.

	2008

(2008–09)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.

	2009

(2009–10)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP have annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals will have an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

	 2010

(2010–11)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

	2011

(2011–12)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

	       2012

(2012–13)
	One hundred percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP will have an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

	Improvement Activities
	Time Line
	Resources and Type

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

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




Attachment 13(a)

New CASEMIS fields for Indicator 13 – Secondary Transition

Indicator 13 – Secondary Transition

	A-47 TRAN_REG1 - The student’s IEP includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goal or goals that covers education or training, employment, and, as needed, independent living?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO

	Comment:
	Can the goal(s) be counted?

Will goal(s) occur after the student graduates from school?

Based on the information available about this student, does (do) the postsecondary goal(s) seem appropriate for this student?

• If yes to all three, then circle Y OR if a postsecondary goal(s) is (are) not stated, circle N

	Verified:
	An entry other than the listed codes, will result in an error


	A-48 TRAN_REG2 - Is (are) the postsecondary goal(s) updated annually?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO 

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


	A-49 TRAN_REG3 - Is there evidence that the measurable postsecondary goal(s) were based on age appropriate transition assessment?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO 

	Comment:
	Is the use of transition assessment(s) for the postsecondary goal(s) mentioned in the IEP or evident in the student’s file? 

• If yes, then circle Y OR if no, then circle N

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


	A-50 TRAN_REG4 - Are there transition services in the IEP that will reasonably enable the student to meet his or her postsecondary goal(s)?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO 

	Comment:
	Is a type of instruction, related service, community experience, or development of employment and other post-school adult living objectives, and if appropriate, acquisition of daily living skills, and provision of a functional vocational evaluation listed in association with meeting the post-secondary goal(s)? 

• If yes, then circle Y OR if no, then circle N  

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


	A-51 TRAN_REG5 - Do the transition services include courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet his or her postsecondary goal(s)?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO 

	Comment:
	Do the transition services include courses of study that align with the student’s postsecondary goal(s)? 

• If yes, then circle Y OR if no, then circle N  

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


	A-52 TRAN_REG6 - Is (are) there annual IEP goal(s) related to the student’s transition services needs?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO 

	Comment:
	Is (are) an annual goal(s) included in the IEP that is/are related to the student’s transition services needs? 

• If yes, then circle Y OR if no, then circle N  

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


	A-53 TRAN_REG7 - Is there evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services were discussed?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO 

	Comment:
	For the current year, is there documented evidence in the IEP or cumulative folder that the student was invited to attend the IEP Team meeting? 

• If yes, then circle Y OR if no, then circle N   

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


	A-54 TRAN_REG8 - If appropriate, is there evidence that a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority?

	Definition:
	For students 15 years and older (younger if appropriate), a post-secondary transition service goal in which the student is participating or has participated during the school year.

	Purpose:
	To comply with the requirements under

20 U.S.C. 1414 (d) (1) (A) (i)(VIII) (aa), 1416 (a)(3)(B)

	Valid Format & Codes:
	CC  (Two Characters)

10 YES

20 NO

30 Not applicable 

	Comment:
	For the current year, is there evidence in the IEP that representatives of any of the following agencies/services were invited to participate in the IEP development including but not limited to: postsecondary education, vocational education, integrated employment (including supported employment), continuing and adult education, adult services, independent living or community participation for this post-secondary goal? 

Was consent obtained from the parent (or student, for a student the age of majority)? 

• If yes to both, then circle Y 

• If no invitation is evident and a participating agency is likely to be responsible for providing or paying for transition services and there was consent to invite them to the IEP meeting, then circle N 

• If it is too early to determine if the student will need outside agency involvement, or no agency is likely to provide or pay for transition services, circle NA 

• If parent or individual student consent (when appropriate) was not provided, circle NA

	Verified:
	This field is verified. If a student is 15 years of age or older and this field is left blank, it will produce an error. Entries for students younger than 15 years of age will generate a warning.


Indicator 14 - Post-school

	Monitoring Priority - Effective Supervision Part B/Effective Transition.

	Indicator - Percent of youth who had an IEP, are no longer in secondary school, and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of post-secondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

	Measurement: 
A.  Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

B.   Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

C.  Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other post-secondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other post-secondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
Indicator 14 (Post-school outcomes) addresses all youth who left school including those who graduated, dropped out, aged out, etc. States must include students who completed school during the prior year or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. As a new SPP indicator, baseline data and targets were provided in the APR that was 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 in the 2005–06 school year was 36,119. 
Indicator 14 was revised by the OSEP, in 2008–09. As a result, data were not collected for that year nor reported in the SPP, due February 1, 2010. States were instructed to collect data by September 2010 on students who left school during 2008–2009, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school and to include students who dropped out during 2008–2009 or who were expected to return, but did not return, for the current school year. This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other credential, dropped out, or aged out.  

In addition, states were to adopt definitions compatible with those specified by the OSEP:

Enrolled in higher education means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (program of four-years or more) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay, at or above the minimum wage, in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days, at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.  

Enrolled in other post-secondary education or training means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school, in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program).

Some other employment means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days, at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).
Data are collected and reported by SELPAs using the June CASEMIS submission. CASEMIS requires that SELPAs report one record for each student exited from program or SELPA during the prior year, except those students who returned to regular education, transferred to another program, or are deceased. Post-secondary is generally considered as after high school; therefore the June 2010 CASEMIS Table D would include any student exiting high school during the 2008–09 school year. The data are collected primarily through two fields:
Table 14a  
CASEMIS Data Field for Post-secondary Program Participation
	D-18 PST_SECPRG Student’s Post-secondary program participation.

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

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

	Valid Format & Codes:
	(CCC) 

(3-digit Character code)

100
None

200
Four-year college/university

210
Community college

220
Vocational or technical school (two-year degree program)

300
GED program

310
Vocational or technical school (certificated program)

320
Regional Occupational Programs (ROP) classes

330
Work Force Investment Act (WIA) supported program

340
Non-Workability employment program

350
Adult training program

400
Military training

800
Not able to contact

850
Refused to answer

900
Incarcerated

	Verified:
	· An entry must be made, otherwise an error will result. Select the entry that most appropriately describes the student’s post-secondary education activities. 

· Note that codes ‘200’, ‘210’, and ‘220’ (if applicable to the student’s activities) are considered higher education for Indicator 14 of the SPP.


and
Table 14b 
CASEMIS Data Field for Student Employment Status

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

	Definition:
	Competitive employment means work (i) In the competitive labor market that is preformed on a full-time or part-time basis in an integrated setting; and (ii) For which an individual is compensated at or above minimum wage, but not less than the customary wage and level of benefits paid by the employer for the same or similar work performed by individuals who are not disabled. Competitive employment can be full-time (35 or more hours per week) or part-time (less than 35 hours per week). If “self-employment” meets the criteria for “competitive employment”, then it counts as “competitive employment” (e.g., 90-days, averaging 20 hours/week, and is at or above minimum wage). If the student’s employment does not meet these criteria, then it counts as “some other employment”.



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

	Valid Format & Codes:
	(CCC)

(2 digit Character code)

10
Yes

20
No

30
Some other employment

80
Not able to contact
85
Refused to answer

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


Baseline Data for FFY 2009 (2009–10)
Table 14c
2008–09 School Year Leavers for Indicator 14 Calculations

	Total Number of Respondent Leavers
	Totals

	Respondent refused to answer
	1,217

	#1 - Total number of respondent leavers in higher education
	5,147

	#2 - Total number of respondent leavers in competitive employment
	1,915

	#3 - Total number of respondent leavers in some other post-secondary education
	820

	#4 - Total number of respondent leavers in some other employment
	93

	Total number of respondent leavers with invalid data
	18,017

	Total number of respondent leavers
	27,209

	Denominator for Respondent Leavers (total respondents – leavers with invalid data)
	9,192


States are required to provide actual numbers used in the calculations. Each respondent leaver is to be counted in ONLY ONE category AND ONLY in the highest appropriate category (with #1 being the highest).

When calculating each measure (A, B, C) from the Indicator 14 definition, the numerators are:

1 = # of respondent leavers enrolled in “higher education.”

2 = # of respondent leavers in “competitive employment” (and not counted in 1 above).

3 = # of respondent leavers enrolled in “some other post-secondary education or training” (and not counted in 1 or 2 above).

4 = # of respondent leavers in “some other employment” (and not counted in 1, 2, or 3 above).
The denominator is the total number of valid respondent leavers. Invalid data consists of respondents with blank data, that were not able to be contacted or the respondent refused to answer. 

Actual Target Data for FFY 2009(2009–2010)
The states are required to submit three percentages for Indicator 14 (Post-school). They include the percentage of students one year after leaving high school: A) Enrolled in higher education; B) Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed; or C) enrolled in higher education in some other post-secondary education or training program, competitively employed, or in some other employment. Calculations for Indicator 14 are as follows:

A = 1 divided by total respondents

B = 1 + 2 divided by total respondents

C = 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 divided by total respondents

The 2009–10 SPP/APR requires that states show the calculations for Indicator 14 (Post-school). These percentages are contained in Table 14b.
Table 14b

Calculations for Indicator 14 Percentages

	Calculations for Indicator 14
	Percentage

	A) Enrolled in higher education (5147/9192) = 56.0 percent.
	56.0

	B) Enrolled in higher education or competitive employed

     ((5147 + 1915)/9192) = 76.8 percent.
	76.8

	C) Enrolled in higher education, in some other post-secondary education or training program, competitively employed, or in some other employment ((5147 + 1915 +820 + 93)/9192) = 86.8 percent.
	86.8


Discussion of Baseline Data

Table 14c shows the distribution of responses from the data in Table D of the CASEMIS database. The Target Leaver Totals column represents the demographics distribution of 2008–09 exiters. The “Response Totals” shows the number of students that were found to have all of the demographics variables from the June 2010 CASEMIS database contained in their 2009–10 Table D entries. The Table 14c below shows the types and numbers of responses to 2008−09 leavers received for Indicator 14:

Table 14c

Response Rates and Demographic Characteristics 

of Students with Complete Demographic Information for 2008−09
	 
	Target Leaver Totals
	Response Totals
	Response Rate
	Percent of all Target Leavers 
	Percent of all Respond-ents
	Percent Differ-ence

	Total Districts
	559
	416
	74.4
	 
	 
	 

	Total Students
	29,458
	27,157
	92.2
	 
	 
	 

	Disabilities
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intellectually Disabled (010)
	2,081
	1,662
	79.9
	7.1
	6.1
	0.9

	Hard of Hearing (020)
	526
	540
	102.7
	1.8
	2.0
	-0.2

	Speech or Language Impairment (040)
	962
	953
	99.1
	3.3
	3.5
	-0.2

	Visual Impairment (050)
	222
	212
	95.5
	0.8
	0.8
	0.0

	Emotional Disturbance (060)
	2,579
	2,216
	85.9
	8.8
	8.2
	0.6

	Orthopedic Impairment (070)
	576
	493
	85.6
	2.0
	1.8
	0.1

	Other Health Impairment (080)
	2,497
	2,438
	97.6
	8.5
	9.0
	-0.5

	Specific Learning Disability (090)
	18,709
	17,482
	93.4
	63.5
	64.4
	-0.9

	Deaf-Blindness (100)
	6
	4
	66.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Multiple Disabilities (110)
	194
	139
	71.6
	0.7
	0.5
	0.1

	Autism (120)
	954
	883
	92.6
	3.2
	3.3
	0.0

	Traumatic Brain Injury (130)
	152
	135
	88.8
	0.5
	0.5
	0.0

	Total
	29,458
	27,157
	92.2
	100.0
	100.0
	 

	Ethnicity
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Native American (100)
	283
	266
	94.0
	1.0
	1.0
	0.0

	Asian (200)
	1,641
	1,357
	82.7
	5.6
	5.0
	0.6

	Hispanic (300)
	12,895
	12,025
	93.3
	43.8
	44.3
	-0.5

	African-American (400)
	4,000
	3,599
	90.0
	13.6
	13.3
	0.3

	White (500)
	10,639
	9,910
	93.1
	36.1
	36.5
	-0.4

	Total
	29,458
	27,157
	92.2
	100.0
	100.0
	 

	Gender
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Female
	10,434
	9,442
	90.5
	35.4
	34.8
	0.7

	Male
	19,024
	17,715
	93.1
	64.6
	65.2
	-0.7

	Total
	29,458
	27,157
	92.2
	100.0
	100.0
	 

	Age
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Age 14
	465
	278
	59.8
	1.6
	1.0
	0.6

	Age 15
	561
	445
	79.3
	1.9
	1.6
	0.3

	Age 16
	888
	757
	85.2
	3.0
	2.8
	0.2

	Age 17
	13,792
	13,121
	95.1
	46.8
	48.3
	-1.5

	Age 18
	9,456
	8,977
	94.9
	32.1
	33.1
	-1.0

	Age 19
	1,868
	1,655
	88.6
	6.3
	6.1
	0.2

	Age 20
	468
	387
	82.7
	1.6
	1.4
	0.2

	Age 21
	1,441
	1,189
	82.5
	4.9
	4.4
	0.5

	Age 22
	519
	348
	67.1
	1.8
	1.3
	0.5

	Total
	29,458
	27,157
	92.2
	100.0
	100.0
	 


The percent of target leavers is derived by dividing each demographic category by the total number of leavers per demographic (e.g., students with intellectual disabilities are 7.1 percent of the total leavers – 2,081/29,458). Similarly, the percent of respondents is derived by dividing each demographic category by the total number of respondents per demographic. 

