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From the Bureau of Special Education

BRIEF FROM THE CHIEF

Every September with children’s return to school, the goal of every parent,
teacher and administrator is high expectations and enthusiasm for each
child’s growth and achievement. Ensuring that children’s IEPs have been rea-
sonably designed for attaining educational benefit is of importance to every-
one. Over the course of this year the Bureau will be providing heightened
support to districts to achieve this end for students with disabilities.

With improved academic achievement continuing to be one of the Commis-
sioner’s top priorities for the state, the Bureau of Special Education, in collabo-
ration with other colleagues in the Department, SERC, the RESC’s and institu-
tions of higher education, will be providing professional development to sup-
port school personnel in attaining high academic performance for all students,
including students with disabilities. Specific efforts will also be focused on
monitoring of district’s policies, procedures, practices and data related to the
achievement of students with disabilities. The tools used to conduct these in-
vestigations will be available to all districts in future Bureau Bulletins.

Opportunities for professional development and other avenues for support

will be identified as well. Keep alert for these resources that can assist in im-

proving results for students with disabilities. Pay particular attention to the
SERC offerings for October on achievement of stu-
dents with disabilities. Trainings are being held

that may be of particular interest for districts and
buildings that did not meet AYP for students with
disabilities. We wish you continued success in
2008-09!

- Anne Louise Thompson

Mark Your Calendars...

e Early Childhood Outcomes: Timely Due
Date—November 1, 2008

e Early Childhood Outcomes: Accurate Due
Date—November 15, 2008

e ED 166: Accurate Due Date—October 3,
2008

At the end of the day in Hartford...
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Mohawk Mountain Magic —Fall
approaches Connecticut.
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We look forward to your feedback as the Bureau Bulletin is intended to assist you. We aim for this tool to
support ongoing collaborative efforts directed toward ensuring each child with a disability receives an indi

vidualized, appropriate educational program.—Anne Louise Thompson, Bureau Chief

Connecticut State Department of Education
Division of Family and Student Support Services

THE BUREAU BULLETIN
September 2008, Volume 1, (2)


http://ctserc.org/

Page 2

THE BUREAU BULLETIN
Featured Story: Back to School Event

With over 200 in attendance, there was a strong turnout

for the Fifth Annual CSDE Back-to-School Meeting on

September 15, 2008. The Marriott Hotel in Farmington

was filled with personnel from public and approved pri-

vate agencies responsible for providing a free, appropri-

ate public education to students with disabilities across

Connecticut. Other attendees included representatives

from the Special Education Advisory Council (SAC), the

Connecticut Council of Administrators of Special Educa-

tion (ConnCASE), the Comprehensive System of Person-

nel Development (CSPD) Council and the Connecticut

Parent Advocacy Center (CPAC). The Bureau of Special

Education (BSE) hosted the event to introduce the BSE Fifth Annual Back-to-School Meeting in Farmington.
staff and share information regarding regulation changes, ~ Photo by SERC. Photo by Thomas Jones.
policy updates, data collection deadlines, and resources

available to those in attendance. The agenda included the latest on the Early Childhood Outcomes,
District Determinations, Focused Monitoring, IEP Amendments, the Modified Assessment System,
and recent Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities legislation. This edition of The Bureau Bulle-
tin features highlights from the Back-to -School meeting with electronic links to presentations made
by CSDE staff. Chief Anne Louise Thompson from the BSE kicked off the event noting that Connecti-
cut is nationally recognized for its work in special education due largely to

the efforts occurring within its local education agencies (LEAs).

Ms. Thompson encouraged continued excellence despite challenges in tough
economic times. She assured attendees that the role of the BSE is to be of ser-
vice in addition to ensuring compliance with federal and state regulations;
turther she stated that the BSE would be seeking ways to strengthen this
partnership. Ms. Thompson alerted attendees to some of the changes cur-
rently under consideration such as a decreasing
BSE physical presence in districts while increas-

ing the use of technology to support initiatives Tom Badway from the BSE

emceed the event. Photo by
(namely teleconferencing). She cautioned the ~ Thomas Jones.

audience not to fall into the pattern of merely

“waiting for the storm to pass” in this era of accountability and time of
change; she shared her vision for the State to concentrate more on
“learning to dance in the rain” rather than waiting for the storm to pass.
The meeting ended at noon with BSE staff facilitating small group break
out sessions with attendees.

Back to Inside this Issue

Stay tuned via The Bureau Bulletin and the CSDE website for multiple opportunities to engage state-

wide in strengthening partnerships! We appreciate your involvement.

Connecticut State Department of Education THE BUREAU BULLETIN
Division of Family and Student Support Services September 2008, Volume 1, (2)



Page 3

THE BUREAU BULLETIN

Federal Focus: IDEA-Policies and Procedures

National Accountability Conference Highlights

In late August, representatives from the Connecticut State Department of Education
(CSDE), SAC, ConnCASE, and CPAC attended the National Accountability Confer-
ence (NAC) in Baltimore, an event sponsored by the U.S. Department’s Office of
Special Education Programs (OSEP). Attendees participated in sessions on IDEA
2004 that concentrated on improving results and compliance through the SPP/APR.
Several presenters from the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), Regional
Technical Assistance and Dissemination Centers, and invited state representatives
shared policies, practices, and procedures concerning CEIS (see article below), State
Performance Plan Indicators and improvement activities, state monitoring systems,
aligning the APR to NCLB and other federal mandates, and data-based decision-
making. The overarching message to states was to develop compliance systems that
were more assistance driven, outcomes based, and integrated with other state initiatives. Additionally, OSEP
addressed State Determinations and enforcement actions based on determinations. OSEP reported on na-
tional findings resulting from Part B and Part C indicator information submitted annually. Although there
were no states in “needs substantial intervention” this year or in three consecutive years as “needs interven-
tion”, there were 25 states under Part B and 17 states under Part C in their second consecutive year as “needs
assistance”. For the first time, OSEP determined Connecticut was found in need of assistance in implement-
ing the requirements of IDEA. A determination table containing OSEP’s responses across indicators was pro-

vided to the State. For more information, contact Dana Corriveau by emailing
dana.corriveau@ct.gov. Back to Inside this Issue

CEIS: The Latest Acronym Unveiled

Coordinated early intervening services (CEIS) are intended for students who have not been identified as
students with disabilities under the Individuals with Disabilities

Education Act (IDEA) but who are determined to need additional

academic and behavioral supports to succeed in general education.

CEIS has a particular emphasis on students in kindergarten

through grade three. The IDEA 2004 contains a new provision, 20

U.S.C. 1413 (f), which permits local educational agencies (LEAs) to

use up to 15% of their Part B funds for any fiscal year to develop

and implement CEIS to address significant disproportionality. Ad-

ditionally, the IDEA 2004 requires the LEA to reserve 15% of Part B

funds for CEIS when it has been determined by the State to be a

district with significant disproportionality. Presentations made at

the NAC included guidance on administration and improvement activities. Education consultant, Brian
Cunnane, is the BSE contact for CEIS and can address questions concerning expectations outlined by
OSEP. Readers can also access the Bulletin archives for the Summer 2008 article on disproportionality by
Dr. Nancy Cappello of the CSDE. For more information on CEIS, e-mail Brian Cunnane at
brian.cunnane@ct.gov. CEIS—it’s not just another acronym...it’s the law!

Back to Inside this Issue
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Federal Focus: IDEA-Policies and Procedures

Response to Intervention

The National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE) is respon-
sible for Project Forum, a federally funded project that focuses on researching and
communicating special education policy issues. Project Forum released a policy brief
outlining changes that 49 states have made (as of March 2008) in making eligibility
determinations with classifications of learning disabled (LD). The IDEA 2004 allows
states to use student progress data that show a student’s “responsiveness to interven-
tion” instead of the “severe discrepancy model” to classify students as learning dis-
abled. The severe discrepancy model — which compares the student’s IQ test perform-
ance with achievement scores — has been used by IEP teams for over 15 years without
a solid research-base showing its efficacy. The NASDSE brief highlights changes and

lists several RTI web resources which may be of interest to Bulletin readers.

Back to Inside this Issue
General Supervision: Findings

OSEP requires each state to have a system of General Supervision, which includes a set of integrated moni-
toring and enforcement activities leading to findings of noncompliance with IDEA 2004. In Connecticut,
monitoring includes activities leading to a decision of compliance such as focused monitoring, dispute reso-
lutions, approved private programs, Annual Performance Report (APR) and P.J. determinations, redirection
of funds, fiscal verification, State Performance Plan (SPP) indicators, and others. OSEP has provided clarifi-
cation regarding identification and correction of noncompliance.

A finding is written notification from the State to a local educational agency (LEA) or early intervention ser-
vices (EIS) program that contains the State’s conclusion that the LEA or EIS program is in noncompliance,
and that includes the citation of the statute or regulation and a description of the quantitative and/or quali-
tative data supporting the State’s conclusion that there is noncompliance with that statute or regulation. Re-
gardless of the specific level of noncompliance, if the State finds noncompliance, it must notify the LEA or
EIS program in writing of the noncompliance, and of the requirement that the noncompliance be corrected
as soon as possible, and in no case more than one year after the State’s identification. While the State may
determine the specific nature of the required corrective action, the State
must ensure that any level of noncompliance is corrected in no case later
than one year after the State's identification.

A state General Supervision system depends on timely and accurate data
collections, many of which are featured in the 2008-09 Timely & Accurate
Data Collection calendar. District participation is critical to complying with
the law and building a foundation of credible data for making decisions re-
garding SPP performance. For information regarding Connecticut’s system
of General Supervision, contact Jacqui Kelleher by e-mailing: jacque-
line.kelleher@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue
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LRE

The P.J. ET AL vs. the State of Connecticut , Board of Education, ET AL Settlement

Agreement resulted in five goals that the BSE tracks as part of compliance monitor-

ing under General Supervision. Goals include:

e Regular class placement

e Time with nondisabled peers

e Home school placement

e Extracurricular activities

e Disparate identification

District notification of compliance with the five goals outlined in the P.J. et al. Settlement Agreement were
sent in the same packet as the district APR determinations and can be found in Appendix B. For more infor-
mation on P.J. and the determinations, contact Mike Smith by e-mailing michael.s.smith@ct.gov or visit the
State website for the P] Class Action Suit.

Back to Inside this Issue

Legal/Due Process
IEP Changes

There are several proposed changes to the individualized educa-
tion program (IEP) form concerning transition planning. BSE con-
sultant, Gail Mangs, presented the latest updates in IEP amend-
ments concerning these areas at the Fifth Annual Back-to-School
meeting. Changes focus primarily on specific transition planning
changes will become effective for all IEPs released on or after Oc-
tober 1, 2009. Gail is available to take your comments and feed-
back as well as to clarify reasons behind the proposal. Please e-
mail Gail at gail. mangs@ct.gov or by phone: 860-713-6938. Addi-
tionally, Dr. Patricia Anderson of the BSE works with districts and
programs regarding transition services. Please refer to the Secon-

Gail Mangs addresses the Back-to-School dary Transition section of the Bulletin.
meeting audience. Photo by Thomas Jones.

Back to Inside this Issue

Approved Private Special Education Program

Connecticut works with a number of approved private special education programs each year as part of its
monitoring responsibilities. In this section Donna Cambria presents highlights from 2007-08 and a glimpse
of what is to come in 2008-09 for those seeking and needing to maintain approval. Readers can download a
copy of schools approved as of July 2008 and contact Donna by e-mailing donna.cambria@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue
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Speech & Language Guidelines Available

Updated Guidelines for Speech and Language Programs are now available on the BSE
website. The State Department of Education (SDE) offers these guidelines to help
school districts determine which children are eligible for speech and language ser-
vices under the provisions of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. This
document addresses critical issues and recent research in the areas of assessment
and identification, and builds on the philosophy and procedures described in the
CSDE 1993 Guidelines for Speech and Language Programs. Updated Related Forms
will soon be available on line. Please contact Colleen Hayles at 860-713-6922 with

any questions.

Proposed Revisions to the LD Guidelines

According to the IDEA 2004, each state must adopt criteria for determining whether a child has a specific
learning disability that may: Prohibit the use of a severe discrepancy between intellectual ability and achievement
for determining whether a child has a specific learning disability (SLD); not require the use of a severe discrepancy
between intellectual ability and achievement for determining SLD; and, permit the use of a process that determines
if the child responds to scientific, research-based intervention as a part of the evaluation procedures.

Learn more about Connecticut’s LD Guidelines from the recent Back-to-School presentation. Please ad-
dress additional questions to: Perri Murdica at perri.murdica@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue

Secondary Transition

Updates & Changes

In order to comply with the changes in secondary transition required of districts under the IDEA 2006 regula-

tions, the Bureau has proposed some revisions to two pages of the current IEP forms. These pages, 6 & 7 re-

spectively, involve transition planning and writing transition goals and objectives. For a preview of the first

DRAFT of these pages, see the IEP Changes power point presentation that was delivered at the September

15th Back-to-School Meeting. The revised forms should be available by the end of the fall and will be required

for all student IEPs from that point forward. For further questions about these revisions, contact: Dr. Patricia
Anderson at 860-713-6923 or patricia.anderson@ct.gov.

Secondary Transition is a rapidly changing process. In order for all district personnel
to keep abreast of the most current assessment and instructional materials, profes-
sional development, and revisions in practices and procedures, the Bureau uses a
Transition Contact Person email dissemination list to circulate information in a timely
fashion. Please review the attached list to make sure that there is at least one person
from each district on the dissemination list and that all contact information is accu-

rate. Email Dr. Patricia Anderson patricia.anderson@ct.gov with any additions or changes to contact informa-

tion provided on the 2008-09 Transition Contact Person list. Back to Inside this Issue
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State Performance Plan

Indicators? APR?

The District Annual Performance Reports (APRs), which include 2006-07 data and determinations, have been
mailed. To understand how district determinations were made as well as to
consider possible enforcement actions, please refer to Appendix A in the mail-
ing or contact the BSE. District APRs and determinations for 2007-08 data will
be mailed in winter 2009. There will be an online module which includes a
voice narrative and closed captioning to walk through the State Performance
Plan and Annual Performance Report, as well as understanding your District
Annual Performance Report and the determination that was made. This mod-
ule will be on the SPP website. The Bureau has been highlighting the require-
ment for timely and accurate data. There is a timely and accurate calendar,
with definitions, on the SPP website in addition to SPP requirements for the
February 2009 submission. Parents in thirty districts will be surveyed this
year as part of the Indicator 8 data collection. The survey is confidential and

Dana Corriveau explains the Dis-  non-identifiable. Please encourage parents and families who receive the sur-

trict APR to the audience. Photo by vey to complete and return it. The presentation given by Dana Corriveau at
Thomas Jones.

the Back to School meeting will also be posted on the Bureau website. Please
contact Dana Corriveau by e-mailing dana.corriveau@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue

Focused Monitoring

The Department is moving towards investigating the area of "academic achievement"
for students with disabilities for the 2008-09 cycle. The Focused Monitoring Steering
Committee will be convening twice in the fall to provide further guidance around per-
tinent areas of the investigation and to review data. Districts will be notified in mid-
October of their status for focused monitoring. Visits will be occurring in the winter
and spring of 2009. Stay tuned for more details. Dana Corriveau will be coordinating
work with the Focused Monitoring Steering Committee, districts selected for focused
monitoring, and compliance monitoring for the Key Performance Indicators.

Assessment

Special education teachers and other members of a child’s PPT team should be very familiar with the spe-
cific eligibility criteria for choosing students to take the Skills Checklist and the new CMT/CAPT Modified
Assessment System (MAS). The Bureau of Student Assessment cautions administrators to not put limits on
how many students should be allowed to take the Skills Checklist and the new CMT/CAPT MAS based on
eligibility criteria. Additionally, the staff in Assessment are alerting assessment coordinators to all the new
paperwork involved with the CMT/CAPT MAS including the IEP page 9a, new ac-
commodation pages and new CMT/CAPT MAS eligibility registration/ question-
naire. To review the recent presentation at the Back to School meeting click here. For
more information, please contact Janet Stuck (janet.stuck@ct.gov) or Joe Amenta

(joseph.amenta@ct.gov) in Assessment, or Mike Smith (michael.s.smith@ct.gov) in
Special Education.

Back to Inside this Issue
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State Performance Plan

Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities Legislation

Over the summer, Governor Rell Signed Special Act No. 08-5: An Act Concerning the
Teaching of Children with Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities. The Act re-
quires the Commissioners of Education, Higher Education, and Developmental Ser-
vices in partnership with the President of Southern Connecticut State University to
develop a state plan. The plan must address the incorporation of teaching methods
into teacher preparation programs, certification, and school personnel training. The
Commissioners designated a core group of professionals to study the needs of the
State in these areas. This feasibility study group has been requesting input from the
public to further understand various perspectives and opinions with respect to
training needs specific to this population of learners.

Schools, parents, advocacy groups, statewide organizations, and others have re-
ceived notices inviting the public to participate on a state survey and/or at one of
the public meetings throughout the month of October. Please note that a public .

. ) R Jacqueline Kelleher de-
meeting date was added in the Hartford area on October 29th. The public will re-  s¢ribes ways to be involved
ceive an e-mail on or after October 1, 2008 with an electronic link to access a survey _ with
regarding the training needs of school personnel and other providers educating Special Act 08-5. Photo by

. . . I Thomas Jones.
students with an autism spectrum disorder or other developmental disability. The
survey is also posted on the SERC website. All interested members of the public are encouraged to submit
opinions regarding these issues. Information will be used to frame a state plan due February 2009 to the Gen-

eral Assembly. For more information, contact Dr. Jacqueline Kelleher by e-mail at jacqueline.kelleher@ct.gov.

Back to Inside this Issue

Indicator 11: Evaluation Timelines

The determinations are out! Indicator 11 has become an area of concern given the high number of districts
out of compliance with the 100% target established by the federal government. The BSE seeks to identify
root causes for noncompliance and plans to work with stakeholder groups to study trends and practices.
Indicator 11, commonly referred to as the Evaluation Timelines indicator, is a measure in the SPP used to
monitor the percent of children with parental consent to evaluate who were evaluated and received an eli-
gibility determination within 45 school days. The summer 2008 data collection of 2007-08 cases submitted
by districts yielded compliance percentages ranging from 70-100%.

Please watch the Bulletin for updates on a statewide plan for addressing issues
emerging as district justifications are analyzed and investigated. The BSE has
assigned Dr. Jacqueline Kelleher to manage this Indicator and work with dis-
tricts on corrective actions and identifying resources to improve performance.
Additional guidance is available on our website under the header Topic
Briefs. Dr. Kelleher can be reached by e-mail to address questions and con-
cerns.

Back to Inside this Issue
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Early Childhood Outcomes

School districts have an obligation to collect and report on children’s developmen-
tal and functional progress using the Brigance IED-II to collect entry and exit in-

formation on every child with an IEP in the preschool grade. That collection and

reporting of information is known as the Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) re-
quirement. Districts were reminded of their obligation for this data collection at
the Bureau of Special Education’s Back to School Meeting. That power point is
attached. The 2008-09 year will be a high stakes year in the collection and report-
ing of ECO data. The information submitted by school districts in 2008-09 will
ultimately be used to establish a state baseline and targets for which school dis-

tricts will annually be held accountable through their Annual Performance Re-
port. Districts seeking support, training and/or technical assistance on their fidel-
ity of implementation, including the timely and accurate reporting can contact

Maria Synodi at maria.synodi@ct.gov.

Bureau Happenings

Staff Directory & Bulletin Communication

Back to Inside this Issue

The BSE is pleased to provide the districts with a photographic staff directory of all staff personnel em-
ployed by or affiliated with the BSE. Along with the listing, readers will find the title, telephone number,
e-mail address and a brief description of duties assigned to each person. The description area has been
color-coded according to staffing by different bureaus on various statewide projects. Additionally, the
BSE continues to pilot an online newsletter, The Bureau Bulletin. In each issue, articles will contain the

name and contact information for staff with primary duties in a particular area.