In Table 14c the last column shows the difference between percent of target leavers and the percent of respondents. The difference column shows the representation between the target leaver population and the respondent population. A positive difference indicates the degree of over-representation; a negative difference indicates the degree of under-representation. A difference of greater than +/-3 percentage points indicates the demographic category may be significantly over- or under-represented and these data are highlighted in bold italics. Because of the high response rate all demographic categories are well within the range of +.-3 percentage of representation. The use of this type of analysis is encouraged by Westat and the National Post-school Outcomes Center (NPSO).
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target 

	2005

(2005–2006)
	Prior to baseline and target setting

	2006

(2006–2007)
	Baseline and target setting year

65.25 percent of youth who had IEP who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of post-secondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

	2007

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

	2008

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

	2009

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

	2010

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

	2011

(2011–12)
	Sixty-nine percent of youth who had IEP who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of post-secondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Sixty-nine percent of youth who had IEP who are no longer in secondary school will be reported to have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of post-secondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
Many improvement activities are shared by Indicator 13 (Secondary Transition) and Indicator 14 (Post- school Outcomes). In addition, however, Indicator 14 (Post- school Outcomes), is new for LEAs in California and requires additional technical assistance regarding the methods to secure a greater response rate by students exiting SE.

	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 14: Post-school

	Activity
	Time Line
	Resources

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

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



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

Type:  Training and technical assistance

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

Type:  Training and technical assistance


Indicator 15 - General Supervision

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B/General Supervision

	Indicator - 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 USC 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.

States are required to use the “Indicator 15 Worksheet” to report data for this indicator 


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
I. Components of System of General Supervision

The CDE has a general supervision system that includes the following key components.

1. SPP/APR. The SPP/APR are central to the system of general supervision in California. The SPP includes 20 indicators addressing a broad range of both compliance processes and student outcomes. The indicators cover each of the priority areas identified in the IDEA: FAPE in the Least Restrictive Environment, Disproportionality, Effective General Supervision, including Child Find, and Effective Transitions. The SPP identifies the baselines, benchmarks, and targets in each of the 20 indicator areas and provides a structure for annually reporting at the state and local level. 


The SPP/APR are developed through a stakeholder process using information from CDE’s student and district-level data collections, integrated monitoring activities, and dispute resolution procedures. Similarly, the SPP/APR data are used for the selection of programs for review, identification of statewide and local needs, determination of monitoring activities, and provision of training and technical assistance. The SPP, APR, and related calculations serve as the basis for additional state and local reporting for: public reporting of LEA indicators, LEA compliance determinations, and identification of districts having significant disproportionality.

2. Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation. The CDE has procedures in place to review state and federal laws and regulations and to ensure that state policies and procedures are consistent with the requirements of the IDEA. Additionally, the CDE ensures that SELPAs, school districts, County Offices of Education, Charter Schools, State Special Schools, and public education agencies operated by other state agencies have established and implemented policies, procedures, and practices required by Part B of the IDEA. 

The review of local plans, annual budget, and service plans is only one way that CDE checks for policies, procedures, and practices. The CDE reviews policies, procedures, and practices through its integrated monitoring activities, dispute resolution processes, and the evaluation of student and district-level data. Whenever policies, procedures, and practices are found noncompliant, districts are required to make corrections, and demonstrate that they are implementing the policies, procedure, and practices correctly.

3. Data on Processes and Results. CASEMIS. The CDE draws on both GE and SE data bases to implement California’s system of general supervision. In SE, the CASEMIS includes demographic information about students referred for evaluation as well as all students with IFSPs, IEPs, and Individual Service Plans (ISPs). CASEMIS also includes information about services, discipline, preschool assessments and post-school outcomes. CASEMIS is collected two times per year, December 1 and June 30. December 1 is a snapshot of students enrolled in the program as of that date. June 30 is a cumulative count for the entire fiscal year. The data set is updated biannually and described in detail in the CASEMIS Technical Assistance Guide. CASEMIS software contains rigorous internal data checks and requires certification by the submitting SELPA. The software also identifies data anomalies, which are unusual or substantial changes from one year to the next. SELPAs and districts are required to explain these changes that are often the result of changes in data collection practices or definitions. Lastly, CASEMIS data are verified on-site as a part of the monitoring processes.

4. Other Special Education Data. In addition, parent input data are collected through CASEMIS and also through a contract with the Sacramento COE. The SED of the CDE maintains three data bases related to (1) monitoring findings and correction, (2) complaints findings and correction, and (3) due process hearing findings and correction. A separate data system is maintained by the OAH regarding the procedures, time lines and outcomes of due process hearings.

5. General Education Data. The CDE has a number of data bases used in the CDE system of general supervision. First, the CDE is implementing a student-level data base through the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS). This source of information is used to make calculations related to disproportionality, graduation, and dropouts. The STAR databases are used to make calculations related to the assessment benchmarks, accountability, and AYP. On a more general level, the CDE maintains a master district-level database (Data Quest) that provides information about students, staff and programs in every district in California.

6. Uses. In addition to calculating SPP/APR indicators, the CDE uses data to generate state and local indicator data. This is used for reporting the 618 data collection, public reporting of LEA data, local compliance determinations, and the identification of districts that are significantly disproportionate. These data are used to identify statewide needs and trends to focus our overall monitoring efforts and to target training, technical assistance, and product development. Lastly, these data are used to shape district-level monitoring plans. Information about SPP indicator values, parent input information and compliance history data are entered into CDE-developed monitoring software to generate the monitoring review instruments and the interview protocols.

7. Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development. The CDE provides training, technical assistance, and print and electronic materials to support the implementation of the SPP. At the most basic level, each SELPA and district has a SE consultant assigned to act as a contact, to interpret state and federal requirements, to facilitate self-review activities, to conduct VRs, and to provide technical assistance and/or link the district to appropriate resources. The CDE maintains a website (http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/) related to SE that includes information about administration, current issues, data collection, family involvement, laws and regulations, quality assurance, and services and resources. The CDE sponsors annual conferences (e.g., secondary transition, early childhood SE) conducts statewide training, participates in professional meetings and administrator organizations, and publishes and disseminates print and audiovisual materials. In addition, the CDE has a number of contractors who have specific requirements to support parents and professionals in particular areas/activities. All of these contracts are aligned to the SPP:
· The Desired Results access for Children with Disabilities (DR access) Project supports special educators, administrators, and families in implementing the CDE’s Desired Results Assessment System for preschool-age children with IEPs. The Project researches and develops the DRDP access assessment and calculates the data for the APR.
· Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP) is a project of the CDE, SED and is coordinated by the San Diego COE, Early Education Services and Programs Unit. This professional development project was instituted in support of research indicating that there is a direct relationship between quality early intervention programs and the knowledge, skills and attitudes of the administrators who run those programs.

· Supporting Early Education Delivery Systems (SEEDS) Project. SEEDS is a project of the CDE, SED and is under the auspices of the Sacramento COE. The SEEDS Project offers training and technical assistance to administrators, staff, and families involved in early childhood SE programs. Assistance is provided to programs serving children from age birth to five in LEAs throughout California.

· CalSTAT (California Services for Technical Assistance and Training) is a special project of the CDE, SED, located at Napa COE. It is funded through the SED and the California SPDG. The SPDG, a federal grant, supports and develops partnerships with schools and families by providing training, technical assistance and resources to both SE and GE.

· State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG). This is a five-year, $11 million, federal competitive grant providing statewide support in improving student outcomes through personnel development training and technical assistance. The SPDG promotes scientific, evidence-based effective reading instruction, positive behavior supports and recruitment/retention of highly qualified SE teachers.

· Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Resources Project. The LRE Resources Project is funded by the CDE for $300,000 annually. SED staff serve as the contract monitor with WestEd. This project develops and provides specialized materials and information, training, resources, and technical assistance. To assist and improve access in the implementation of a FAPE in the LRE for students with disabilities, these services are utilized by SED consultants, schools sites, district personnel, hearing officers, parents/parent groups, and other interested parties. The LRE Resources Project also maintains a consultant bank to provide teacher training, mentoring, facilitating, technical assistance, and specialized materials/information. A Web site provides training, materials, videos, research-based articles, and other resources to CDE consultants, educators, parents, and administrators.

· State Performance Plan Initiative. This contract assists LEAs in improving practice to meet compliance requirements related to the SPP indicators, which target disproportionality and significant disproportionality.

· Federal TA Providers. Lastly, the CDE has worked closely with the WRRC, the Data Accountability Center (DAC), the Comprehensive Center for California (CCC), and other federal contractors to produce materials and to prepare and deliver webinars on a variety of topics related to assessment, instruction, data collection and reporting, etc. 
As noted above, the topics and directions for these activities are derived from our student and program databases. Twice a year the CDE assembles the Improving Special Education Services (ISES) stakeholder group. This input is combined with input from the ACSE and the review of student outcome and monitoring data by the SED management team to identify progress and determine additional needs for assistance. 

8. Effective Dispute Resolution. State Complaints. Pursuant to the IDEA, as amended in 2004, the CDE investigates allegations of violations of state and federal SE law. Complaint investigators in each of the FMTA Units review initial complaint files developed by the Procedural Safeguards Referral Services Unit and complete research to address allegations. Major responsibilities include developing an investigation plan, contacting all parties to the complaint, gathering and analyzing evidence to establish compliance, and within 60 days of receiving the complaint, and developing a compliance report. When the investigation or local resolution is completed, a report developed and sent to each party named in the complaint. The report includes the allegation, the position of the parties, evidence, findings of fact, and conclusions. When noncompliance is determined, the report includes corrective actions and time lines to complete the required actions. Staff of the appropriate FMTA Unit is required to monitor any required corrective actions. CDE staff also offer technical assistance regarding the development of a local resolution. 

The CDE:
· Provides technical assistance in the local resolution of complaints

· Develops written reports within a federally required 60-day time line 

· Designs corrective actions for districts and other public agencies with a time line for completion and submission of the corrective action documentation 

· Supports other SE consultants to complete investigatory reports within the mandated 60-day time line  

· Conducts interagency complaint investigations that involve other public entities with the responsibility for providing services to students with disabilities 

· Analyzes and collects data to determine frequently occurring complaint citations/allegations, systematic and recurring noncompliance, corrective actions, and demographic information

· Maintains regular communication and training to ensure consistent and legally defensible responses to compliance issues 

· Completes another investigation that includes the new evidence, if a reconsideration is deemed necessary

Due Process Hearings: The CDE contracts with the OAH to complete all mediation and due process hearings in accordance with the IDEA. In addition to overseeing the contract and ensuring all requirements of the IDEA are met in all mediation and due process hearing proceedings, the CDE:
· Reviews all OAH decisions to identify any procedural and/or substantive violations of SE laws and regulations

· Reviews all OAH decisions to identify any potential errors made by the hearing officer for the purposes of training that hearing officer

· Prescribes corrective actions that ameliorate any unresolved noncompliance found as the result of OAH due process decisions within one year

· Notifies local education agencies (LEAs) of findings within three months of receiving OAH decisions
· Investigates, through the Department’s complaints procedure, any complaints alleging the failure of an LEA to implement a due process order

· Enforces implementation of a due process order should the investigation determine that the LEA failed to implement a due process order

· Monitors completion of due process orders through regional consultants

Alternative Dispute Resolution: The CDE provides funds to LEAs through the SELPAs to develop and test procedures, materials, and training to support alternate dispute resolution (ADR) in SE. Parent or guardians of students with disabilities, LEAs and SELPAs may utilize the ADR program to resolve disputes at the local level. 
9. Integrated Monitoring Activities. The CDE conducts a number of monitoring activities including reviews of SPP data indicators for all districts; SESRs, VRs; nonpublic school (NPS) reviews and special self-reviews related to Indicators 4, 9, and 10. In addition, dispute resolution activities (complaints and due process hearings) generate findings of noncompliance and form a third type of activity in the integrated monitoring effort. Each type of review is described in more detail under general supervision activities, below.
Monitoring Priorities: California uses a focused monitoring approach. For CDE, monitoring is focused on: 1) requirements related to SPP indicators where a district has failed to meet its benchmarks; 2) issues identified through parent input; and 3) the district’s compliance history (e.g. repeated findings over time). Additional priorities may be identified as a result of recommendations of the ISES stakeholder group, concerns expressed by the legislature or other state control agencies, or through a review of data by the SED management team. These priorities may result in a special process (e.g., review of students receiving mental health services) or the addition of specific review items to the monitoring software so that every district reviews particular items.
Review Cycles: Data reviews are conducted annually for each district. SESR reviews are on a four-year cycle. NPS are monitored annually and on-site at least every three years. VRs are conducted each year. Districts are identified based on data, compliance history, or other compliance concerns. Dispute resolution activities are continuous and noncompliance is identified on a flow basis. 

Findings of Noncompliance: The SED makes findings upon identifying noncompliance of a state or federal law or regulation. A finding contains the state’s conclusion that the LEA is noncompliant and includes the citation of the statute or regulation as well as a description of the evidence or occurrence supporting the conclusion of noncompliance. Findings of noncompliance are made as a result of VRs, SESRs, other special self-reviews, NPS reviews, complaint investigations, due process hearings reviews, and review of CASEMIS data related to indicators 11, 12, and 13. 

An instance of noncompliance is not a finding until it has been reported by CDE to the districts. For any instance of potential noncompliance, the CDE has three choices – 1) to make a finding, 2) to seek additional verification that the instance is or is not noncompliant, or 3) to remove the instance if evidence of correction is provided before the finding is reported to the district. Typically, CDE uses a 90 day guideline (per OSEP’s FAQ on compliance) for reporting findings to a district following a monitoring activity. Nonpublic school reviews report findings within 60 days as required by state regulation.

10. Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions. Every finding of noncompliance includes a corrective action. These may be standardized through the software as in the case of the SESRs, the VRs, data-based noncompliance, and the special self reviews. Or, they may be individually crafted based on the unique circumstances, as the in the case of NPS reviews, due process hearings and complaints. 
All student level findings of noncompliance require corrective action. Additional corrective actions may be applied to a district when the number of findings for a particular compliance item is high relative to the size of the district. In such circumstance the district may also be required to show evidence of compliant policies and procedures and additional training requirements. All findings of noncompliance require that the district pull additional records and demonstrate that there is a compliance rate of 100 percent for each finding.

The CDE ensures correction of each finding of noncompliance. Generally speaking, student-level corrective actions are to be completed within 45 days of reporting the finding to the district. District-level corrective actions (e.g., policy and procedure changes) are given a time line of 3 months. For all findings correction must be completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year.

Sanctions: There are several conditions under which the state uses enforcement actions and sanctions if an LEA cannot demonstrate timely correction of noncompliance. The SED employs the sanctioning process when LEAs are substantially out of compliance, fail to comply with corrective action orders, or fail to implement the decision of a due process hearing. 

The SED has a range of enforcement options available to use in situations when an LEA is substantially out of compliance, fails to comply with corrective action orders, or fails to implement the decision of a due process hearing. California law and regulation allows the SSPI to apply a hierarchy of sanctions to enforce correction of noncompliance, including: 1) requiring submission of data to demonstrate correction; 2) issuing letters of noncompliance;  3) holding local board hearings; 4) implementing focused and continuous monitoring; 5) applying adverse certification action for nonpublic schools, 6) requiring intermediary agency assurance; 7) implementing specialized corrective actions; 8) requiring compensatory services; 9) issuing grant awards with special conditions; 10) withholding of state and federal funds; and 11) employing writs of mandate.
11. Fiscal Management. The SEA ensures that LEAs, and/or charters are properly using Part B funds in accordance with Part B requirements through the annual financial data processes in the following ways:

· The SE consultants review the annual service and budget plans of each SELPA.

· The SED Grants Office distributes grant awards that require SELPAs to sign and return assurances addressing the requirements for the use of IDEA funds.

· The SEA further ensures the accuracy of the use of funds through the Standardized Account Code Structure (SACS). Within SACS, one of the required fields is a resource code field. The resource code field allows LEAs to account separately for activities funded with revenues that have restrictions on how they are spent. SE funds are assigned unique resource codes. 

· The LEA single audits are used by the SEA as part of the compliance determination. The LEA single audits are part of the methodology used to determine which LEAs need to participate in the fiscal monitoring process.

· SESRs and VRs include a fiscal monitoring component. Approximately 25 percent of the LEAs complete a SESR each year.

The CDE uses these processes to ensure compliance of the following IDEA fiscal requirements: (1) Excess Cost, Maintenance of Effort (MOE), private parentally placed proportionate share, Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS), proper inventory of equipment, and appropriate use of IDEA funds.
I. General Supervision Activities

1. Verification Reviews (VR). These are conducted annually for districts whose compliance determinations are lowest, along with PI status under NCLB and other compliance information. The VR is based on a monitoring plan that is developed from parent input meetings, KPI data, and compliance history information. The four primary review activities are student record reviews (focusing on procedural compliance, educational benefit, and IEP implementation); policy and procedure reviews; interviews; and a SELPA governance review. Each VR is customized based on its monitoring plan through the use of the CDE-developed monitoring software that generates customized review protocols, compliance reports, and corrective action plans. The CDE staff in partnership with district staff conducts VRs. Follow-up visits of VRs are conducted to ensure 100 percent compliance.

2. Special Education Self-Reviews (SESRs). Roughly a quarter of the districts are required to conduct SESRs each year. Coordinated through the SELPA of which a district is a part, SESR is conducted primarily by district staff using the CDE-furnished software and directions. As is done for VR, each district prepares a monitoring plan based on parent input, SPP data, and its compliance history. The monitoring plan is submitted to the CDE for review and approval before the actual review begins. The CDE has provided SESR software that produces customized forms, compliance reports, and corrective action plans. Again, like the VR, SESR consists of multiple types of record reviews, a review of policies and procedures, and a SELPA governance review. Each district submits the data from their software, through the SELPA to the CDE for review evaluation and follow-up.

3. Nonpublic School (NPS) reviews. The NPSs are included in the system of general supervision through various stages of monitoring and evaluation activities. Three of these activities include: (1) self-review; (2) on-site review; and (3) follow-up review. 

Self-Reviews: The nonpublic school self-review (NPSSR) is one of several critical components in the QAP. This activity initiated with a change in California law (AB 1858, Statutes of 2004.) Approximately a third of the certified nonpublic schools are selected for a review each year. A standard review instrument is sent to these nonpublic schools. The nonpublic school site administrator collaborates with the LEA to complete the instructional materials survey and course of study of the NPSSR. Nonpublic schools generally have 45 days to complete the report and return to CDE for review and approval.

On-site Reviews: Schools scheduled for an on-site review are invited to a training session at the beginning of each school year. Each school receives the evaluation instrument used to conduct the review and is navigated through the process by the CDE staff. The on-site review begins with an entrance meeting, followed by a review of documentation, school procedures, programs and a sampling of student IEPs, and records. Reviewers randomly select IEPs and student records to obtain a representative sample of students placed by contracting LEAs at the school. Compliance with federal and state law related to the IEP is determined. Any IEP-related required corrective action is assigned to the contracting LEA to complete. The review includes observations of implementation of student IEPs and access to the same standards-base core curriculum used by any school district with which the nonpublic school contracts. On conclusion of the review, the monitoring team holds an exit interview with school staff at which time potential findings are reviewed and plans to remedy any issues of noncompliance are developed. Within 60 days of the review, a written report is issued to the nonpublic school and the contracting LEAs. The report is forwarded to respective FMTA unit with geographical responsibility for LEAs contracting with the nonpublic school. The CDE NPS unit works with LEAs to resolve findings of noncompliance. Unresolved noncompliance is forwarded to the FMTA unit for further action.

Follow-up Reviews: The degree to which the CDE conducts follow-up reviews is dependent on areas in which the nonpublic school is found noncompliant. The CDE monitors the plan to ensure that progress is being made to correct areas of deficiency. This step may include desk audits and/or additional follow-up visits to the nonpublic school. The CDE provides technical assistance to the nonpublic school and the LEA in this regard.

Nonpublic schools and agencies are annually certified and continuously monitored by the CDE according to state and federal law. As required by California state law, on-site reviews are conducted once every three years or more frequently if necessary. The CDE involvement does not end until the nonpublic school is fully compliant or when the nonpublic school loses its certification status.

4. Special Self-Reviews for Indicators 4, 9, and 10. Under the IDEA of 2004, the CDE is responsible for conducting additional monitoring activities based on the data submitted by school districts through the CASEMIS. Specifically, the IDEA requires the CDE to make calculations and conduct monitoring related to disproportionality and discipline.
The CDE must identify districts that have disproportionate representation in SE based on race and ethnicity and disability (SPP, Indicator 9 [Disproportionality by Ethnicity] and Indicator 10 [Disproportionality by Disability]). If a district is found to have disproportionate representation, the state is required to monitor districts to ensure that their policies, procedures, and practices are compliant and do not lead to inappropriate identification. The CDE monitors these areas using a self-review process. Information about self-reviews may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/disprprtnlty1213.asp. 

5. Data Based Findings of Noncompliance for Indicators 11, 12 and 13. In September, 2008, the OSEP released a frequently asked questions document regarding identification and correction of noncompliance. In that document, the OSEP indicated that: 

“…a State must account for all noncompliance, whether collected through the State’s on-site monitoring system, other monitoring processes such as self-assessment or desk review of records, data system, or statewide representative sample or 618 data. If a State examines data through its database and determines that they show noncompliance with the requirements of the IDEA, the State must make a finding and require correction as soon as possible, and in no case later than one year after the State's identification.”

At the June 2009 meeting of SELPAs, the CDE shared the OSEP’s requirement along with plans to implement the requirement in the 2009–10 school year. Specifically, the CDE indicated that it would be conducting a review related to the compliance indicators in the SPP/APR:

a. Indicator #11 - Initial Evaluation;
b. Indicator #12 - Transition from Part C to Part B; and 

c. Indicator #13 – Post-secondary Transition (Not applicable in 2008–09).
Using the 2008–09 indicator values, the CDE prepared to review these indicators for noncompliance, as districts had been given the opportunity to provide reasons for time line delays. The CDE did two additional checks using subsequent CASEMIS data. First, the CDE checked to make sure that each student’s assessment and/or IEP was completed. Second, the CDE pulled an additional sample to determine if there was 100 percent compliance. Those districts that corrected all student findings and had a 100 percent compliant subsequent sample were not issued findings of noncompliance. All other districts with instances of noncompliance were issued findings and corrective action plans.

Complaints: See Effective Dispute Resolution above.
Due Process Hearings: See Effective Dispute Resolution above.
Local Plans, Budget and Service Plans: Each SELPA is required to submit an Annual Budget and Service Plan. The Annual Budget and Service Plan for the 2009–10 school year was due to the CDE on or before March 31, 2010. 

As required EC Section 56205, together, these plans must identify expected expenditures and include a description of services, the physical location of the services, and must demonstrate that all individuals with exceptional needs have access to services and instruction appropriate to meet their needs as specified in their IEP.

The IDEA, accompanying regulations, and the EC define the required components of SE local plans.

The SE local plans shall include:

· Local education agency assurance of compliance with federal requirements delineated in 20 USC, Section 1412;
· Local education agencies shall submit to the CDE, policies and procedures as outlined in California EC sections 56205 and 56207; and
· Local education agencies shall maintain on file locally, policies and procedures as outlined in California EC Section 56195.

The Assembly Bill (AB) 602, Chapter 654, Statutes of 1997, added new requirements to SE local plans. AB 602 requires SELPAs to submit Annual Budget and Annual Service Plans that are adopted at public hearings. As required in EC Section 56205, together, these plans must identify expected expenditures and include a description of services, the physical location of the services, and must demonstrate that all individuals with exceptional needs have access to services and instruction appropriate to meet their needs as specified in their IEP.

SE local plans and annual budget and annual services plans are reviewed by the CDE staff that approves and determines compliance in accordance with federal and state laws and regulations. The approval of a SE local plan does not set aside any federal or state laws or regulations. A SELPA may choose to amend their SE local plan at any time a change is deemed necessary due to local changes, new legislative requirements, a new interpretation by the courts, or an official finding of noncompliance with federal law, state law or regulations determined by the CDE.  

6. Other Monitoring and Accountability Activities.
Compliance Determinations: Section 616(a)(1)(C)(i) of the IDEA and implementing regulations in Title 34 Code of Federal Regulations Section 300.600(d) require states to make determinations of each LEA that provides SE and related services. These determinations are the result of examining data regarding the local district’s performance on each of the state’s performance plan indicators and classifying each according to the following criteria as required by federal regulations:

· Meets Requirements

· Needs Assistance

· Needs Intervention

· Needs Substantial Intervention

States are required to make determinations based on the indicators delineated in the SPP. The SPP contains 20 indicators, which are used to evaluate each state’s performance and progress on its provision of SE and related services. The 20 indicators are differentiated as compliance indicators and performance indicators, which measure results for students with disabilities.

The federal government requires California to consider data for all compliance indicators when making local determinations based on the 2007–08 school year. The information was collected from local districts. A description of each indicator, the data collected and calculations applied to each district’s performance, and the district’s performance measurement criteria are explained. 

Fiscal Monitoring: The fiscal component of the SESR and VR assures the LEAs appropriate use of IDEA funds by:
· Reviewing district time sheets and personnel assignments to ensure correct revenue resource for assigned SE staff; 
· Ensuring equipment is correctly identified and used by assigned SE students;
· Sampling NPA contracted services to ensure that services are properly funded and delivered;
· Ensuring IDEA funds are properly used for professional development for SE staff;
· Reviewing A-133 annual LEA independent audits to determine whether SE audit exceptions were identified. Note: A-133 audit findings affect the compliance determination of the LEA;
· Ensuring each LEA has correctly calculated the proportionate share of IDEA funds available for private parentally placed students with disabilities; and
· Ensuring each LEA has correctly calculated the excess cost worksheet and has a method to spend the average per pupil state and local amount for SE students prior to spending IDEA funds.

Maintenance of Effort: The SEA annually collects financial data from all LEAs in the state, via the SACS. The CDE has developed software to allow LEAs to annually report their financial data, including automated worksheets and calculations that assist SELPAs and LEAs to complete the Special Education Maintenance of Effort (SEMOE) reports. The SEMOE reports are used to accumulate the numbers needed to determine if a SELPA or LEA meet the MOE of IDEA for the fiscal year. 

As the grantor of IDEA Part B funds, it is the SEA’s responsibility to determine the eligibility of a SELPA. To do this, the SEA reviews the SELPA-wide budget figures and compares them to the actual expenditures for the prior fiscal year. This is called the budget to actual test (Form SEMB) and is covered in federal regulations (34 CFR 300.230–300.232).

If the SELPA allocates in its budget at least as much as was spent in the prior fiscal year, then the SELPA as a whole is eligible to receive a federal IDEA Part B grant. The CDE does not allocate federal funds to a SELPA until the SELPA passes this test.