Due Dates & Deadlines—Coming soon!

Back to Inside this Issue

This section will feature a monthly calendar of federal and state reporting/data collection deadlines and related

trainings!

Resources & Opportunities
SEDAC Training

Districts sent representatives to the September SEDAC trainings presented by the
Bureau of Data Collection, Research, and Evaluation. Participants were able to
review some of the new changes to the system detailed in the SEDAC presenta-
tion. Participants received the SEDAC handbook. Please contact Laura Guerrera
by phone 860-713-6898 with questions about future trainings or with regards to
either the handbook or presentation materials.

More Resources & Opportunities page 9

Connecticut State Department of Education
Division of Family and Student Support Services
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DDS Guidance

Providing appropriate transition services for students with
Intellectual Disabilities can be a complex task. The Depart-
ment of Developmental Services - DDS (formerly the De-
partment of Mental Retardation) has written a two-page
brief to assist districts, students and families better under-
stand how to negotiate the DDS system to receive assis-

http://idea.ed.gov

http://www.studentprogress.org

tance in transition planning and arranging for future adult

. . . . http://www.tacommunities.org/
services. Questions about this process can be directed to the ' :

DDS Transition Coordinators in each region .

Assistive Technology: Laptop Loan

The Connecticut Tech Act Project, funded by the US Department of Education under the Assistive Tech-
nology Act of 1998, is operated by the Bureau of Rehabilitation Services, Department of Social Services.
The Tech Act Project’s mission is to increase independence and improve the lives of individuals with dis-
abilities through increased access to Assistive Technology for work, school and community living. The

Register now for the state- | Project helps individuals with disabilities of all ages and all disabilities, as well
wide 13th Annual Confer- | as family members, employers, educators and other professionals have access to
ence for Paraprofessional: | Assistive Technology devices and services. In partnership with Southern Con-
“Making Connections that | necticut State University’s Center for Adaptive Technology, the Tech Act Project
Count” - Perri Murdica | initiated the Computer Assistive Technology Loan Program, to help CT elemen-
can resporu% toany ques- | tary, middle and high schools have access to loans of laptop computers equipped
tions regardmg thfe C(?nferl' with adaptive software for students with disabilities to try out or use. For more
erce and paraprotessionat | i formation about this program and other activities offered by the Tech Act Pro-
resources by e-mail: . .

. ; ject go to: http://www.cttechact.com/, or contact Arlene Lugo, Tech Act Project
perri.murdica@ct.gov. .

Coordinator at 860-424-4881.

Back to Inside this Issue

Missed the Fifth Annual Back to
School Meeting? You might

Nondiscrimination Statement have missed the 2008-09 SERC

Professional Development
Booklet. Check out the SERC
website for PD happenings!

The State of Connecticut Department of Education is com-
mitted to a policy of equal opportunity/affirmative action
for all qualified persons and does not discriminate in any
employment practice, education program, or educational
activity on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, dis-
ability, age, religion or any other basis prohibited by Con-
necticut state and/or federal nondiscrimination laws. In-

this document do not

quiries regarding the Department of Education’s nondis- .

crimination policies should be directed to the Affirmative i he public domain. Readers may
Action Administrator, State of Connecticut Department of ibute a PDF version of this and
Education, 25 Industrial Park Road, Middletown, CT i going to the CSDE
06457-1543, 860-807-2071. ‘.
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Federally Required Early Childhood
Outcome (ECO) Reporting

States must measure children’s
developmental & functional progress in:

1. positive social-emotional skills
(including social relationships)

2. acquisition and use of knowledge and
skills (including early
language/communication and early
literacy development)

3. using appropriate behaviors to meet
their needs






State Selected Instrument

Brigance I1ED-I11






Connecticut and ECO

o BRIGANCE® IED-II used to collect
data for children with disabilities
entering and exiting the grade

preschool

o 2 points of data collections:

oPoint 1 —
special ec

oPoint 2 —

ore-test - entry to
ucation

nost-test — prior to exit





Who will be assessed?

All preschool
children with
|IEPS

Yes- including
“speech only”
students

There are no
child exceptions
for a particular
disability

No exceptions for
English Language
Learners






Who will conduct the

assessment ?

o The
earl
will
and

T
C

child’s primary

y childhood provider
collect the entry
exit data

Nis may be the
nild’s early

C

P
P

nildhood special

education teacher or
speech-language

athologist if he/she
rovides the child’s

IEP services/program





When must the assessment be
administered?

o Entry data will be
collected within the first
4 weeks that the child
begins receiving their
special education and
related services

o Exit data is collected
within 10 weeks prior to = |
exit for those children
exiting special education '
and/or exiting the grade
preschool prior to .
entering kKindergarten






ECO - Good News

Only selected sub-tests
of the Brigance IED-II
Not the entire assessment instrument!






What Happens If a Child Cannot
Perform Any Skill on a Sub-Test?

“Alternate Sub-Tests”

O In order to obtain iInformation on a
child’s developmental and functional
skills,

o alternate Sub-Tests are available Iin the
Sub-Test domains of (a) acquisition
and use of knowledge and skills and (b)
action to meet needs.





Two Big Data Needs

o Highest Item In Sub-Test
Successfully Mastered (number
of item before the discontinue)

o Number of Missed Items Up to
The Highest Item Mastered





ECO & Data Reporting

o Web-based data collection application

o Data application is open year-round —

o In November, the CSDE will extract
Information for 2007-08 to include In
the State Performance Plan
(SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
to OSEP

o 2008-09 school data will establish our
state’s baseline and targets





O

ECO and the SPP/APR

Timely data

o Accurate data

O
O
O

Data must include everyone
Reminder — It’ll be on the APR Iin 2010

Don’t forget to tell us the students who
suddenly leave — exit information
provides for children who suddenly
leave






ECO — Create an Infrastructure

o Mechanism to track your students —
who comes In, leaves

o Who has assigned responsibilities for
administration of assessment and who
makes sure that happens in
accordance with assessment
timelines?

o Is assessment information clearly
marked — Is there a system for data
entry? Ensuring accuracy?






Resources

o List of all Required Sub-Tests and
Alternate Sub-Tests

o Alignments and Crosswalk Brigance
PCF and PAF

o Question and Answer Document
(September 2008)

o Step-by-Step Directions for ECO Web-
Based Data Entry — customer-friendly
data entry consultants






ECO Web Resources

urriculum Associates (publishers of the
Brigance IED-I1)

http://www.curriculumassociates.com

Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO
Center)

http://www.fpg.unc.edu/—ECO

Early Childhood Outcomes Center Crosswalk

http://www.fpg.unc.edu/—eco/crosswalks.cfm




http://www.curriculumassociates.com/

http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~ECO

http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~eco/crosswalks.cfm



For Training, Technical Assistance and
Support Contact:

ACES: Cindy o EASTCONN: Mary Jo
Smernoff Chretien
(203) 498-6867 (860) 455-0707

csmernoff@aces.org  mchretien@eastconn.org

o CES: Christine Peck , | EARN: Catherine O’Brien
(203) 365-8842 Tracey Lamothe

pesckc@ces.klz.ct.u (860) 434-4800

o CREC: Lisa Wheeler co’brien@learn.kl12.ct.us
(860) 524-4059 mplamothe@comcast.net

lwheeler@crec.org




mailto:mchretien@eastconn.org

mailto:mplamothe@comcast.net



For ECO Data Entry Guidance Contact:

John Watson
State Department of Education
165 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106
(860) 713-6899
john.watson@ct.gov




mailto:john.watson@ct.gov



For ECO Policy and Procedure
Guidance Contact:

Maria Synodi
State Department of Education
165 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106
(860) 713-6941
maria.synodi@ct.gov

Backto Bulletin



mailto:maria.synodi@ct.gov
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Back to Bulletin





		Early Childhood Outcomes�(ECO)

		�Federally Required Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) Reporting

		State Selected Instrument

		Connecticut and ECO

		Who will be assessed?

		Who will conduct the assessment ?  

		When must the assessment be administered? 

		ECO - Good News

		What Happens If a Child Cannot Perform Any Skill on a Sub-Test?

		Two Big Data Needs

		ECO & Data Reporting

		ECO and the SPP/APR

		ECO – Create an Infrastructure

		Resources

		ECO Web Resources

		For Training, Technical Assistance and Support Contact:

		For ECO Data Entry Guidance Contact:

		For ECO Policy and Procedure Guidance Contact:
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SPP/APRs at Work!

Return to Bureau

Ruth Ryder
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August 26, 2008
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What are OSEP and States
~ doing to improve performance?

d Focusing on improvement activities

d Linking work processes to the
SPP/APR

d Using the data
1 Working with LEAS/EIS Programs

? - _| RUNML Al ALEL
U.S. Office of Special
Education Programs NATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY CONFERENCE





OSEP:
Focus on Improvement Activities

TA Analysis Categories
d Improve data collection and reporting

d Improve systems administration and
monitoring

d Build systems and infrastructures of technical
assistance and support

d Provide technical assistance/training/
professional development
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(Continued)

Clarify/examine/develop policies and
procedures

Program development
Collaboration/coordination
Evaluation

Increase/adjust FTE
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What do we know?

d The most frequently used
Improvement activity Is

1 Provide technical assistance/
training/professional development

d Followed closely by

d Improve data collection and reporting
(Part B)

d Improve systems administration and
monitoring

C ) - N
that GrTTe G
>

U.S. Office of Special
ducation Program





Have you...

d Evaluated your improvement

activities? (NCRRC Improvement Activity Review
Form)

J Considered connections between
iIndicators

 Considered using the TA Analysis
categories In looking at improvement
activities? (washington State Example)

v”"““q'\‘*\‘
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that
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North Central

North Gentral Reginnal Resourse Genter

SPP/APR Improvement Activity Review Form

The intent of the SPP/APR Innprovement Activity Rieview Form is to provide a means by which 5PPIAPR improvement ac-
fivities can be assessed using a “gualty” scale. This form showld not be considered as any type of “fomal” assessment—
rather, it is simply a tool developed to stirmulate thinking and discussion among state personngl responsible for developing
or mplementing improvernent activites. Cualty desenptions used for fis form generaly represent a formalizafion of basic
“Who,” “What," “Where,” *How.” and “When" concepts, along with ofher considerafions related to development of improwve-
ment acivities that cdearly and effectively convey intent.  This form is intended fo broadly assess quality of improvement
acivities, since for any given SPPIAPR results or compliance ndicator, there can be multiple improvernent activities lsted.

As indicated by the shaded amows, quality of mprovement activiies is
assessed on & continuous dmension—irom High Qualty to Low Qual
ity. As a general or "global” assessmeant of improvement activilies un-
der each indicator, the rating categones—ranging from Mo Ravisions
Mesded o Consider Starting Cwver—can be used io assess overal
qualty. In addificn. to help kesp frack of the status of specific im-
proverment activites, a "Comments About Specfic Improvement Activi-

Some: iesision Needed Exensies Rzviziom Nesded

o R sions Mesded et Thr?

ties” section has been included to reference specific improvemeant ac-
fivities m need of revision and review in the futurs.

Indizator Mumber: Indicator Type: O FartB FanC

Diate: Review Team Members:

Orverall Rating of Improvement Activities for Indicasor

1. Daia are valid and reliable.

High Quality Low Queaiy .

There is confidence 1he data on which mprovement There i unoertainty aboul whether improvement

actiiities wil be hased are imely, acouraie, and likety L aCivides can be acouraiEy maasured with the cumendy

0 prosduce consisien resuls aualable data. Cannot K=l whether progress o sippage
has accumed

Stardard= for EPP Improiement Srebsgies—1
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OSEP:
Linking Work Processes

d Indicators used to select States for
verification and focused monitoring

J TA visits to States that are low-
performing

d Analysis of constituent calls and
correspondence by SPP indicator

J Guidance documents tied to
problematic areas in SPP/APR

c 7N
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d Grant award special conditions tied to
APR review and determinations

d OSEP-funded TA aligned to indicators

d OSEP-funded TA centers collaborating
with OESE Comprehensive Centers






J Policies,

g Procedures, ag
(e Effectiveiy\
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Presenter�

Presentation Notes�

Think about the connections among all parts of the system.  The connections make the WHOLE greater than the Sum of the Parts.



1st Click  Data inform the state performance Plan and report on Targets.



2nd Click  The SPP and Stakeholders leads to integrated focused monitoring



3rd Click  Monitoring based on state policies and procedures



4th Click  Monitoring findings of noncompliance lead to correction and improvement.  Think about ALL the connections that are part of your state’s system of general supervision.



5th  Click  There are so many possible connections that make up a state’s system of general supervision.  But all these connections and the system of general supervision have an important purpose.



6th Click�





€
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Have you...

d Examined your work processes to see

which are alighed with the SPP/APR

d Aligned your monitoring to local

performance on indicators

d Analyzed information from databases,

complaints and hearings in relation to SPP
Indicators

d Used the “Big 8” document to evaluate your

general supervision system

v""““"\‘*\‘
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OSEP:
Using the Data

d Analysis of State’s APR/SPP data (Indicator
Analysis Documents)

d Selecting States for verification visits

d Collaboration with DAC — valid and reliable
data, how to analyze the data, how to
present the data

d Working with TA providers and researchers
to analyze the data, think through root
causes, and identify strategies to address
problems
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Edit  Wiew Fawvorites Tools  Help

: Displa
AINEARd| Profile . b Boise Independs (001) :;a y
1in as District
Boise Independent District #001
District Characteristics 2006-07 Eihnicity
Fall Enrollinent 2006-07 25,374 Bace Male Female  Total
Hrenizer i el ol (s ) a0 White 5264% 3026% £390%
Special Edueation:

Black 142% 062% 204%

Special Edueation Students 2202 ) ) . . .
BT et T S 782 At LI 228 W2
th 1 _ :H.'i.g]'l. R.E-'SII'I.I.I'CBS & Im,.,. NBBI].S Mat. Bmer. 0.31 % 0.10 % 0.41 %
Aisian 062% 041% 103%
Pac. Islnder 003% 003% 006%
Other 021% 003% 024%
Totdl  66.24% 33.73% 99.97%

State Performance Plan (SPP) Goals

¥ Target will be set after haseline is estahlished.

= Gl
ek on o+ to get more details and to view the trend charts S R y iom. s mot reperted fir P .

indicates Tlet Target' and '@ indicates ‘Target Mot Iet'

i Indicator 1: Graduation Rate Ll i Indicator 2: Dropout Rate 10 L Indicator 3: ISAT Statewide L Idicator 4: Suspensions and
. - Aszessment Expulsions
T 1 District T 1 Distrct
;;?f 77 112;33 2&;%? 4 ;;nﬂ,. | Target | District Was the district discrepant from other
u A8V ks & & Ilade & VP for SWD districts in its rate of suspension and
Reading Ves Mo @ explsions for more than 10 days?
Idathernatics | Yes | Ho @ e Dlstr?ﬂt
B ISAT ) e iy Mo @
Biriicinatisnn - " [7-62%
IZ. ISAT Proficiency Hate
Feading 53% |61.7% @
athematics | 48% | 5500, @
L Indicator 5: LRE Ages 6-21 L Indicator 6: Early Childhood LRE L Indicator 7: EC Ouicomes L Indicator 8: Parent Involvement
Target | District Target Diistrict Target District Reporting not recpaired this year.
& Rermorred = ’ # 1E 65 & . Social-emotional
= 4 o . 0 a .
o ==Y, |55.82% Lxils #
B Bemoved= | - .| B Erowledze and N
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:é i: IPEPARTAMEMT F FPLIBRLIC

NEW WISCOMSIN PROMISE

A CUALITY EDUCATION

FOf EVERY CHILD

Special Education
District Profile
Appleton Area Sch Dist j
|2005-2006 |
&5 Prine [P Bxic

idicator 1: Graduation |

|| Local || Ntate || Target |
‘ercent of students with disabities graduating from high school with a regular Q0.770% 21,40 % At or abowe B0.60%
iploma
lata Sonrce: Indridual Student Exvollrent Systern (ISES), School Performance Report (5PR) |
idicator 2: Dropout |

|| Local || State || Target |
ercent of students with disabilities dropping out of grades 7-12 I 0.257% I 213 % | Atorbelow209% |
tata Sonrce: Indrddual Student Ervollment Syster (ISES) |
idicator 3: Assessment |

| Local | | |
L District met the state's Adequate Yeatly Progress (AYE) objectives Ves

for students wath dizabilities in Eeading






Discipline Rates by Race
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Have you...

d Developed methods to present the data in a
manner that is “user friendly”

d Made sure your local programs understand
their data and the consequences of low-
performing on indicators

d Used the “Investigative Questions” on the
SPP/APR Calendar to get to root causes for
poor performance
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Edit

View  Favorites

Tools  Help

Investigative Questions for Part C, Indicators 5/6

1. Does the Lead Agency have policies, procedures, and guidance for implementing the new requirements of the IDEA 20047

2. What monitoring protocals is the Lead Agency using to ensure campliance with the all IDEA child find and public awareness
reguirements [inclusive of the IDEA 2004)7

3. Towhat extent has the State evaluated the effectiveness of its child find system to locate and identify infants and
toddlers whao may be eligible for early intervention? The State could analyze data from:

1.

[ g IR N PR T N |

Public awareness activities, including interagency coordination,

Cutreach programs in the community targeting underserved populations;

Community-based screening programs, including interagency collaboration;

Risk Registries such as newborn hearing screening programs and birth defects surveillance programs;

High- ar At- Risk Tracking Programs [examples: High Risk Tracking systemns, Maternal and Child Health High Risk
Tracking Systerns, and MICU tracking); and

Families who are enrolled in Part © to obtain their satisfaction and evaluation of their experiences with the public
awareness, referral and enrollment processes in the State,

4. Towhat extent has the State evaluated the effectiveness of its responsibilities to ensure primary referral sources make
appropriate referrals to Part C? The State could analyze data from:

1.
2.

3,
4,
5.

The Central Directary, single point of entry systems, and information and referral systems;

Primary referral sources such as physicians, hospital staff, parents, child care, and child welfare agencies, e.g.
appropriate referrals from all primary referral sources,

Health care planning such as hospital discharge plans, continuity of care plans, and medical home,

Physician training such as resident training programs; and

other training and technical assistance activities, including interagency collabaratar

5. Towhat extent is the Lead Agency utilizing relevant data to analyze trends, and draw comparisons and conclusions
regarding its child find and referral systerns? An analysis could include:

1.

Trends of children referred to Part © and found ineligible in comparison to effectiveness, clarity, and
appropriateness of the child find and referral system, e.g., primary referral sources understand who they should
refer:

Trends in staffing patterns, shortages and turnover rates of personnel involved in the early identification of voung
children, such as service coordinators and specialists;

Comparisons of Part C utilization rates and ather wvoluntary social service programs in the State;

Comparisons of family retention rates, e.g., families that are hard to reach versus families that remain in the
praograrn;

Trends in eligibility determinations throughout the State and its impact on early identification, e.g., wariance in
how multidisciplinary teams respond to referrals for children with established conditions and/or developmental

Adalayes:
l_ l_ l_ 4 Internet
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Investigative Questions for Part B, Indicator 16

These gquestions are intended to help states begin to examine problems in the timely completion of written State Complaints.
While these questions focus mostly on the written State Complaints process, lasting solutions and the capacity of families and
schools to reach effective agreements and to deal with conflict early requires a broader framework, CADRE®S approach o
technical assistance and improvement is systemic - focusing on all dispute resolution areas and emphasizing early resolution and
conflict management processes,

System Oversight and Management

s Who oversees/manages the complaint system? How?
s How is the State’s complaint system linked to other dispute resolution [DR) options in the State?
o How are complaint findings, etc., linked to the State’s general supervision process?