The second test of MOE comes once the books of accounts for a fiscal year have been closed. Actual expenditures for the year are compared to the actual expenditures of the preceding fiscal year to determine if a SELPA and each of its LEAs expended at least as much as they did in the prior year. This is called the actual to actual test (Form SEMA). As with the budget to actual test, CDE monitors the actual to actual test at the SELPA level, and SELPAs monitor the actual to actual tests at the LEA level. If the SELPA fails this test, the CDE reduces the SELPA’s federal funds.

Disproportionate Representation: Disproportionate representation is determined to be the result of inappropriate identification through a review of policies, procedures and practices. Districts are identified as having disproportionate representation as described above. If a district is on the list of those disproportionately represented, the district is required to complete a special self-review of policies, procedures and practices that is mailed to the district. Review findings are entered via the Web using a link found on the same special self-review Web page. Findings of noncompliance identified through the special self-review result in a corrective action plan which must be filed with the Focused Monitoring Technical Assistance (FMTA) Consultant assigned to the district, and is monitored for correction by the FMTA Consultant.
Significant Disproportionality: The determination of disproportionate representation should not be confused with determination of significant disproportionality. Significant disproportionality is a more serious level of determination and has more intensive consequences than disproportionate representation. The CDE identifies a district as having significant disproportionality if it fails calculations related to significant over-identification. Calculations are made in four areas: overall identification by race and ethnicity, identification by disability, by placement, and by rates of suspension and expulsion. Each area includes two tests: a unique disparity measure for each area and the application of the e-formula to that particular area (a measure of standard error). Districts that fail the calculation are directed to use 15 percent of their IDEA funds to provide early intervening services to address the specific issues of disproportionality. Each district is required to assemble a stakeholder group from general and SE and to conduct compliance and program self-reviews that assist the district to identify the root causes of the disproportionality and to prepare a plan for review and approval by the CDE.
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)

The priority areas address all noncompliance. Noncompliance data are presented in Tables 15a and 15c.

Table 15a 
Noncompliance 2004–05

	Year
	Number of noncompliance findings
	Number of corrective actions due in 2004–05
	Number of corrective actions completed within one year of identification
	Percent of corrective actions completed within one year of identification

	2003–04
	4,342
	6,658
	6,036
	90.66

	2004–05*
	10,726
	0
	N/A
	N/A

	*2004–05 figure increased from 2003–04 due to the redevelopment of SESRs


Discussion of Baseline Data
Noncompliance Related to Monitoring Findings:  It is important to note that monitoring reviews are conducted in April, May, and June of the program year. As a result, review findings do not always generate corrective actions that are due in the same fiscal year. For this reason, there are data from two fiscal years in the baseline data. The 2003–04 data are provided to address the corrective actions that were due in the 2004–05 year. The 2004–05 data are provided to address the findings that were made in that year. It is also important to note that there may be more than one corrective action for each finding of noncompliance. Typically, a single finding of systemic noncompliance includes four corrective actions:  provision of compliant policies and procedures, evidence of dissemination of policies and procedures, evidence of training on policies and procedures, and a list of students with parent contact information for CDE staff to use in following up and verifying correction. Each corrective action is tracked separately.  

Taken separately, the monitoring findings in Table 15a, include a total of 15,068 findings of noncompliance: 4,342 from 2003–04 and 10,726 from 2004–05. This jump in the number of findings was due to the fact that SESRs were reinstated in 2004–05, following a year of redevelopment. As a result, findings of noncompliance were included from an additional 233 LEAs. Of the monitoring findings made in 2003–04, there were 4,799 corrective actions due in 2004–05. Of those, 4,473 (93.21 percent) were corrected on time or within one year of identification. None of the findings made in 2004–05 have yet reached a date one year from identification.

Of the corrective actions not completed within one year of identification, all have been closed except for those from two districts:  Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District (296 corrective actions) and Reef-Sunset Unified School District (8 corrective actions). 

CDE has issued special conditions for both districts to receive federal funds. Both districts must submit evidence of corrective actions for all outstanding noncompliance by December 31, 2005. Failure to do so will result in a hearing and withholding of federal funds.

Noncompliance Identified Through Other Mechanisms. Within Table 15a, there are also noncompliance findings from other methods such as compliance complaints and due process hearings. There were 200 LEAs who had findings of noncompliance identified through the complaint investigation process. It should be noted that a single complaint may result in more than one corrective action. From these complaints, there were 1,769 corrective actions due in 2004–05. Of those, 1,563 (88.35 percent) were corrected within one year of identification.

Since July 1, 2005, corrective actions have been completed. As of November 1, 2005, there are still 65 corrective actions from 25 agencies being aggressively monitored. Of the 25 agencies, thirteen have received notice of sanction letters.

In the FFY 2007 APR, the CDE started using an OSEP supported reporting table. In the FFY 2009 APR, the table became mandatory. A copy of the FFY 2008 (2008–09) APR table is reproduced below:
Table 15b

Timely Correction of Noncompliance Findings Disaggregated by APR Indicator

	Indicator/Indicator Clusters
	General Supervision System Components
	Number of LEAs Issued Findings in FFY 2006 (7/1/06 to 6/30/07) 
	(a) Number of Findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2006 (7/1/06 to 6/30/07)
	(b) Number of Findings of noncompliance from (a) for which correction was verified no later than one year from identification

	1.  Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	231
	20,287
	20,084

	 
	
	
	
	

	2.  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. 
	
	
	
	

	14.  Percent of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of post-secondary school, or both, within one year of leaving high school.
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	118
	698
	605

	3.  Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	150
	972
	938

	 
	
	
	
	

	7.  Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrated improved outcomes.
	
	
	
	

	 
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	4A. Percent of districts identified 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.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	59
	2,919
	2,913

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	7
	24
	18

	5.  Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 (educational placements).
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	4
	364
	360

	 
	
	
	
	

	6.  Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 – early childhood placement.
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	19
	57
	54

	8.  Percent of parents with a child receiving SE services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	64
	1,364
	1,358

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	27
	95
	82

	9.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in SE that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	116
	1,919
	1,831

	 
	
	
	
	

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

	 
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	11. Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	237
	4,362
	4,179

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	50
	198
	165

	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.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	67
	476
	476

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	0
	0
	0

	13. Percent of youth aged 16 and above with IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable student to meet the post-secondary goals.
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	16
	1,602
	1,598

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	1
	3
	3

	Other areas of noncompliance: Indicator 15 - Local Monitoring of Procedural Guarantees, Time lines, FAPE and Educational Benefit
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	135
	10,865
	10,854

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	84
	461
	381

	Other areas of noncompliance: Qualified Personnel
	Monitoring Activities:  Self-Assessment/ Local APR, Data Review, Desk Audit, On-Site Visits, or Other
	34
	11
	11

	
	Dispute Resolution: Complaints, Hearings
	11
	30
	30

	Sum the numbers down Column a and Column b
	46,707
	45,940

	Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification = (column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) times 100.
	(b) / (a) X 100 =
	98


Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2006

(2006–07)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2007

(2007–08)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2008

(2008–09)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2009

(2009–10)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2010

(2010–11)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2011

(2011–12)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification

	2012

(2012–13)
	One hundred percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 15: General Supervision

	Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

	Provide targeted training on implementing the IDEA 2004 including court cases and legal interpretations for CDE staff.
	November 2007
	Perry Zirkel, Esq., nationally known expert in IDEA.

Type:  Training and technical assistance for SEA

	Pursue the development of an integrated database to proactively identify upcoming corrective actions across all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the DOF, CDE staff

Type: Special Project, Monitoring and Enforcement

	Explore Web based applications for all components of the monitoring system.
	June 30, 2006
	Outside Contractor subject to approval by the DOF, CDE staff

	IDEA Final Regulation Training Web case promoted during fall 2006. Web cast archived and DVD widely distributed.
	Complete
	Art Cernosia, Esq., nationally known expert in the IDEA. Free to the public and funded through IDEA funds.

Type: Training and technical assistance to SEA



	Conduct analysis and prepare plans for APRs on all general supervision indicator requirements.
	July 1, 2007–June 30, 2010
	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement

	Develop and maintain IDEA 2004 information Web page with links to important references and resources on the Reauthorization of the IDEA.
	December 2004; on-going update
	CDE/SED staff; Web capability of CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/lr/ideareathztn.asp 
Type:  Public Reporting/Data Awareness/Data Utilized to Reflect Upon Practice and legal requirements of IDEA 2004

	Provide staff training for corrective actions, time lines, and sanctions. Incorporate notice of potential sanctions in monitoring correspondence.
	2005–2010

	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring and Enforcement as part of general supervision 


Indicator 16 - Complaints

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B

	Indicator - Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day time line or a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, or because the parent (or individual or organization) and the public agency agree to extend the time to engage in mediation or other alternative means of dispute resolution, if available in the State (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

	Measurement:  Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c) divided by 1.1] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
To guarantee that the needs of SE students are met, the CDE responds to complaints as quickly as possible. CDE encourages resolution at the local level and throughout the compliance complaint 60-day time line. The state-level investigation and final report is completed within 60 days of the receipt of the written complaint, unless an extension is granted due to exceptional circumstances. The complaint investigation final report contains findings of fact, conclusions and reasons for the conclusions, a time line for resolving the problem including corrective actions as necessary. 

Ensuring state and federal laws and regulations are implemented, CDE utilizes a comprehensive interactive data system to collect, monitor, and analyze alleged violations and correction. In addition to the investigators and manager regularly monitoring individual completion of complaint investigations, a designated staff person monitors the time lines of each complaint investigation. Regularly produced reports document completion of complaint investigations within the 60-day time line and data are also utilized for Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance (FMTA).
Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
Table 16a 
Complaints Data for California, 2004–05

	(1) Signed, written complaints total
	1,248

	(1.1) Complaints with reports issued
	958

	(a) Reports with findings
	638

	(b) Reports within time line

	475

	(c) Reports within extended time lines
	24

	(1.2) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	260

	(1.3) Complaints pending
	30

	(a) Complaint pending a due process hearing
	0


These baseline data are also provided in Section A of Attachment 1.

Discussion of Baseline Data
Early in 2004–05, staff vacancies and increased numbers of complaints resulted in very large complaint investigation caseloads. Completion of reports within time lines dropped dramatically. SED immediately took steps to address these problems:

1. Complaint investigation reporting was made the highest priority.
2. All SED staff were trained to investigate complaints and write complaint reports.
3. All units were assigned to complete investigations.
4. Division staff and resources were assigned to complete investigations.
5. SED replaced positions and hired short-term investigators.
6. SED reviewed and revised complaint investigation and reporting process.
7. SED facilitated increased local resolution and alternate dispute resolution (ADR) efforts.
8. SED hired outside consultants to evaluate and assess CDE's current practices.
9. SED sought information and technical assistance from other large states.
10. SED managers continue to review complaint caseloads and time lines at weekly meetings.

As noted above, the most recent monthly reports indicated that 100 percent of complaints were investigated and reported on time.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2006

(2006–07)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2007

(2007–08)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2008

(2008–09)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2009

(2009–10)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2010

(2010–11)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2011

(2011–12)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

	2012

(2012–13)
	One hundred percent of written complaints resolved within 60-day time line, including a time line extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources

	COMPLETED ACTIVITES – Indicator 16: Complaints

	Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

	The Legal Division continues to meet biweekly with the Complaints Management and Mediation Unit (CMM) and SED staff to provide SE legal updates and on-going training with regard to the complaints investigation process. 
	July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007
	CDE Legal Division Attorneys



	Art Cernosia, renowned SE attorney, provided a two day training regarding IDEA regulations.
	January 30–31, 2007
	Art Cernosia



	The Unit continued and developed on-going collaboration with CDE legal and other entities such as PTIs, FECs, LEAs, and advocates in conjunction with PSRS.
	June 30, 2006
	CDE legal staff, Art Cernosia



	Representatives of the complaints unit attended the 2007 LRP Special Education Law training and updated fellow unit members on the content. 
	April 21–26, 2007
	CDE staff



	The CMM attended USDOE regulations training.
	June 2006
	CDE staff



	Reorganized complaint investigation unit to meet requirements and assist the field.
	December 2007–2008
	CDE Staff

Type:  Monitoring

	Provide targeted training on implementing the IDEA 2004 including clarifying court cases and legal interpretations for CDE staff. 
	On-going TO 2010
	CDE staff with a presentation by Perry Zirkel, Esq., nationally known expert in IDEA.




Indicator 17 - Due Process

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B

	Indicator - Percent of adjudicated due process hearing requests that were adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party or in the case of an expedited hearing, within the required time lines (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

	Measurement:  Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b) divided by 3.2] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
All procedural safeguards under the IDEA shall be established and maintained by each local plan and educational agency that provides education, related services, or both, to children who are individuals with exceptional needs. Parents shall be given a copy of their rights and procedural safeguards upon the first occurrence of the filing for a due process hearing. 

All requests for a due process hearing shall be filed with the SSPI and his designee/designees in accordance with federal regulations. The party or the attorney representing the party, initiating a due process hearing by filing a written request with the SSPI shall provide the other party to the hearing with a copy of the request at the same time as the request is filed with the SSPI. The response to the due process hearing request notice shall be made within ten days of receiving the request notice.

If the party receiving the hearing request notice believes the notice does not sufficiently state the required information, the receiving party must notify the filing party and the hearing officer in writing within 15-days of receiving the hearing request notice. If such a situation, the hearing officer will determine whether the notice sufficiently states the required information and may grant the filing party an opportunity to amend the hearing request. Once the hearing request is filed, the time line will begin again. The SSPI shall take steps to ensure that within 45-days after receipt of the written hearing request a hearing is conducted in compliance with the federal and state law, culminating in a final administrative decision, including any mediation requested, unless a continuance has been granted by the hearing officer.