Complaints Process

s How does a parent get to the point of filing? [Cther DR options? dodel forms? Repeat filings?)

s How are Statefschool-parent communications managed during the investigatorny process (e.g., form letters to speedsease
cormrmunications, specified contact points, early resolution period)?

o How do vou manage timeline extensions?

s ‘What is the State’s process for reviewing draft reports and obtaining approval to issue the final decision?

s How are the State’s written complaint reports communicated (e.g., to the complainant, to local educational agency
(LEA)S provider, published on web, inwhat form, redacted display, summaries of issues)?

¢ How much time does a typical complaint take from filing to completion of report?

s [o the State’s complaint procedures include an appeals process? If so, how does the State manage that process?

s ‘What mechanism is in place to ensure that corrective action required as a result of a complaint investigation is
implemented?

Complaint Investigators and Support

s ‘Who conducts investigations [e.g., State Educational Agency [SEA) staff, contracted personnel, contracted arganization)?

s How specialized are inwestigators (e.g., complaints specialists v, staff with other duties, former school administrators,
attorneys)?

o How many complaints are investigated per investigator per yvear?

s ‘What training/TA support is available to investigators? What administrative support?

s ‘What mechanisms are in place to support investigators in working through complex issues that could potentially delay






OSEP:
Working with States

d Collaborating with TA providers to
support States

d SPP/APR Planning Calendar
d OSEP TA Workgroup

d Monthly TA calls
1 Verification and TA visiIts

d Conferences, regional meetings, State
meetings

? MRUNNE JUANEY
U.S. Office of Special
Education Programs NATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY CONFERENCE






In working with local programs,
have you...

d Helped them understand the IDEA
2004 SPP/APR process, including the
Federal to State and State to local
connections

1 Made sure the SPP/APR materials are
easy to find on your website

@t Crrarie LG Tt
U.S. Office of Special MARUNEE, - WUANEE
Education Programs NATIONAL ACCOUNTAWIITY CONFEREACH
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Making the Connection

=>» Purpose
The purpose of this section is to provide participants with an overview of the local
improvement planning process that will be implemented in Missouri and how it
relates to the provisions of IDEA 2004

=» Outcomes

+  Participants will understand the levels of accountability for IDEA 2004.

* Participants will understand the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual
Performance Report (APR) requirements.

+ Participants will be able to identify the State targets of the Missoun SPP. =

Key Terms
APR FAPE
IDEA 2004 LRE
LEA OSEP -
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Presenter�

Presentation Notes�

Example of a training module used in Missouri for improvement planning.  The module makes the connections between federal and state mandates and local responsibilities related to improvement – specifically the SPP/APR�
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Missouri Improvement Planning Process

Why Is It Important to Understand the SPP/APR?

If there is any one point to understand when making the federal, State, and local
connection with IDEA 2004, it is this - the State is required to provide annual
information with regard to reporting to the public on the progress or slippage in
meeting “measurable and rigorous targets,” including the performance of each local
educational agency (LEA) located in the State on the SPP targets. What this means is
that the State is responsible for reporting its progress on the SPP to the public,
including each—which means every—LEA In the State.

It could be argued that the “link” between federal, State, and local systems of
accountability was somewhat “fuzzy” in the past - this is no longer the case. Under
IDEA 2004, accountability for results is explicit and interdependent. This means that
everyone has to understand what the “rules” are and what needs to be dong to show
that infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities and their families are being
provided with their entitiements under the law and in doing s0, are improving results.
In this case, the “rules” are the Indicators of the SPP/APR.

What is equally important to understand is that there is really nothing “new” in terms
of the issues that persons in the field of special education have been facing for years.
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Presenter�

Presentation Notes�

Takes the “abstract” of federal and state policy and breaks it down into usable pieces for LEAs.  Great example of making meaning of a task in order to improve implementation and outcomes.�





Virginia:

Visualizing the overlap in preparation,

June 07 July 07 August 07 September 07 October 07 November 07
Public Report: #2 | Local
determination
based on # 2
Prepare final data Receive data # 3 Continue to Workgroups Workgroups
instructions for # receive data # 3 analyze data for # | continue to
3 MSRRC trains 3 and prepares analyze data for #
workgroup recommendations | 3 and prepare
coordinators for new targets recommendations
and activities for new targets
Identify and activities
workgroup Rank LEAs for
members, set targeted assistance
dates and based on data for
locations for #3
workgroup
meetings
Prepare Supts Conduct regional Provide TAon#4 | Provide TA on #4
Memo for # 4 meetings on # 4 data collection as | data collection as
requested requested
IDEAs D
that Work )
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Presenter�

Presentation Notes�

Each color is a particular year’s APR. The numbers are the number of the APR, e.g., second APR, third APR, fourth APR, etc.

What is possibly unique about this version is that it clearly shows the overlap in the preparation, development, implementation, or other activities (like local determinations) across APR years.



--explanation provided by Rich Lewis�





July

August

Vermont:
A Linear Look

Vermont SPP/APR Planning Calendar 2008-09

2008 Schedule monthly team meetings to review progress.

Collect data from 14 LEAs selected for desk reviews, due July 15t,

Indicators 9 & 10: Letters notifying LEAs if they have disproportioanality and need to review local policies and
procedures.

Plan FM visits and compile data.

Analyze compliance indicator data for all LEAs (Indicators 9, 10, 11, and 13).

Compile compliance report.

Gather due process data for 2007-08 from Legal Division (complaints, due process hearings, resolution sessions, and
mediations, Indicators 16,17,18,19 and General Supervision Indicator 15 that addresses findings and corrective actions.)

Develop training plan for FM Team Members, in collaboration with VVPIC.

National Accountability Conference/OSEP Leadership Conference- Baltimore

ECO early childhood outcomes conference-Baltimore

Meet with (3) LEAs selected for Focused Monitoring. (Could be a group meeting.)

Begin analysis of data for Indicators 1-20 (August — November). Draft sections for each indicator. Dave Phillips
coordinates this overall effort. Compare to 618 tables.

Indicator 14: Conduct post secondary survey wrap-up.

Send CAP reminder for next benchmark date.

U.S. Office nfSpcciul

Education Programs

COMMLOKT] [ i |
NATIONAL ACCOUNTARBILITY CONFERENCI
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Type a question For help
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x

A Sample Integrated Timetable
for 2007-2008 APR Development and
Part C General Supervision/fMonitoring Activities*

Finalize ‘07-08 SPP/APR and
initiate stakeholder and internal
approval processes

_

Analyze Monitoring and other
data; prepare ‘07-°08 SPPIAPR
Indicators 1, 7-14

r . -
SUBMIT 618 DATA FOR ‘08-'09
APR
r r

Evaluate SPPAPR process,
Improvement Activities and
General Superdsion
toolsiprocedures

X
Quarterly Activities

Review data entry for accuracy;
request data clarification

Prepare guarterhy data report

Review data to determine trends
and TA needs

Provide TA
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Review Corrective Action
Plan (CAP) progress and
CAP tracking log
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"
Report program performance
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SPPIAPR Indicators 2, 5 & 6

L3 LY

Reaview/update
policies and procedures,
monitoring tools and process

-
= L L |

ar ™ Quarterly Activities

Review data entry for accuracy;
request data clarification

Prepare guarterhy data report

Review data to determine trends
and TA needs

Provide TA

Conduct on-site monit oring visits

Review/approve new CAPs

Review SPP/APR progress on
improvement actnities
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A Sample Integrated Timetable
For 2007-2008 APR Development and
Part B General Supervision/Monitoring Activities®

Finalize ‘07-08 SPP/APR and
initiate stakeholder and
internal approval processes

e— 4
SuemiT 618 Dot FoOR “08-09 APR

Analyze data; prepare ‘07-‘08
SPP/APR Indicators 1,2,3,44,
16-19, & 20

Guarterly Activities

Review data entry for accuracy;
request data clarification
Frepare guarterly data report

Review data to detemmnine
trends & TA needs

Frovide TA

Conduct on-site maonitaring
wisits

Reviewlapprove new CAPS

Review SPFAFRE progress an
improvement activities

Submit ‘07-‘08 SPP/APR and post

SUeMTE18 CHILD CounTDATA FOR
‘08-°09 APR

Report LEAS® performance to
public

Analyze ‘07-°08 data; prepare

Evaluate SPPAPR process & SPP/APR Indicators 5,6,9, & 10

mprovement Activities 8 General
Supenvision tools/proceduras

Analyze data for indicator 12

Ciuarterly Activities

Review data entry for accuracy;
request data clarification

Frepare quarterly data report

Feview data to detennine trends
ETAneeds

Frovide TA

Conduct on-site monitoring visits

Revieswiapprove new CAFPs

Feview SPFPIAPRE progress on

improvement activities
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Review Corrective Action
Flan (CAP) progress and
CAF tracking log

Track timely and accurate
submizsion of required
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& process
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May

GQuarterly Activities

Feview data entry for accuracy;
reguest data clarification

Frepare quarterly data repaort

Feview data to detemmnine trends
&ETANneeds

Frovide TA

Conduct on-gite monitaring visits

Feviewiapprove new CAPS

Review SPRIAPRE progress on

improvement activities

Make status determinations for

each LEA
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Improvement Activities Analysis Categories

. Improve data collection and reporting— improve the accuracy of data collection and
school district/service agency accountability via technical assistance, public
reporting/dissemination, or collaboration across other data reporting systems.
Developing or connecting data systems.

. Improve systems administration and monitoring — refine/revise monitoring systems,
including continuous improvement and focused monitoring. Improve systems
administration.

. Build systems and infrastructures of technical assistance and support — develop
Statewide or regional infrastructures to maximize resources.

. Provide technical assistance/training/professional development — provide technical
assistance and/or training/professional development to State, LEAs and/or service
agencies, families and/or other stakeholders on effective practices and model programs,
etc.

. Clarify /examine/develop policies and procedures — clarify, examine, and or develop
policies or procedures related to the indicator.

Program development — develop/fund new regional/statewide initiatives.
. Collaboration/coordination — Collaborate/coordinate with families/agencies/initiative.

. Evaluation - conduct internal/external evaluation of improvement processes and
outcomes.