Upon receipt by the Superintendent of a written request by the parent or guardian or public education agency, the Superintendent or his or her designee or designees shall immediately notify, in writing, all parties of the request for the hearing and the scheduled date for the hearing. The notice shall advise all parties of all their rights relating to procedural safeguards, as well as a list of persons and organizations within the geographical area that can provide free or reduced cost representation or other assistance in preparing for the due process hearing, including a brief description of qualifications of the services. The party requesting the due process hearing shall not be allowed to raise issues at the due process hearing that were not raised in the notice filed, unless the other party agrees otherwise.

The state hearing shall be conducted in accordance with regulations adopted by the SBE. The hearing shall be conducted by a person who shall, at a minimum possess knowledge of, and to demonstrate the ability to understand, and apply in accordance with standard legal practice and related state statutes and implementing regulations, the IDEA (20 USC §1400 et seq.), federal regulations pertaining to the act, and relevant federal and state case law. The SSPI shall establish standards for the training of hearing officers, the degree of specialization of the hearing officers, and the quality control mechanisms to be used to ensure that the hearings are fair and the decisions are accurate. A due process hearing officer may not be an employee of the CDE, a LEA, or in a position that would compromise the hearing officer’s objectivity in the hearing. The hearing officer shall encourage the parties to a hearing to consider the option of mediation as an alternative to a hearing.

Any party to the hearing held shall be afforded rights consistent with state and federal statutes and regulations, including:

· The right to counsel with special knowledge relating to individuals with exceptional needs; 
· The right to disclosure of all documents to be used at the hearing;
· The right to present evidence, written arguments, and oral arguments;
· The right to confront, cross-examine, and compel the attendance of witnesses; and
· The right to electronic records of the proceedings and confidentiality.

The decision of a due process hearing officer shall be made on the substantive issue of whether the child received a FAPE.

If the hearing matter alleged is a procedural violation, a due process hearing officer may find that a child did not receive a FAPE only if the procedural violation:

· Impeded the child's right to a FAPE; 

· Significantly impeded the parents' opportunity to participate in the decision making process regarding the provision of a FAPE to the parents' child; or

· Caused a deprivation of educational benefits.

The hearing officer shall produce a written decision of the outcome of the hearing including reasoning relating law and facts to each finding culminating in the final decision. Both the hearing and issuance of the final written decision shall be completed within 45-days of the receipt of the hearing request by the Superintendent, unless an extension has been granted for good cause.

The hearing conducted pursuant to this section of the EC shall be the final administrative determination and binding on all parties. 

The aggrieved party may appeal the final decision in state or federal court. A party may file a request within the three-year statute of limitations provision in EC until October 9, 2006, at which time the statute of limitations becomes two years. The statute of limitations does not apply if:

1. Specific misrepresentations by the LEA that it had solved the problem forming the basis of the due process hearing request.

2. The LEA's withholding of information from the parent that was required to be provided to the parent.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
One hundred percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests were fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

The percent is calculated from data from Attachment 1, Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the IDEA Complaints, Mediations, Resolution Sessions, and Due Process Hearings, using the following calculation:

	Percent = 
	(Row 3.2(a) + (Row 3.2(b) divided by (Row 3.2) times 100

	= 
	[(5+81)/86] times100

	= 
	100


Discussion of Baseline Data
These baseline data do not require an explanation. 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005

(2005–06)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party. 

	2006

(2006–07)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2007

(2007–08)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2008

(2008–09)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2009

(2009–10)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2010

(2010–11)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.

	2011

(2011–12)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party

	2012

(2012–13)
	One hundred percent of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 17: Hearings

	 Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

	Hearing officers will receive training regarding IDEA, EC §56000 and related regulations. Trainings will be designed to ensure that all hearing officers meet the minimum training standards specified by law.
	2005–2010
	CDE staff, Outside contractors

Type:  Monitoring

	Hearing officers will receive global skills training.
	2005–2010
	Outside contractors



	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 SE, services, and supports.
	2005–2010
	OAH staff



	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 on-going basis by knowledgeable senior staff.
	2005–2010
	OAH senior staff



	Data will be gathered pertaining to due process hearings to ensure that all due process hearing requests are fully adjudicated within the 45-day time line or a time line that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party. Such data will include the following items:
1. total number of hearing requests 

2. number of resolution sessions conducted

3. number of settlement agreements

4. number of hearings held (fully adjudicated)
5. Number of decisions within time line

6. number of decisions within extended time line

7. number of decisions issued after time lines and extension expired

8. number of hearings pending

9. number of expedited hearings
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. total number of expedited hearing requests 
2. number of resolution sessions 
3. number of settlement agreements 
4. number of expedited hearings (fully adjudicated) 
5. number of change of placement ordered.
	2005–2010
	OAH and CDE staff



	A new case management system will track decision due dates and be updated regularly. A tickler system will allow immediate access to decision time line information on any given case.
	2005–2010
	OAH staff and external contractors



	Administrative law judges will meet with their presiding judge to discuss decision time lines. 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.
	2005–2010
	OAH staff



	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.
	2005–2010
	OAH staff



	The OAH has provided and will continue to offer training on decision writing, portions of which will include efficient decision writing skills.
	2005–2010
	OAH senior staff and outside consultants




Indicator 18 - Hearing Requests

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B

	Indicator - Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

	Measurement:  Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
Prior to a party invoking his or her right to an impartial due process hearing, the LEA shall convene a resolution session, which is a meeting between the parents and the relevant member or members of the IEP team who have specific knowledge of the facts identified in the due process hearing request, in accordance with federal law (EC §56501.5(a)).
The meeting shall be convened within 15 days of receiving notice of the parents' due process hearing request (EC 56501.5(a)(1)). The meeting shall include a representative of the LEA who has decision-making authority on behalf of the agency (EC 56501.5(a)(2)). The meeting shall not include an attorney of the LEA, unless the parent is accompanied by an attorney (EC 56501.5(a)(3)). At the meeting, the parents of the child may discuss their due process hearing issue and the facts that form the basis of the due process hearing request, and the LEA shall be provided the opportunity to resolve the matter (EC 56501.5(a)(4)).

The resolution session described above is not required if the parents and the LEA agree in writing to waive the meeting, or agree to use mediation (EC 56501.5(b). If the LEA has not resolved the due process hearing issue to the satisfaction of the parents within 30 days of the receipt of the due process hearing request notice, the due process hearing may occur, and all of the applicable time lines for a due process hearing shall commence (EC 56501.5(c)).

In the case that a resolution is reached to resolve the due process hearing issue at a meeting described above, the parties shall execute a legally binding agreement that is both of the following: (1) signed by both the parent and a representative of the LEA who has the authority to bind the agency; and (2) enforceable in any state court of competent jurisdiction or in a federal district court of the United States. If the parties execute an agreement, a party may void the agreement within three business days of the agreement's execution (EC 56501.5(d)(1)–(2)).

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, the 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 clearly not coordinated. As a result, baseline data were incomplete and only reflected the second half of 2005–06. In 2008–09, the CDE requested adjustment to the targets for this indicator based on actual trend data. This request was approved by the OSEP.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Targets

	2005

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

	2006

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

	2007

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

	2008

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

	2009

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

	2010

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

	2011

(2011–12)
	Fifty-five percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2012

(2012–13)
	Fifty-five percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.


Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
	 COMPLETED ACTIVITIES – Indicator 18: Resolutions

	Activities
	Time Line
	Resources

	Obtain data, on resolution sessions and settlement agreements deriving solely from those sessions, directly from school districts with due process filings during 2007–08.
	On-going
	CDE staff and OAH/contractor staff



	OAH/contractor will conduct or cause to be conducted, a workshop on strategies for resolving differences in a non-adversarial atmosphere, and with the goal of providing a FAPE.
	To occur during 2007–08
	OAH/contractor staff



	OAH’s advisory group will recommend training materials to be developed, by OAH, for use by parents and interested others.
	To occur during 2007–08
	OAH staff and its advisory group



	OAH will, in consultation with its advisory group, develop and submit to CDE for review and approval, recommendations for system improvement.
	To occur during 2007–08
	OAH staff and its advisory group




Indicator 19 - Mediation

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B

	Indicator - Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

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


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
It is the intent of the California Legislature that parties to SE disputes be encouraged to seek resolution through mediation prior to filing a request for a due process hearing. It is also the intent of the Legislature that these voluntary prehearing request mediation conferences be an informal process conducted in a non-adversarial atmosphere to resolve issues relating to the identification, assessment, or educational placement of the child or the provision of a FAPE to the child, to the satisfaction of both parties. Therefore, attorneys or other independent contractors used to provide legal advocacy services may not attend or otherwise participate in the prehearing request mediation conferences (EC §56500.3(a)). This does not preclude the parent or the public education agency from being accompanied and advised by non-attorney representatives in the mediation conferences and consulting with an attorney prior to or following a mediation conference (EC §56500.3(b).

Requesting or participating in a mediation conference is not a prerequisite to requesting a due process hearing (EC §56500.3(c). All requests for a mediation conference shall be filed with the Superintendent. The party initiating a mediation conference by filing a written request with the Superintendent shall provide the other party to the mediation with a copy of the request at the same time the request is filed with the Superintendent. The mediation conference shall be conducted by a person knowledgeable in the process of reconciling differences in a non-adversarial manner and under contract with the department. The mediator shall be knowledgeable in the laws and regulations governing SE (EC §56500.3(d)).

The prehearing mediation conference shall be scheduled within 15 days of receipt by the Superintendent of the request for mediation. The mediation conference shall be completed within 30 days after receipt of the request for mediation unless both parties to the prehearing mediation conference agree to extend the time for completing the mediation. Pursuant to federal law, and to encourage the use of mediation, the state shall bear the cost of the mediation process, including any meetings described in subsection (d) of §300.506 of Title 34 of the Code of Federal Regulations. The costs of mediation shall be included in the contract described in EC §56504.5 (EC §56500.3(e)).

In accordance with federal law, if a resolution is reached that resolves the due process issue through the mediation process, the parties shall execute a legally binding written agreement that sets forth the resolution and that does the following: (1) states that all discussions that occurred during the mediation process shall be confidential and may not be used as evidence in any subsequent due process hearing or civil proceeding; (2) is signed by both the parent and the representative of the public education agency who has the authority to bind the agency; (3) is enforceable in any state court of competent jurisdiction or in a federal district court of the United States (EC §56500.3(f)(1)–(3)).

If the mediation conference fails to resolve the issues to the satisfaction of all parties, the party who requested the mediation conference has the option of filing for a state-level hearing. The mediator may assist the parties in specifying any unresolved issues to be included in the hearing request (EC §56500.3(g)).

Any mediation conference held pursuant to this section shall be scheduled in a timely manner and shall be held at a time and place reasonably convenient to the parties to the dispute in accordance with federal law. The mediation conference shall be conducted in accordance with regulations adopted by the board (EC §56500.3(i)). Notwithstanding any procedure set forth in this code, a public education agency and a parent may, if the party initiating the mediation conference so chooses, meet informally to resolve any issue or issues to the satisfaction of both parties prior to the mediation conference (EC §56500.3(j)). The procedures and rights contained in this section shall be included in the notice of parent rights attached to the pupil's assessment plan (EC §56500.3(k)).

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
Fifty-five percent of mediations resulted in mediation agreements. Percent is calculated with data from Attachment 1, Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part B of the IDEA Complaints, Mediations, Resolution Sessions, and Due Process Hearings using the following calculation:

Percent = [(1,819 + 219) / 3,730] x 100 = 55 percent

Discussion of Baseline Data
These baseline data do not require an explanation. In 2008–09, the CDE requested adjustment to the targets for this indicator based on actual trend data. This request was approved by the OSEP.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	At least fifty-six percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements. 

	2006

(2006–07)
	At least fifty-seven percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	2007

(2007–08)
	At least fifty-eight percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	2008

(2008–09)
	At least 75 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	2009

(2009–10)
	At least 80 of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	2010

(2010–11)
	At least 85 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	2011

(2011–12)
	At least 85 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.

	2012

(2012–13)
	At least 85 percent of mediation conferences will result in mediation agreements.


No Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
Indicator 20 - State-reported Data

	Monitoring Priority - Effective General Supervision Part B/General Supervision

	Indicator - State-reported data (618 and SPP/APR Report) are timely and accurate (20 USC 1416(a)(3)(B)).

	Measurement:  
State-reported data, including 618 data, SPP, and APR are:

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

b. Accurate, including covering the correct year and following the correct measurement. 

States are required to use the “Indicator 20 Scoring Rubric” for reporting data for this indicator (see Attachment B).


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
Accurate and timely data are ensured through a variety of mechanisms including bi-annual statewide 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 2004–05, CDE hosted four technical assistance meetings throughout the state, focusing on accurate and timely data reporting. The California data collection procedures require LEA 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.

Baseline Data for FFY 2004 (2004–05)
During the 2004–05 school year, all federal reports were submitted to OSEP on or before the deadline.

One hundred percent of SELPAs submitted accurate data to CDE in a timely manner in 2004–05. In 2003–04 this figure was 99 percent. In 2002–03 this figure was 98 percent. The number of SELPAs submitting timely and accurate data has been a key element of the CASEMIS data submission process.

Discussion of Baseline Data
Data for the baseline measure capturing the percentage of SELPAs submitting accurate data in a timely manner was also reported in the last two APR reporting cycles (FFY 03 and FFY 04).