Increase/Adjust FTE — Add or re-assign FTE at State level. Assist with the recruitment
and retention of LEA and service agency staff.
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Washington State Improvement Activities

Improvement Activity Tables

Each indicator section contained within the body of this report provides a detailed description of
improvement activities relating to that indicator, presented in table format. Each activity is color-coded
depending on whether the activity is completed, continuing, revised, or new, as shown below:

light pink Completed
light orange Continuing

light blue Revised
light green New

The tables also include a reference to the improvement category for each activity, as described in the

APR Checklist: Part B State Annual Performance Report. The improvement categories are:

A. Improving data collection and reporting
B. Improving systems administration and monitoring
C. Providing training/professional development
D. Providing technical assistance
E. Clarifying/developing policies and procedures
F. Program development
G. Collaboration/coordination
H. Evaluation
I. Increasing/adjusting FTE
J. Other
Improvement Ao NE— Person(s)
Category Improvement Activity Timeline(s) Responsible Status
& Resource(s)
A. Improving Develop and implement online post-school January— August State Needs
data survey system for 2006-2007. 15, 2007 Project: Center
collection and for Chaﬁge in
reporting e Revise current survey for use online, Completed by Transition
and obtain feedback from OSPI special | August 1, 2007 Services staff _
education staff. OSPI special ’ Th|§ was a new
e Launch online survey system on the August 15, 2007 education staff | 2ctvity. All steps
Center for Change in Transition were completed as
website: http://www.seattleu.edu/ccts/post- Resources: indicated.
school survey.asp _ OSPI and
e School districts have the option of Annua] data CCTS staff
using the online post-school survey to collections, 2006- time. CCTS
collect their indicator 14 data beginning | 07 through 2010-11 webéite

in the 2006-07 school year.

Develop online survey training activities.

Develop a series of training videos
related to the online post-school
survey, including how to access,
complete, and manage the online
survey system.

Post the training videos on the Center
for Change in Transition website for
district use:
http://www.seattleu.edu/ccts/training.asp

September-
October, 2007

September 1 —
October 15, 2007

By October 31,
2007, available to
districts through
2010-11

State Needs
Project: Center
for Change in
Transition
Services staff,
OSPI special
education staff

Resources:
OSPI and
CCTS staff
time, CCTS
website

This was a new
activity. All steps
were completed as
indicated.




http://www.seattleu.edu/ccts/post-school_survey.asp

http://www.seattleu.edu/ccts/post-school_survey.asp

http://www.seattleu.edu/ccts/training.asp



Improvement

Person(s)

C Improvement Activity Timeline(s) Responsible Status
ategory
& Resource(s)
B. Improving Secondary transition, including post-school Ongoing, 2005-06
systems outcomes, is a priority focus of the program through 2010-11

administration
and

review process, including district self-
evaluation, data reviews, district self-study,

school years

monitoring and onsite visits.
e Conduct data reviews and implement Sept. — Jan., each
district self-evaluations to be year, 2008 through
completed by district and reviewed by 2011
OSPI program review team.
e Select districts for self-study, based on | Jan/Feb of each
risk factors for this indicator as year, 2008 through
identified through data reviews/self- 2011
evaluations.
e Train selected districts on how to February of each This was a revised
conduct self-study. year, 2008 through | OSPI Program | activity that began
2011 Review Team | with the monitoring
pilot in FFY 2005
Resources: and FFY 2006, and
e Districts complete self-studies. March — June of Staff time, was revised for
each year, 2008 travel FFY 2007 as
through 2011 (self- | expenses, indicated.
3Oth)
e OSPI program review team reviews June — August of
district self-studies. each year, 2008
through 2011
o Select districts for on-site visits August of each
focusing on this indicator based on year, 2008 through
self-study reviews. 2011
S viaite i October — March,
. ;ggﬁcligt on-site visits in selected 2008 through 2011
e Issue final reports, including any Afte(; V'?'t(‘;’ azrgos
required corrective actions relating to ::r?rr(])uu% 20’11
this indicator. 9
C. Providing Develop and regionally disseminate a 2007-2008 school
training/ comprehensive procedural compliance year, and available

professional
development

training module, focusing on several areas,
including secondary transition and post-
school decision making. This module is
aligned to the National Secondary Transition
Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC)
standards.
e Develop the training module, including
a Power Point with speaker notes,
selection and analysis of sample IEPs
and evaluations, overview and
instructions for use, and module index.
e Revise training module based on
feedback from OSPI special education
staff, including the State Director of
Special Education, and the Committee
of Practitioners.
e Conduct regional trainings to provide
special education directors with an

to districts through
2010-11

September —
November 2007

November 2007 —
February 2008

April — May 2008

OSPI Program
Review
Coordinator

Resources:
OSPI
personnel
time, travel
expenses,
Power Point
software, prior
monitoring

This was a new
activity. The first
step was
completed as
indicated, the
second step is
currently in
process, and the
remaining steps will
be completed in
2008.






Person(s)

Img;?;/geg:;nt Improvement Activity Timeline(s) Responsible Status
& Resource(s)
overview of the module, its documentation
components, and its intended use. and OSPI
e Announce the module in the OSPI By May 2008 website
special education monthly bulletin and
place the module on the OSPI website.
Continue to provide technical assistance and | 2007-08 program
training to districts through a State Needs year through 2010-
Project (currently the Center for Change in 11
Transition Services).
e Renew grant with the Center for State Needs
Change as one of the State Needs August 16, 2007 Project: Center
Grants. for Change in
e Conduct quarterly meetings between Transition This was a
State Needs Project staff and OSPI Quarterly, 2007-08 | Services staff, | continuing activity
staff to discuss activities, analyze data, | school year, OSPI special that was in place
and evaluate progress. through 2010-11 education staff | for FFY 2005 and
school year FFY 2006, and will

e Provide technical assistance and Resources: continue for FFY
training to school districts relating to Ongoing, 2007-08 | OSPI and 2007 as indicated.
secondary transition as determined through 2010-11 CCTS staff
necessary through quarterly meetings school years time, travel
described above. Trainings include expenses
topics such as conducting the post-
school surveys/interviews, indicator 14
requirements, and utilizing the online
survey system.

Develop and disseminate a Graduation IEP September —

Resource Guidebook to provide guidance to October 2007,

IEP teams on making decisions relating to available to districts

post-school outcomes for students with through 2010-11 OSPI Senior

disabilities.

Policy Advisor

e Develop the Guidebook. September — .
October 2007 Resources: Thl_s was a new
activity. All steps
. : OSPI
o Make the Guidebook available to By October 2007, | orsonnel were completed.
districts and the general public through | available to districts | e ogp)
OSPI's website at the following through 2010-11 website
address:
http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirement
s/pubdocs/GraduationlEPResourceGuidebook
-pdf
Develop and disseminate a Graduation September —
Decisions Pamphlet, to provide a reference October 2007,
guide to IEP teams when making post-school | available to districts
decisions for students with disabilities. through 2010-11
OSPI special

e Develop and review the Pamphlet.

e Make the Pamphlet available to
districts and the general public through
OSPI's website at the following
address:

http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirement
s/pubdocs/GraduationDecisionsSpecialEducat
ion.pdf

September —
October 2007

By October 2007,
available to districts
through 2010-11

education staff
This was a new

Resources: activity. All steps
OSPI were completed.
personnel

time, OSPI

website

Return to Bureau Bulletin




http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirements/pubdocs/GraduationIEPResourceGuidebook.pdf

http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirements/pubdocs/GraduationIEPResourceGuidebook.pdf

http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirements/pubdocs/GraduationIEPResourceGuidebook.pdf

http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirements/pubdocs/GraduationDecisionsSpecialEducation.pdf

http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirements/pubdocs/GraduationDecisionsSpecialEducation.pdf

http://www.k12.wa.us/GraduationRequirements/pubdocs/GraduationDecisionsSpecialEducation.pdf
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Returnto FederalFocus

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

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

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 77.2%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 73.5%.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 69%.

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008,
progress data from FFY 2005 as well as data
from FFY 2006. The State provided the
required data.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to
improve performance.

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

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 2.8%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 3.8%.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 5.3%.

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008,
progress data from FFY 2005 as well as FFY
2006. The State provided the required data.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to
improve performance.

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

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

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 38.7%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 35%.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 37.5%.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to
improve performance.

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

B. Participation rate for children

with IEPs in a regular assessment
with no accommodations; regular
assessment with accommodations;

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are:

AsSess FFY | FFY FFY FFY FFY FFY
ment 2005| 2006 | 2006 2005 2006 | 2006
Data| Data | Target | Data Data | Target
Reading Math

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, data
reflecting all required measurements for
Indicator 3B. The State provided the required
data.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut

Page 1 of 12
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

alternate assessment against grade
level standards; alternate assessment
against alternate achievement
standards.

[Results Indicator]

98.4%
95.0%

98.5% [ 96% | 98.7%
91.9% [ 96% | 94.5%

98.9%
93.9%

96%
96%

CMT
CAPT

These data represent progress in part and slippage in part from the FFY 2005
data.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 96% for reading and math for the CMT
assessment, but did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 96% for reading and math
for the CAPT assessment.

improve performance and looks forward to
the State’s data demonstrating improvement
in performance in the FFY 2007 APR, due
February 1, 2009.

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

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

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are:

Assess FFY | FFY | FFY | FFY FFY FFY

ment 2005 | 2006 | 2006 | 2005 2006 2006

Data | Data [Target] Data Data | Target
Reading Math

CMT | 29.4% |28.8%]| 68% | 38.8% | 40.8% | 74%

CAPT| 34.1% [45.9%| 72% | 33.7% | 32.2% | 69%

These data represent progress in reading for the CMT and CAPT assessments,
and for math for the CAPT assessment from the FFY 2005 data. These data
represent slippage in math from the CAPT assessment from the FFY 2005
data.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 targets.

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008,
data reflecting all required measurements for
Indicator 3C. The State provided the required
data.

OSEP looks forward to the State’s data
demonstrating improvement in performance
in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009.