Data for the baseline measure capturing the percent of federal reports submitted by CDE to OSEP on time is a new measure for this indicator.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005–06)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data, the SPP, and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner. 

	2006

(2006–07)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.

	2007

(2007–08)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.

	2008

(2008–09)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.

	2009

(2009–10)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner.

	2010

(2010–11)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.

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

	2011

(2011–12)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner

	2012

(2012–13)
	20A. One hundred percent of state-reported data, including 618 data and APRs are submitted on time and are accurate.
20B. One hundred percent of the SELPAs will submit accurate data to CDE in a timely manner


No Completed Improvement Activities/Time Lines/Resources
Attachment 20A
CASEMIS Data Accuracy

System Features. The major features of the CASEMIS software are: (1) to extract student-level data for various reporting cycles; (2) to verify data files and generate error, warning, and unextracted records reports; (3) to generate summary reports from various data tables; and (4) to generate the data Certification Report.

The file extraction component of the CASEMIS creates new files by copying records from source data files maintained by the LEA or SOP. This process requires that the LEA source data files have the same data fields and codes as in the 2008–09 CASEMIS database structure. New files are generated to meet the appropriate criteria for various reporting requirements (see Chapter IV). 

The Verification routine checks the data fields in the data files for any logical inconsistency and produces a report of errors, warnings, and unextracted records (if any). The errors must be corrected and the warnings must be verified prior to submitting data to the Department.

The report generation component prepares various reports by SELPA, by district, or by site within the SELPA, according to the format specified by the CDE. Additionally, the system generates summary reports by SELPA, and by districts,
When the data files are verified and determined to be error-free, the user may upload the data files to the CDE via the CASEMIS secured Web site available in the “Upload Data File” option. The user can generate a Certification Report using the existing data files on the computer and fax a signed copy to CDE.

In addition, the CASEMIS software offers a set of Tools that are helpful for editing the data files. The utilities contain the latest information on the SELPA and district configuration, file and manipulation options.

Errors and Warnings. CASEMIS software generates three types of errors and warnings while verifying student-level data tables. These are: (1) file verification errors, (2) file verification warnings, and (3) warnings for possible duplicate records.

These errors and warnings are listed in numerical order with explanations of the message and how to correct them. All errors must be corrected and the warning messages must be verified to make sure they are not errors.

File Verification Errors

	Error
	Error Message and Explanation

	D911
	DUPLICATE STUDENT NAME, BIRTHDATE, GENDER

The student has the same LAST_NAME, FIRST_NAME, BIRTHDATE, and GENDER as another student in the data table. Please verify all other information in the record for these students and make sure they are not the same student. If the records are about the same student, remove all but one record on the student from the table.

	E100
	SELPA_CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SELPA_CODE is not one of the codes listed, or the field is blank. Enter the correct four-digit code for your SELPA or SOP.

	E101
	SELPA_FROM CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SELPA_FROM is not one of the codes listed. Enter the correct code from the SELPA code list.

	E102
	DIST_SERV CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DIST_SERV is not a valid district/site code, or the field is blank. Please verify the entry against the list of districts under this SELPA/SOP and enter the correct seven-digit DIST_SERV code (2-digit county code plus 5-digit district code). You may obtain the correct county-district code from the California Public School Directory.

	E103
	DIST_RESI CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DIST_RESI is not a valid district code or the field is blank. Please verify the code against the CDS (county-district-school) codes published in the California Public School Directory and enter the correct code.


	E104
	STUDENT_ID IS BLANK

There is no entry in the field STUDENT_ID. This field must contain a student identifier, assigned by the SELPA or SOP.

	E105
	DUPLICATE STUDENT, SEE RECORD NNNNNN

The entry in the field STUDENT_ID is the same as in another record in the file. The entry in the field STUDENT_ID must be unique; no two students in the same SELPA/SOP can have the same code in the field STUDENT_ID.

	E106
	SSN CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SSN (social security number) is not a valid number. The entry must have only numeric data. Please enter correct social security number.

	E107
	DUPLICATE SSN, SEE RECORD NNNNNN

The entry in the field SSN (social security number) is the same as in another record in the file. The SSN must be unique; no two students may have the same social security number.

	E108
	REPT_DATE IS NOT MM/DD/CCYY

The entry in the field REPT_DATE is not one of the dates for the state reporting requirements, or the field is blank. See Field Detail in Chapter II for correct reporting dates under this field. Enter appropriate date to correct the error.

	E109
	SCH_CODE IS BLANK

The entry in the field SCH_CODE is blank. This field must have a seven-digit school code from the California Public School Directory or California Private School Directory. If a numeric code for a school of attendance is not available from the above two documents, enter the first seven letters of the name of the school.

	E110
	SCH_TYPE CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SCH_TYPE is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please enter correct code.

	E111
	LAST_NAME IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

The entry in the field LAST_NAME is blank or the name starts with a blank or includes a special character. Enter the correct last name.

	E112
	FIRST_NAME IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

The entry in the field FIRST_NAME is blank or the name starts with a blank or includes a special character. Enter the correct first name.

	E113
	BIRTHDATE IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

There are no data in the field BIRTHDATE or the entry in the field is not a valid date. Enter the correct date in this field.

	E114
	BIRTHDATE IS AFTER REPORTING DATE

The entry in the field BIRTHDATE is after REPT_DATE. BIRTHDATE can never be after the reporting date. Enter correct date(s) in either or both fields.

	E115
	AGE IS 23 OR OVER FOR ACTIVE STUDENT

The age of an active student (who is still in the program) computed as of the REPT_DATE cannot be 23 years or more. If the BIRTHDATE is in error, enter the correct date in the BIRTHDATE field. If, however, the student is over age 22, the student can no longer be an active student; in that case, exit the student with an appropriate date in the EXIT_DATE field.

	E116
	AGE IS OVER 23 UPON EXIT

The age of the student is over 23 as of the EXIT_DATE. A student can, at most, be 23 years old upon exit from special education. If the BIRTHDATE is incorrect, causing this error, enter correct BIRTHDATE. If the EXIT_DATE is incorrect, enter the correct EXIT_DATE.

	E117
	BIRTHDATE IS AFTER EXIT_DATE

The entry in the field BIRTHDATE is after EXIT_DATE. BIRTHDATE cannot be after exit date. Enter correct date(s) in one or both fields.

	E118
	GENDER IS NOT M OR F

The entry in the field GENDER is not "M" or "F". Enter correct entry in the field.

	E119
	ETHNICITY CODE IS IN ERROR

The ETHNICITY (1-4) code is not one of those listed under this field. Enter the correct code in this field. ETHNICITY1 is a mandatory field. ETHNICITY (2-4) code is not a valid code. Use a code from the list or if there are not other ethnicities to report, use a blank.

	E120
	EL CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field English learner is not "Y" or "N". Enter the correct code in this field.

	E121
	EL TRUE FOR NATIV_lANG ENGLISH

The entry in the field English learner is "Y", while the entry in the field NATIV_LANG is "00" or blank (English). A student cannot be limited English proficient, if NATIV_LANG is English. Enter the correct code in EL and/or NATIV_LANG field(s).

	E122
	NATIV_LANG CODE IS IN ERROR

The NATIV_LANG code is not one of those listed under this field. Enter the correct code in this field.

	E123
	MIGRANT CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field MIGRANT is not "Y" or "N". Enter the correct code in this field.

	E124
	RESID_STAT CODE IS IN ERROR

The RESID_STAT code is not one of those listed under this field. Enter the correct code in this field.

	E125
	ENTRY_DATE IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

There are no data in the field ENTRY_DATE or the entry in the field is not a valid date. Enter the actual of first entry into special education in this field.

	E126
	ENTRY_DATE IS BEFORE BIRTHDATE

The date in the field ENTRY_DATE is before BIRTHDATE. Entry date cannot be before BIRTHDATE. Enter correct date(s) in ENTRY_DATE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E127
	ENTRY_DATE IS AFTER REPORTING DATE

The date in the field ENTRY_DATE is after REPT_DATE. Entry date cannot be after the reporting date. Enter correct date(s) in ENTRY_DATE and/or REPT_DATE field(s).

	E128
	LAST_IEP IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

There are no data in the field LAST_IEP or the entry in the field is not a valid date. Enter the correct date of the last IEP meeting in this field.

	E129
	LAST_IEP IS BEFORE BIRTHDATE

The date in the field LAST_IEP is before BIRTHDATE. LAST_IEP cannot be before BIRTHDATE. Enter correct date(s) in LAST_IEP and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E130
	LAST_IEP MUST BE AN ACTUAL DATE

The date in the field LAST_IEP is a future date or projected date, based on the calendar and clock in your computer. The date of last IEP meeting must be an actual date that took place in the past; not a meeting date in the future. Enter the latest IEP meeting date in this field.

	E131
	LAST_EVAL IS BEFORE BIRTHDATE

The date in the field LAST_EVAL is before BIRTHDATE. The date of last evaluation cannot be before BIRTHDATE. Enter correct date(s) in LAST_EVAL and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E132
	LAST_EVAL MUST BE AN ACTUAL DATE

The date in the field LAST_EVAL is a future date or projected date, based on the calendar and clock in your computer. The date of last evaluation must be an actual date that took place in the past; not a projected date in the future. Enter the latest evaluation date in this field.

	E133
	LAST_EVAL IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

There are no data in the field LAST_EVAL or the entry in the field is not a valid date. Enter the correct date of the last evaluation in the field.

	E134
	DISABILIT1 CODE IS IN ERROR

The DISABILIT1 code is not of the listed under this entry. Enter a correct code in the field.

	E135
	GRADE IS IN ERROR

The GRADE code is not one of those listed under this field. The entry in this field must be 01-18. Enter the correct code in this field.

	E136
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The entry in the field GRADE is "13" (12+/transition) for age under 16. It is highly unlikely for a special education student under 16 to be in a community college or in a post-secondary program. Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E137
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The student is at least three years younger than the normal age for the reported GRADE. It is highly unlikely for a special education student of age "AA" to be in GRADE "GG". Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E138
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The student is at least five years older than the normal age for the reported GRADE. It is highly unlikely for a student of age "AA" to be in GRADE "GG". Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE. You may also use code "15" (ungraded) to correct the error.

	E139
	AGE IS AA FOR GRADE INFANT

The student is more than four years old for infant GRADE. Infant GRADE is limited to age group 0–2 years only. Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E140
	GRADE IS PRESCHOOL FOR AGE AA

The student is less than two or more than seven years old for preschool GRADE. Preschool GRADE is limited to age group 3–5 years only. Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E141
	GRADE IS KINDERGARTEN FOR AGE AA

The student is less than three years old for kindergarten. Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E142
	GRADE IS KINDERGARTEN FOR AGE AA

The student is more than ten years old for kindergarten. Enter the correct code(s) in GRADE and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E149
	DUPLICATE ETHNICITY CODES

Two or more of the entries in the fields ETHNICITY1-4 have the same code. An ethnicity code may only be used once per student. Please remove one or more of the duplicate codes. Or, if one or more codes are in error please enter correct code(s).

	E150
	EXIT_DATE IS BEFORE ENTRY_DATE

The date in the field EXIT_DATE is before ENTRY_DATE. A student can not exit from the program before entering the program. Enter correct date(s) in EXIT_DATE and/or ENTRY_DATE field(s).

	E151
	EXIT_DATE IS BEFORE REPORTING DATE

The date in the field EXIT_DATE is before REPT_DATE. For the December enrollment reports, an active student can not exit before the reporting date. Enter correct date(s) in EXIT_DATE and/or REPT_DATE field(s).

	E152
	EXIT_DATE MUST BE AN ACTUAL DATE

The date in the field EXIT_DATE is a future date according to the calendar and clock in the computer. By definition, an exit date is an actual date of exit from the program; not a projected date of exit. Enter the actual exit date in the EXIT_DATE field.

	E153
	NO EXIT_DATE FOR EXIT_RESON NN

There is no entry in the field EXIT_DATE but there is an entry "NN" in the field EXIT_RESON. A student can have an exit reason only after the student has exited the program. Enter the exit date in the field EXIT_DATE or if the student has not exited the program, leave EXIT_RESON field blank.

	E154
	EXIT_DATE IS BEFORE MM/DD/CCYY

The date in the field EXIT_DATE is before the starting date "MM/DD/CCYY" of the school year in the End-of-Year data file. A student may not have exited before the school year to be in the End-of-Year data file. Enter the correct EXIT_DATE or remove the record from the End-of-Year data file.

	E155
	EXIT_RESON CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field EXIT_RESON is not one of those listed under this field. Enter the correct code in EXIT_RESON field.

	E156
	STUDENT GRADUATING AT AGE NN

The entry in the field EXIT_RESON is "71" (graduated from high school with diploma) or "72" (graduated from high school certificate of completion or other than diploma.) or “81” (GED) for a student under age 16. It is highly unlikely for a student to graduate under age 16. If the BIRTHDATE is incorrect, causing this error, enter the correct BIRTHDATE. Otherwise, enter the correct code in the EXIT_RESON field.

	E157
	STUDENT AGE:NN MAX AGE TO EXIT >=21

The entry in the field EXIT_RESON is "73" (maximum age) for age less than 21. A student exiting special education as a result of reaching maximum age must be of age 21 or more. Enter the correct code in the field EXIT_RESON. If the BIRTHDATE is in error, enter the correct BIRTHDATE.

	E158
	LAST_IEP IS AFTER EXIT_DATE

The entry in the field LAST_IEP is after EXIT_DATE. The LAST_IEP date must be before EXIT_DATE for a student. Please verify the date(s) and/or correct the error(s).