4. Rates of suspension and
expulsion:

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

[Results Indicator]

The State revised the targets and improvement activities for this indicator in
its SPP and OSEP accepts those revisions.

These data are not valid or reliable because the State did not provide data for
FFY 2006. Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether there was progress
or slippage or whether the State met its target.

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response required the State to include in the
FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, data
from FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 on the percent
of districts identified by the State as having a
significant discrepancy in the rates of
suspensions and expulsions of children with
disabilities for greater than 10 days in a
school year. The State provided data for FFY
2005, but did not provide data for FFY 2006.

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut

Page 2 of 12






Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

The State was also required to describe in its
FFY 2006 APR, the review and if appropriate,
revision of policies, procedures, and practices
relating to the development and
implementation of 1EPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards to ensure compliance
with the IDEA for: the LEAs identified as
having significant discrepancies based on data
from FFY 2005 that the State was required to
report in the FFY 2005 APR; and the LEAs
identified as having significant discrepancies
in the FFY 2006 APR.

With respect to the LEASs identified with
having a significant discrepancy in the rates
of suspensions and expulsions of children
with disabilities for greater than ten days in a
school year for FFY 2005, the districts
completed a review of policies, procedures,
and practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards to ensure compliance
with the IDEA, but the State was unable to
provide information related to any revision of
policies, procedures and practices because
LEA reporting of the status of this process is
ongoing through the end of the 2007-2008
school year. Accordingly, the State did not
report on the correction of noncompliance
with the requirements in 34 CFR §8300.111,
300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311 for
LEA:s identified with significant discrepancies
for FFY 2005.

The State must demonstrate in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, that any
noncompliance with the requirements in 34

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

CFR §8300.111, 300.201, and 300.301
through 300.311 was corrected for LEAS
identified with significant discrepancies for
FFY 2005.

The State did not submit valid and reliable
data for FFY 2006. This constitutes
noncompliance with the requirements of 34
CFR 8300.170(b). The State must provide the
required data, including a description of the
review and, if appropriate, revision of
policies, procedures, and practices relating to
the development and implementation of IEPs,
the use of positive behavioral interventions
and supports, and procedural safeguards to
ensure compliance with the IDEA for any
LEAs identified for FFY 2006 with having a
significant discrepancy in the rates of
suspensions and expulsions of children with
disabilities for greater than ten days in a
school year, and whether any noncompliance
identified with 34 CFR §8300.111, 300.201,
and 300.301 through 300.311 was corrected.
For districts identified with significant
discrepancies based on FFY 2005 data whose
policies and procedures were reviewed
consistent with 34 CFR §300.170(b) and that
were also identified with significant
discrepancies based on FFY 2006 data, the
subsequent review, at a minimum, must
include whether there have been changes to
the policies and procedures since the last
review; if so, whether those changes comply
with requirements regarding the development
and implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and
supports, and procedural safeguards; and
whether practices in these areas continue to

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and

. Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues OSEP Analysis/Next Steps
Indicators

comply with applicable requirements.
In reporting on this indicator in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State must
also describe the results of the State’s
examination of data from FFY 2007 (2007-
2008).

4. Rates of suspension and Reporting on Indicator 4B was not required for the FFY 2006 APR.

expulsion:

B. Percent of districts identified by

the State as having a significant

discrepancy in the rates of

suspensions and expulsions of

greater than 10 days in a school year

of children with disabilities by race

and ethnicity.

[Results Indicator]

5. Percent of children with IEPs The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to

aged 6 through 21.: OSEP accepts those revisions. improve performance and looks forward to

, C ) the State’s data demonstrating improvement
A. Removed from r.egular class less | The State’s reported data for this indicator are: in performance in the FFY 2007 APR, due
than 21% of the day;
FEY FFY FEY February 1, 2009.
B. Removed from regular class 2005 2006 2006

0 .
greater than 60% of the day; or Data Data Target

C. Served in public or private A. Removed from regular class less
separate schools, residential than 21% of the day. g 65.2% | 68.3% | 65%

placements, or homebound or
hospital placements.

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

C. Served in public or private separate
schools, residential placements, or 6.7% 6.9% 5.8%
homebound or hospital placements.

7.7% 6.2% 9.0%

[Results Indicator]

However, the State’s FFY 2006 data under IDEA section 618 for this indicator
are 66.9% for S5A.

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table Connecticut Page 5 of 12






Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

These data represent progress for 5A and 5B and slippage for 5C from the

FFY 2005 data.

The State met its FFY 2006 targets for 5A and 5B and did not meet its target

for 5C.

6. Percent of preschool children
with 1EPs who received special
education and related services in
settings with typically developing
peers (i.e., early childhood settings,
home, and part-time early
childhood/part-time early childhood
special education settings).

[Results Indicator]

Reporting on Indicator 6 was not required for the FFY 2006 APR.

7. Percent of preschool children
with IEPs who demonstrate
improved:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to
meet their needs.

[Results Indicator]

The State’s FFY 2006 reported progress data for this indicator are:

06-07 Preschool Outcome
Progress Data

Social
Emotional

Knowledge
& Skills

Appropriate
Behavior

functioning at a level comparable to
same-aged peers.

a. % of preschoolers who did not 1.5% 76% 76%
improve functioning.

b. % of preschoolers who improved but | 2.67% | 1.15% | 1.15%
not sufficient to move nearer to

functioning comparable to same-aged

peers.

c. % of preschoolers who improvedtoa | 12.21% | 14.12% | 19.47%
level nearer to same-aged peers but did

not reach it.

d. % of preschoolers who improved 43.51% | 20.23% | 20.99%
functioning to reach a level comparable

to same-aged peers.

e. % of preschoolers who maintained 40.08% | 63.74% | 57.63%

The State reported the required progress data
and improvement activities. The State must
provide progress data with the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009; and baseling,
data, and targets with the FFY 2008 APR, due
February 1, 2010.

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut

Page 6 of 12






Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

The State provided improvement activities for this indicator covering the
remaining years of the SPP.

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

[Results Indicator]

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 87%. These data
remain unchanged from the FFY 2005 data of 87%.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 87%.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to
improve performance.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the baseline for this indicator in its SPP and OSEP accepts
those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 0%. These data
remain unchanged from the revised FFY 2005 data of 0%.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 0%.

The State reported the actual number of districts determined in FFY 2005 and
FFY 2006 to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups
in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate
identification.

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008,
baseline data from FFY 2005 and information
demonstrating that it has examined data for
FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 for both
overrepresentation and underrepresentation of
racial and ethnic groups in special education
and related services. The State provided the
required data.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts regarding
this indicator.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the baseline for this indicator in its SPP and OSEP accepts
those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 2.4%. These data
remain unchanged from the FFY 2005 data of 2.4%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 0%.

The State reported the actual number of districts determined in FFY 2005 and
FFY 2006 to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups
in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate
identification.

The State reported that two of three findings of noncompliance identified in

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008,
data from FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 for this
indicator. The State was also required to
clarify that it examines data, at a minimum,
for the six disability categories in determining
whether there is disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories that is the result
of inappropriate identification. The State
provided the required data and information.

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

FFY 2005 related to this indicator were corrected in a timely manner.

The State reported that noncompliance
identified in FFY 2005 with the requirements
in 34 CFR §8300.173, 300.111, 300.201, and
300.301 through 300.311 was partially
corrected. The State must demonstrate, in the
FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, that
the uncorrected noncompliance was corrected.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and
looks forward to reviewing data in the FFY
2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, that
demonstrate that the State has in effect
policies and procedures as required by 34
CFR 8300.173, and that the LEAs identified
in FFY 2006 as having disproportionate
representation of racial or ethnic groups in
specific disability categories that was the
result of inappropriate identification are in
compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR
§8300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through
300.311.

In the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009,
the State must describe its determinations of
whether the LEAs identified as having
disproportionate representation of racial or
ethnic groups in specific disability categories
that was the result of inappropriate
identification based on FFY 2006 data are in
compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR
§8300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through
300.311. For districts identified as having
disproportionate representation of racial or
ethnic groups in specific disability categories
that was the result of inappropriate
identification based on FFY 2005 data, that
were reviewed for compliance with the
requirements of 34 CFR 88300.111, 300.201
and 300.301 through 300.311, and that were

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

also identified as having disproportionate
representation that was the result of
inappropriate identification based on FFY
2006 data, the subsequent review, at a
minimum, must include whether there have
been changes to the policies and procedures
since the last review; and, if so, whether those
changes comply with requirements of 34 CFR
§8300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through
300.311; and a review of the district's
practices for compliance with these
requirements.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 91.9%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 87.5%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

The State reported that 13 of 13 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY
2005 related to this indicator were corrected in a timely manner.

The State reported that noncompliance
identified in FFY 2005 with the timely
evaluations requirements in 34 CFR
8300.301(c)(1) was corrected in a timely
manner.

The State must review its improvement
activities and revise them, if appropriate, to
ensure they will enable the State to provide
data in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1,
2009, demonstrating that the State is in
compliance with the timely evaluation
requirements in 34 CFR §300.301(c)(1),
including reporting correction of the
noncompliance identified in the FFY 2006
APR.

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.

[Compliance Indicator]

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 99.5%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 97.4%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

The State reported that all findings of nhoncompliance identified in FFY 2005
related to this indicator were corrected in a timely manner.

The State reported that noncompliance
identified in FFY 2005 with early childhood
transition requirements in 34 CFR
8300.124(b) was corrected in a timely
manner.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and
looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State’s data

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

demonstrating that it is in compliance with the
early childhood transition requirements in 34
CFR 8300.124(b), including reporting
correction of the noncompliance identified in
the FFY 2006 APR.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 99%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 97.8%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

The State reported that 12 of 12 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY
2005 related to this indicator were corrected in a timely manner.

OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR
response table required the State to include in
the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008,
FFY 2006 data on the percent of youth aged
16 and above with IEPs that include
coordinated, measurable annual IEP goals
and transition services that are reasonably
designed to enable the student to reach the
postsecondary goals. The State provided the
required data.