	E159
	LAST_EVAL IS AFTER EXIT_DATE

The entry in the field LAST_EVAL is after EXIT_DATE. The LAST_EVAL date must be before EXIT_DATE for a student. Please verify the date(s) and/or correct the error(s).

	E160
	REFR_DATE IS BEFORE BIRTHDATE

The entry in the field REFR_DATE is before the date in the field BIRTHDATE. A student cannot be referred for determining eligibility for special education before birthdates. Please verify the entries in these two fields and correct the error.

	E161
	REFR_DATE IS AFTER REPT_DATE

The entry in the field REFR_DATE is after the date in the field REPT_DATE. If a student is referred after the reporting date, the student may not be part of the data file for the reporting cycle. Please enter correct date(s) or remove the record from the data table.

	E162
	REFR_DATE IS BLANK FOR INFANT

There is no entry in the field REFR_DATE for an infant (age 0–2). Please enter the referral date for the infant or if the BIRTHDATE of the student is incorrect, enter the correct birth date.

	E163
	SOLE_LOW CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SOLE_LOW is not one of the codes on the list under this data field for an infant (age 0–2) who has a low-incidence disability (Hearing Impairment, Deafness, Visual Impairment, Orthopedic Impairment or Deaf-blindness) in the field DISABILIT1. If the entry in the field DISABILIT2 is not “220”, “230”, “250”, “270” or “300”, please leave this field (SOLE_LOW) blank.

	E164
	FEDSET_PRS CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field FEDSET_PRS is not one of the codes on the list under this data field. Please enter correct code. There MUST be an entry in this field for students ages 3–5.

	E165
	FEDSET_PRS CODE IS FOR UNDER AGE 3

There is an entry in the field FEDSET_PRS for a student under age 3. A student must be at least 3 years old to be in a preschool setting. If the student's birth date is in error, correct the birth date or leave the field blank.

	E166
	IN_REGCLS CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field IN_REGCLS is not valid. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E172
	NO SERVICES TABLE 

There is no service data table for a CASEMIS student on file. Please remove the record or correct the error.

	E174
	 Plan_type is either blank or invalid

The entry in the field PLAN_TYPE is not 10, 20, 80, 90 or is not one of the codes listed under the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E181
	INFANT_SET CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in INFANT_SET is an invalid setting code. Please verify the entry and correct the error

	E182
	MHS_ELIGIB CODE IN ERROR

The entry in MHS_ELIGIB is an invalid code. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E183
	MHS_LANG CODE IN ERROR

The entry in MHS_LANG is an invalid code. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E185
	EARLY_INT CODE IS IN ERROR
The entry in the field EARLY_INT is not one of the codes on the list under the field.  Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E186
	REFR_BY IS EMPTY WITH REFR_DATE

There is no entry in the field REFR_BY for a valid REFR_DATE. Please enter REFR_BY for a valid REFR_DATE.

	E187
	REFR_BY CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field REFR_BY is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E188


	PRNT_CSNT BEFORE REFR_DATE OR BIRTHDATE

The entry in the field PRNT_CSNT is before the date in the field REFR_DATE or BIRTHDATE.  Please enter a correct date.

	E189
	INIT_EVAL  BEFORE PRNT_CSNT OR BIRTHDATE

The entry in the field INIT_EVAL is before the date in the field PRNT_CSNT or BIRTHDATE.  Please enter a correct date.

	E190
	INIT_EVAL IS AFTER LAST_IEP

The entry in the field INIT_EVAL is after the date in the field LAST_IEP. Please enter a correct date.

	E191
	DISABILIT2 CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DISABILIT2 is not one of the codes on the list under the field.  Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E192
	DUPLICATE DISABILIT CODE ERROR

Entries in the fields DISABILIT1 and DISABILIT2 have the same code. A disability code may only be used once per student. Please remove one or more of the duplicate codes. Or, if one or more codes is in error please enter correct code(s). 

	E193
	FEDSET_INF CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field FEDSET_INF is not one of the codes on the list under the field for an infant (ages 0–2). There must be an entry for an infant. Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E194
	FEDSET_SCH CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field FEDSET_SCH is not one of the codes on the list under the field for an infant (ages 6–22). There must be an entry for students ages 6–22. Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E195
	DUPLICATE ENTRIES IN FIELDS TRAN_GOAL1-4

Entries in the fields TRAN_GOAL1 to TRAN_GOAL4 have one or more of the same codes. A TRAN_GOAL X code may only be used once per student. Please remove one or more of the duplicate codes. Or, if one or more codes is in error please enter correct code(s).  

	E196
	TRAN_GOAL X CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field TRAN_GOAL X is not one of the codes on the list under the field.  Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E197
	SPEC_TRANS CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SPEC_TRANS is not one of the codes on the list under the field.  Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E198
	GRAD_PLAN CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field GRAD_PLAN is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E200
	NO SERVICES RECORD FOR STUDENT

There is no services record I the SERVICE data table for student.

	E201
	NO STUDENT RECORD FOR SERVICES

A record exists in the Services Data Table (Table B) that has no corresponding student record in the CASEMIS Student Data Table (Table A). For a valid entry in the Services Data Table, there must be a record with the same SELPA_CODE and STUDENT_ID for that student in the CASEMIS Student Data Table. Please verify the data and correct the error.

	E-202
	SERVICE CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SERVICE is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E204
	LOCATION CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field LOCATION is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E205
	FREQUENCY CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field FREQUENCY is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E206
	DURATION CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DURATION is not a valid format. See the field for definition. Please verify the entry and correct the error. This number cannot be less than 10.

	E208
	REPT_DATE IS NOT MM/DD/CCYY

The entry in the field REPT_DATE is not one of the dates for the state reporting requirements, or the field is blank. See Field Detail in Chapter II for correct reporting dates under this field. Enter appropriate date to correct the error.

	E209
	FREQUENCY CODE FOR AGES 0–2 AND MH

The entry in the field FREQUENCY is not one of the codes on the list under the field for an infant (ages 0–2) and Mental Health. There must be an entry for an infant and Mental Health. Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E210
	DURATION ERROR FOR AGES 0–2 and MH

The entry in the field DURATION is not one of the valid entries for the field for an infant (ages 0–2) and Mental Health. There must be an entry for an infant and Mental Health. Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E211
	SERVICE DUPLICATE FOUND SEE: NN

Entries in the SERVICE field records for the same student have one or more of the same codes. A SERVICE code may only be used once per student. Please remove one or more of the duplicate codes. Or, if one or more codes is in error please enter correct code(s).

	E213
	PROVIDER CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field PROVIDER is not one of the codes on the list under the field.  Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E214
	PROVIDER ERROR FOR AGES 0–2 AND MH

The entry in the field PROVIDER is not one of the codes on the list under the field for an infant (ages 0–2) and Mental Health.  There must be an entry for an infant and Mental Health. Please verify the entry, and correct the error.

	E300
	NO STUDENT RECORD FOR DISCIPLINE DATA

A record was found in the Discipline Data Table (Table C) that has no corresponding student record in the CASEMIS Student Data Table (Table A). For an entry in the Discipline Data Table, there MUST be a record with the same SELPA_CODE and STUDENT_ID for that student in the CASEMIS Student Data Table. Please verify the data and correct the error.

	E301
	DSPL_DATE IS BEFORE /AFTER SCHOOL YEAR

The date in the field DSPL_DATE is either before or after the duration of the school year. If the data of the disciplinary action was before the school year or after the school year, the incident shall not be reported in the current year's data table. Please correct the error.

	E302
	DSPL_TYPE CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DSPL_TYPE is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the list and enter the correct code.

	E303
	DSPL_DAYS CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DSPL_DAYS is not a valid code. Please check the entry and correct the error. Note that the number of days cannot be more than 365.

	E304
	DSPL_BY CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DSPL_BY is not a valid code. Please check the entry and correct the error.


	E305
	REASON1 CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field REASON1 is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the list and enter the correct code. Note that this field cannot be left blank.

	E306
	REASON2 CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field REASON2 is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the list and enter the correct code.

	E307
	REASON3 CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field REASON3 is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the list and enter the correct code.

	E308
	DSPL_STAT CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DSPL_STAT is not one of the codes on the list under the field. Please verify the list and enter the correct code.

	E400
	REPT_DATE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field REPT_DATE is not one of the dates for the state reporting requirements, or the field is blank. See Field Detail in Chapter II for correct reporting dates under this field. Enter appropriate date to correct the error.

	E401
	SELPA_CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SELPA_CODE is not one of the codes listed, or the field is blank. Enter the correct four-digit code for your SELPA or SOP.

	E402
	DIST_SERV CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DIST_SERV is not a valid district/site code, or the field is blank. Please verify the entry against the list of districts under this SELPA/SOP and enter the correct seven-digit DIST_SERV code (2-digit county code plus 5-digit district code). You may obtain the correct county-district code from the California Public School Directory.

	E403
	DIST_RESI CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field DIST_RESI is not a valid district/site code, or the field is blank. Please verify the entry against the list of districts under this SELPA/SOP and enter the correct seven-digit DIST_RESI code (2-digit county code plus 5-digit district code). You may obtain the correct county-district code from the California Public School Directory.

	E404
	SCH_CODE CODE IS IN ERROR

	E405
	LAST_NAME IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

The entry in the field LAST_NAME is blank or the name starts with a blank or includes a special character. Enter the correct last name.

	E406
	FIRST_NAME IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

The entry in the field FIRST_NAME is blank or the name starts with a blank or includes a special character. Enter the correct first name.

	E407
	STUDENT_ID IS BLANK

There is no entry in the field STUDENT_ID. This field must contain a student identifier, assigned by the SELPA or SOP.

	E408
	SSN CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SSN (social security number) is not a valid number. The entry must have only numeric data. Please enter correct social security number.

	E409
	BIRTHDATE IS BLANK OR IN ERROR

There are no data in the field BIRTHDATE or the entry in the field is not a valid date. Enter the correct date in this field.

	E410
	GENDER IS NOT M OR F

The entry in the field GENDER is not "M" or "F". Enter correct entry in the field.

	E411
	ETHNICITY CODE IS IN ERROR

The ETHNICITY (1-4) code is not one of those listed under this field. Enter the correct code in this field. ETHNICITY1 is a mandatory field. ETHNICITY (2-4) code is not a valid code. Use a code from the list or if there are not other ethnicities to report, it may be left blank.

	E412
	PST_SECPRG CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field PST_SECPRG is not one the codes listed for that field. Please verify the code and correct the error.

	E413
	PST_SECEMP CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field PST_SECEMP is not one the codes listed for that field. Please verify the code and correct the error

	E414
	SCH_TYPE CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry in the field SCH_TYPE is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E416
	DUPLICATE ETHNICITY CODES

Two or more of the entries in the fields ETHNICITY1-4 have the same code. An ethnicity code may only be used once per student. Please remove one or more of the duplicate codes. Or, if one or more codes are in error, please enter correct code(s).

	E501
	PRNT_CSNT IS EMPTY W/ CURRENT ENTRY_DATE

The field PRNT_CSNT must have an entry. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E502
	INIT_EVAL IS EMPTY W/ CURRENT ENTRY_DATE

The field INIT_EVAL must have an entry. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E503
	REFR_DATE EMPTY W/ CURRENT ENTRY_DATE

The field REFR_DATE must have an entry. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E504
	EMPTY IN_RFRBY WITH IN_RFRDATE ENTRY 

There is no entry in the field IN_RFRBY for an infant (age 0–2). For valid IN_RFRDATE. Please enter the IN_RFRBY for a valid IN_RFRDATE.

	E505
	EMPTY IN_PRNTCST WITH IN_RFRDATE ENTRY 

The field IN_PRNTCST must have an entry with valid IN_RFRDATE entry. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E506
	EMPTY IN_INTEVAL WITH IN_RFRDATE ENTRY 

The field IN_INEVAL must have an entry with valid IN_RFRDATE entry. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E507
	IN_PRNTCST BEFORE IN_RFRDATE OR BIRTHDATE 

The date in the field IN_PRNTCST is before IN_RFRDATE or BIRTHDATE. IN_PRNTCST date cannot be before IN_RFRDATE or BIRTHDATE. Enter correct date(s) in IN_PRNTCST and/or BIRTHDATE field(s).

	E508
	IN_RFRBY CODE IS IN ERROR 

The entry in the field IN_RFRBY is not one of the codes on the list under the field.  Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E509
	IN_RFRDATE IS BEFORE BIRTHDATE 

The entry in the field IN_RFR_DATE is before the date in the field BIRTHDATE. A student cannot be referred for determining eligibility for special education before BIRTHDATE. Please verify the entries in these two fields and correct the error.

	E510
	IN_RFRDATE IS AFTER REPT_DATE 

The entry in the field IN_RFRDATE is after the date in the field REPT_DATE. If an infant is referred after the reporting date, the student may not be part of the data file for the reporting cycle. Please enter correct date(s) or remove the record from the data table.

	E511
	PARTI_CAH CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field PARTI_CAH is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E512
	PARTI_MATH CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field PARTI_MATH is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E513
	PARTI_SCI CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field PARTI_SCI is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error

	E514
	PARTI_ELA CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field PARTI_ELA is not one of the codes listed for the field.

Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E515
	PARTI_HIS CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field PARTI_ELA is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E516
	PARTI_WRTG CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field PARTI_ELA is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E517
	EVLDLAY CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field EVLDLY is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	E518
	TBDDLAY CODE IS IN ERROR

The entry for the field TBDDLY is not one of the codes listed for the field. Please verify the entry and correct the error.


File Verification Warnings

	Warning
	Warning Message and Explanation

	W900
	RESID_STAT CODE IS 71 OR 72

The entry in the field RESID_STAT is "71" (State Hospital) or "72" (Developmental Center) for an LEA. These codes are generally used by the state operated programs and they are not meant for the LEAs, unless there are special circumstances. Make sure it is not an error. Also make sure that the student is not reported by both agencies.

	W901
	RESID_STAT CODE IS NOT 71 OR 72

The entry in the field RESID_STAT is not "71" (State Hospital) or "72" 

(Developmental Center) for corresponding RESID_STAT codes in programs operated by the Department of Developmental Services (DDS). Please verify the entries in these two fields to make sure the codes are correct.

	W902
	RESID_STAT CODE IS NOT 60

The entry in the field RESID_STAT is not "60" for programs operated by the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Division of Juvenile Justice. It is unlikely that the individuals under these institutions have different residential status. Make sure that it is not an error.

	W903
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The entry in the field GRADE is "13" (12+/transition) for age under 17. It is highly unlikely, if not impossible, to be in community college or in a post-secondary program for a student under age 17. Check the GRADE code and the BIRTHDATE to make sure there is no error.

	W904
	GRADE IS GG FOR AGE AA

The student is at least two years younger than the normal age for the reported GRADE. Please check the field(s) BIRTHDATE and/or GRADE to make sure this is not an error.

	W905
	AGE IS AA FOR GRADE INFANT

The age of the student is more than three years while GRADE is "16" 

(Infant). Generally, a student in an infant program is under three years of age. Make sure this is not an error.

	W906
	GRADE IS PRESCHOOL FOR AGE NN

The entry in the field GRADE is "17" (Preschool) for age higher than six years. Normally, the preschool program is for students who are of age group 3–5, although there may be exceptions. Make sure that the BIRTHDATE and GRADE fields have the correct codes.


	W907
	GRADE IS KINDERGARTEN FOR AGE AA

The entry in the field GRADE is "18" (Kindergarten) for age less than four years. Normally the age of a kindergarten student is five years. Make sure this is not an error.

	W909
	LAST_IEP IS OVER ONE YEAR

The entry in the field LAST_IEP is more than one year before the REPT_DATE or more than one year before the EXIT_DATE if there is an entry in the field EXIT_DATE. Please make sure this is not an error.

	W910
	LAST_EVAL IS OVER THREE YEARS

The entry in the field LAST_EVAL is more than three years before the REPT_DATE or more than three years before the EXIT_DATE if there is an entry in the field EXIT_DATE. Please make sure this is not an error.

	W914
	INVALID AGE\GRADE\PLAN_TYPE FOR PARTICIP

The entry in the field PARTICIP is not appropriate for the student’s age and plan type. Please verify the student’s age, plan type, and participation in statewide testing.

	W916
	PRNT_CSNT IS EMPTY W/ CURRENT ENTRY_DATE

There is no entry in the field PRNT_CSNT with a valid current year entry date. There should be an entry for PRNT_CSNT for students who just have entered special education.

	W917
	INIT_EVAL IS EMPTY W/ CURRENT ENTRY_DATE

There is no entry in the field INIT_EVAL with a valid current year entry date.  There should be an entry for INIT_EVAL for students who just have entered special education.

	W918
	REFR_DATE EMPTY W/ CURRENT ENTRY_DATE

There is no entry in the field REFR_DATE with a valid current year entry date. There should be an entry for REFR_DATE for students who just have entered special education.

	W919
	TRAN_GOAL1 EMPTY FOR AGE 15 AND OLDER

There is no entry in the field TRAN_GOAL1 for age 15 and older. There should be an entry for TRAN_GOAL1 for age 15 and older.

	W920
	NO GRAD_PLAN FOR GRADE 8 AND UP

There is no entry in the field GRAD_PLAN for grade 8 and up. Should be an entry for GRAD_PLAN for grade 8 and higher.

	W925
	STUDENT EXISTS IN TABLE A OR ID DUPLICATE

Student with same SELPA_CODE and STUDENT_ID exists in both Table A and Table D. Please verify and correct the error.

	W926
	DISABILIT1 or DISABILIT2 is EMD (281) FOR AGE LESS THAN 3 OR AGE IS GREATER THAN 4

The disability code 281 is only for ages 3 and 4. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	W927
	EXIT RESON PASSED SUNSET DATE

The EXIT_RESON code 82 is valid through December 31, 2007. Please verify the entry and correct the error.

	W928
	PARTI_CAH CODE IS IN ERROR FOR TESTING RANGE 

Student is in testing range. Please verify entry and correct the error.

	W929
	PARTI_MATH CODE IS IN ERROR FOR TESTING RANGE 

Student is in testing range. Please verify entry and correct the error.

	W930
	PARTI_SCI CODE IS IN ERROR FOR TESTING RANGE 

Student is in testing range. Please verify entry and correct the error.

	W931
	PARTI_ELA CODE IS IN ERROR FOR TESTING RANGE 

Student is in testing range. Please verify entry and correct the error.

	W932
	PARTI_HISCODE IS IN ERROR FOR TESTING RANGE 

Student is in testing range. Please verify entry and correct the error.

	W934
	PARTI_WRTG CODE IS IN ERROR FOR TESTING RANGE 

Student is in testing range. Please verify entry and correct the error.

	W935
	EVLDLAY CODE IS MISSING

Student evaluation is beyond the 60-day time line and reason code for delay is missing. Please verify data entries and correct the error.

	W933
	TBDLAY CODE IS MISSING 

Initial IEP is after third birthday and reason code is missing. Please verify data entries and correct the error.


Anomaly Reports

The DE, OSEP and the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) require that states provide explanations of data anomalies by category, if changes are significant. In the CDE effort to provide accurate and quality data and timely response to the OSEP and OIG, CASEMIS software automatically generates reports showing year-to-year comparison of data for districts and SELPAs as a part of the verification process. These reports are designed to assist SELPA directors and staff in identifying potential data anomalies from last year to the current year before sending the data to the CDE. Potential data discrepancies or anomalies are encircled on these reports. The SELPAs shall review these reports prior to sending SELPA data files to the CDE and provide an explanation regarding any encircled data element. In order for SELPAs to be compliant, these explanations must be received by the Department along with the data files and signed certification page.


Calculated by comparison with prior year; must have at least 20 in at least one of the years for comparison purposes.
Test 1: (2007–2006)/2006*100>=100 percent
Test 2: (2007–2006)/2007*100>=100 percent
Test 3: (2007–2006)>=50

Anomaly reports are a required part of the CASEMIS data submission.
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Duplicate Students

Removing Duplicate Students from File – December Report
In order to eliminate reporting the same student by more than one SELPA, the Department will verify the statewide student data file after the submission deadline (December Reporting Cycle only). The verification will be conducted by comparing selected demographic data fields (LAST_NAME, FIRST_NAME, BIRTHDATE, and GENDER) for all students. Reports listing matching students will be sent to the SELPAs involved to examine their file for possible duplication and correction.

It is extremely important that all SELPAs submit their file containing all students by the initial deadline so the department can verify the file for possible duplicate students. An unduplicated count is a mandate under the IDEA. If a single SELPA fails to submit its complete file by the deadline, the department's effort to eliminate duplicate students from the statewide file would be incomplete. In addition, it delays the other SELPAs, who met the time line, from declaring their files as final.
In order to streamline the process of unduplication, the Department will follow the steps listed below:

Step 1:
Following the file submission reporting deadlines, the Department will verify the statewide student data file for possible duplicate report of students. This will be done even if the statewide file does not have data from all SELPAs (see Step 5 below).

Step 2:
A cover letter and report access instructions will be sent by CDE to each SELPA director involved.

Step 3:
SELPAs shall verify the reports showing possible duplicates against their data file and remove students as appropriate. SELPAs will submit a new unduplicated data file to the department within one week or as otherwise directed. SELPAS submitting potential duplicate students during this step must provide documentation describing the methods used for determining the student should be included in their data file.


NOTE: NO new student records may be added during this process.

Step 4:
After the one-week window period the Department will again verify the statewide student data file for duplicates student records from all revised files from Step 3. The Department will determine the disposition of any remaining potential duplicate student records as described in Step 5.

Step 5:
If the verification in Step 4 shows a duplicate student between a SELPA that had failed to submit a revision or meet the initial time line and another SELPA that did meet all time lines, the Department may exercise its authority to unduplicate the file by removing that student from the SELPA that failed to submit a revision or failed to meet the initial time line. If two or more SELPAs resubmit duplicate student records without documentation that they are different students, the Department will remove the students from all SELPAs.

The statewide student data file will then be finalized and a report showing the status and count for all SELPAs will be released. The reporting cycle will then be closed.

Each year, SELPAs are sent a letter to initiate the unduplication process:

To:
Email address:  

From:
Special Education Division

 

Subject:  Password Information for Duplicate Report for December 2007 Data

 

The CDE, Special Education Division (SED) previously sent an email with instructions for downloading and installing the Unduplicated December 2007 Student Data listing program.

  

The following information is necessary for you to access your particular SELPAs un-duplication report:

 

User Name is:     Undup

 

User Password is:  0708

 

SELPA Name:  South Bay Service SELPA

 

SELPA Password: 

 

Please secure this access information. The data contained in these files should be regarded as confidential in nature. As the SELPA Director you should designate who will coordinate the report and which PC the software will be installed. The duplication report software should be installed on a single Windows computer. 

 

The deadline for submitting the corrected data files is Friday, January 25, 2008 (receiving date; not sending date).

Attachment 1:  Report of dispute resolution under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Table 7 for federal reporting.
Table 7
Complaints, Mediations, Resolution Sessions, and Due Process Hearings 2004-05
	Section A: Signed, Written Complaints

	(1) Signed, written complaints total
	1,248

	(1.1) Complaints with reports issued
	958

	(a) Reports with findings
	638

	(b) Reports within time line
	475

	(c) Reports within extended time lines
	24

	(1.2) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed
	260

	(1.3) Complaints pending
	30

	(a) Complaint pending a due process hearing
	0

	Section B: Mediation Requests

	(2) Mediation requests total
	3,730 

	(2.1) Mediations 
	

	(a) Mediations related to due process
	2,146 

	(i) Mediation agreements
	1,819

	(b) Mediations not related to due process
	272 

	(i) Mediation agreements
	219

	(2.2) Mediations not held (including pending)
	185

	Section C: Hearing Requests

	(3) Hearing requests total
	3,306

	(3.1) Resolution sessions
	0

	(a) Settlement agreements
	0

	(3.2) Hearings (fully adjudicated)
	86

	(a) Decisions within time line
	5

	(b) Decisions within extended time line
	81

	(3.3) Resolved without a hearing
	1,938 

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

	(4) Expedited hearing requests total
	143

	(4.1) Resolution sessions
	0

	(a) Settlement agreements
	0

	(4.2) Expedited hearings (fully adjudicated)
	5

	(a) Change of placement ordered
	1


Attachment 2:  Acronyms.
	Acronym
	Full Name

	§
	Section

	ACSE
	Advisory Commission on Special Education

	AMO
	Annual Measurable Objectives

	APR
	Annual Performance Report

	AYP
	Adequate Yearly Progress

	BEST
	Building Effective Schools Together

	CAPA
	California Alternate Performance Assessment

	CASEMIS
	California Special Education Management Information System

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CMA
	California Modified Assessment

	CMM
	Complaints Management and Mediation Unit

	COE
	County Office of Education

	CoP
	Community of Practice

	CST
	California Standards Test

	CTC
	California Commission on Teacher Credentialing

	DE
	U.S. Department of Education

	DR
	Desired Results

	DRDP
	Desired Results Developmental Profile

	DRDP-R
	Desired Results Developmental Profile Revised

	EC
	California Education Code

	ELA
	English Language Arts

	FAPE
	Free Appropriate Public Education

	FEC
	Family Empowerment Centers

	FMTA
	Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance

	GE
	General Education

	HQT
	Highly Qualified Teacher

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IEP
	Individualized Education Program

	IFSP
	Individualized Family Service Plan

	LEA
	Local Educational Agency

	LRE
	Least Restrictive Environment 

	NCCRESt
	National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems

	NCLB
	No Child Left Behind

	NIMAC
	National Instructional Materials Accessibility Center

	NIMAS
	National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard

	OAH
	Office of Administrative Hearing

	OSEP
	Office of Special Education Programs

	PI
	Program Improvement

	PSRS
	Procedural Safeguards and Referral Services

	PTI
	Parent Training and Information Centers

	QAP
	Quality Assurance Process

	ROP
	Regional Occupational Program

	RtI
	Response to Intervention

	SBE
	State Board of Education

	SE
	Special Education

	SEA
	State Education Agency

	SEACO
	Special Education Administrators of County Offices

	SED
	Special Education Division

	SPDG
	State Personnel Development Grant

	SEDRS
	Special Education Desired Results System

	SELPA
	Special Education Local Plan Area

	SESR
	Special Education Self Review

	SPP
	State Performance Plan

	SPPI
	State Performance Plan Indicators

	SSPI
	State Superintendent of Public Instruction

	STAR
	Standardized Testing and Reporting

	USC
	United States Code

	VR
	Verification Reviews

	WIA
	Workforce Investment Act

	WRRC
	Western Regional Resource Center


	Name
	Description

	Westat
	Westat is a trademark name and an employee-owned corporation providing research services to agencies of the U.S. Government, as well as businesses, foundations, and state and local governments. Westat is also a national research company which works under contract for federal agencies worldwide, the District of Columbia, government-owned corporations, and the U.S. Postal Service. http://www.westat.com/index.cfm
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