The State reported that noncompliance
identified in FFY 2005 with the secondary
transition requirements in 34 CFR
§300.320(b) was corrected in a timely
manner.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and
looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State’s data
demonstrating that it is in compliance with the
secondary transition requirements in 34 CFR
8300.320(b), including reporting correction of
the noncompliance identified in the FFY 2006
APR.

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

The State provided baseline data, targets and improvement activities for this
indicator in its SPP and OSEP accepts the SPP for this indicator.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported baseline data for this indicator are 81.1%.

OSEP looks forward to reviewing the State’s
data in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1,
20009.

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

[Results Indicator]

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 97.6%. These data
represent slippage from the FFY 2005 data of 99.5%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

The State reported that 82 of 84 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY
2005 were corrected in a timely manner. For the uncorrected noncompliance,
the State reported program specific follow up activities.

The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, that the State has
corrected the remaining noncompliance
identified in Indicator 15 from FFY 2005.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and
looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State’s data
demonstrating that the State timely corrected
noncompliance identified in FFY 2006 (2006-
2007) under this indicator in accordance with
20 U.S.C. 1232d(b)(3)(E) and 34 CFR
88300.149 and 300.600.

In addition, in responding to Indicators 4, 10,
11, 12, and 13, the State must specifically
identify and address the noncompliance
identified in this table under those indicators.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 99%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 98.9%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and
looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2007
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State’s data
demonstrating that it is in compliance with the
timely complaint resolution requirements in
34 CFR 8300.152.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 100%. These data
represent progress from the FFY 2005 data of 95%.

The State met its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts in
achieving compliance with the timely due
process hearing resolution requirements in 34
CFR 8300.515.

18. Percent of hearing requests that

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and

OSEP looks forward to the State’s data

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Connecticut
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Connecticut Part B FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table

Monitoring Priorities and
Indicators

Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues

OSEP Analysis/Next Steps

went to resolution sessions that
were resolved through resolution
session settlement agreements.

[Results Indicator]

OSEP accepts those revisions.
The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 65.2%.
The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 67.3%.

demonstrating improvement in performance
in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009.

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

[Results Indicator]

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 59.6%.
The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 68%.

OSEP looks forward to the State’s data
demonstrating improvement in performance
in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009.

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

[Compliance Indicator]

The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and
OSEP accepts those revisions.

The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 92.4 %. These data
represent slippage from the FFY 2005 data of 97.1%.

The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 100%.

The State must review its improvement
activities and revise, if appropriate, to ensure
they will enable the State to provide data in
the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009,
demonstrating that the State is in compliance
with the timely and accurate data
requirements in IDEA sections 616 and 618
and 34 CFR 8876.720 and 300.601(b).

FFY 2006 SPP/APR Response Table
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What we will cover

 Requirements for significant
disproportionality

» Definitions and differences of terms

* Analysis categories

* Reservation of funds

« Calculation of data for four analysis
categories

it
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What we will cover

* Reporting requirement
« Appropriate exceptions
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What are the requirements for
determining significant
disproportionality? Review data related

to:
1) Identification of children with disabilities;

2) Identification of children as children with a
particular disability;

3) Placement of children with disabilities In
particular educational settings; and

4) Incidence, duration, and type of disciplinary
actions, including suspensions and

xpuIsmns
CEIS Memo — Question 11, 34 CFR 8300. 646)
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Differences in requirements of significant
disproportionality & disproportionate
representation

 Significant disproportionality Is based on a
numerical analysis of data

 Significant disproportionality Is tied to
CEIS and the reservation of funds

* Disproportionate representation based on
a numerical analysis of data AND a review

to determine If there Is inappropriate
888@entlflcatlon (Indicators 9 & 10)

(CEIS Memo — Question 12)
ea ershi Leading Together To Improve Outcomes”
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Other differences:

e Disproportionate Representation only requires a
look at identification data (including by disability
categories (slide 4, categories 1 & 2))

 Significant disproportionality is determined
through a numerical examination of the four
analysis categories (slide 4, all categories)

o Disproportionate representation reguires an
examination of both over- and
derrepresentation

N
888§ | (CEIS Memo — Question 12)
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How may States define significant
disproportionality and
disproportionate representation?
 Permissible to use the same definition, but

most States use separate definitions

 Many States use of a multi-level approach
assigning risk ratios at different levels (at-
risk for disproportionality — 1.2-1.9 RR,
disproportionate representation — 2.0-2.9
RR, and significant disproportionality — 3.0

)
888? | (CEIS Memo — Question 12)
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Should States consider both
overrepresentation and
underrepresentation of racial and ethnic
minorities when determining significant
disproportionality?

* NO

e States must examine data on both under
and overrepresentation for
disproportionate representation

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 13)
ea er5h| “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 3
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What must States consider in the
analysis of significant disproportionality
In the identification and placement of
children with disabilities?

 Examine data for the 6-high incidence
categories (SLD, MR, SLI, OHI, Autism, &
ED)

o States may examine data from dispute
resolution system for other potential
categories

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 14)
ea ershl “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 9
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Placement of children with disabilities in
particular educational settings

e At a minimum, three of the 618 reporting
categories

 In regular education no more than 79% -
no less than 40% of the day

* In regular education less than 40% of the
day

o Separate schools and residential facilities

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 14)
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States are not required to examine data
for children who received special
education and related services In:

« Homebound or hospital settings
e Correctional facilities

 Parentally placed children in private
schools

* Reqular classroom for greater than 79% of
the day

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 14)
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What must States consider in the
collection and examination of disciplinary
data?

* Incidence — number of times children with
disablilities ages 3-21 were subject to
disciplinary actions.

e Duration — length of suspensions or
expulsions.

data on both in-school and out-of-school
888§suspen3|ons and expulsions

ea er5h| ft ‘Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” (CE'S Memo — QUEStion 15}
OI’I erence

* Type of disciplinary action — at a minimum,
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What funds must be reserved by the LEA
for comprehensive CEIS if a State
determines significant
disproportionality?

e The 15% must be calculated from both

Part B (611 and 619) funds, prior to other
deductions.

* Discipline data may be from a prior year
based on the year-long collection.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 16)
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What are the fiscal timelines?

o A State must require any LEA that is found
to have significant disproportionality based
on race or ethnicity to use 15 percent of its
IDEA funds for comprehensive CEIS
either:

— from the funds awarded following the date on

which significant disproportionality was
determined or

— from funds awarded from the appropriation for

88 Eg a prior Federal fiscal year (FFY).

(CEIS Memo — Question 16)
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What are the fiscal timelines?

 For example...

— If a State determined significant
disproportionality in February 2009, the LEA
must use funds from the FFY 2009 grant
award (awarded July 1, 2009) or a prior year’s
grant award.

— If a State determined significant
disproportionality in August 2009, the LEA
must use funds from the FFY 2010 grant
award (awarded July 1, 2010) or a prior year’'s

888 grant award.
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May multiple years of data be used to
determine significant disproportionality?

« Significant disproportionality Is an annual
determination

e Determination may be based on multiple
years of data

 Data must include the most recent fiscal
year’s data

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 17)

ea ershl “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 16
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May a State calculate significant
disproportionality differently for the four
analysis categories?

e A state can use a risk ratio to determine
significant disproportionality in placement,
and

« Use an odd’s ratio to determine significant
disproportionality in discipline data

 Thresholds may be set at different points
across the four analysis categories

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 18)

ea ershl “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 17
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May a State change its definition of
significant disproportionality over time?

e Yes.

e States are not required to recalculate data
from previous years based on revised
definition.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 19)
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Should States report on significant
disproportionality in the SPP and APR?

* No, unless required in OSEPSs response
letter or a verification letter because of
previously identified noncompliance.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 20)

ea ershl “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 19
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What are appropriate exceptions that
may be included in a States’ policy and
procedures for significant
disproportionality?

e Students can be counted in “sending
district” rather than district that is providing
services.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 18)

ea ershl “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 20
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WIIT OSEP be reviewing State policies,
procedures, and practices related to

significant disproportionality & CEIS?
« OSEP will be looking at significant

disproportionality and CEIS during this
round of verification visits beginning this

fall

88 Eg \ “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” 21
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Wrap-up

e Use the guidance memo

« Submit additional questions on notecards
today or by email to your State contact for

further guidance

88(38 ESE . “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes”
Oﬂ erence

22






Resources

e July 28, 2008 OSEP memo (in conference
materials)

e OSEP State Contacts
e RRCs

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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Administration and

Implementation of
Coordinated Early Intervening
Services (CEIS)

Sara Menlove Doutré
Office of Special Education Programs

Peg Brown-Clark

Wyoming Department of Education
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CEIS Administration

What is allowed?

When are CEIS required?
 \Who can receive CEIS?

What are allowable CEIS activities?
 How are the reporting requirements met?

 What are the applicable fiscal
requirements and considerations?

it
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CEIS Implementation

e \WWhat does this look like In a State?

e How can the State talk to its LEAs about
CEIS?

 \WWhat technical assistance do LEAS need?
e \Who needs to be involved?
 How Is the data collected and reported?

630R,
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What Is allowed?

 LEAs may use up to 15 percent of IDEA
Part B funds to develop and provide CEIS
for students who are currently not
identified as needing special education.

888§ (CEIS Memo - Introduction, 34 CFR 8300.226)
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When are CEIS required?

State identifies significant disproportionality

based on race or ethnicity in an LEA with respect

ne identification of children as children with
Isablilities

—1

eadershi

ne identification of children in specific disability

categories

— the placement of children with disabillities In
particular educational settings, or

— the taking of disciplinary actions..

el

(CEIS Memo — Question 3, 34 CFR 8300. 646(b)(2))

“Leading Together To Improve Outcomes”
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When are CEIS required?

e ... the LEA must use the maximum amount
(15 percent) of funds allowable for
comprehensive CEIS for children in the
LEA, particularly, but not exclusively, for
children in those groups that were
significantly overidentified.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 3, 34 CFR 8300. 646(b)(2))
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What Is the difference?

 \When required to use funds based on a
determination of significant
disproportionality:

—LEAs must use 15 percent; and
—The services must be provided

particularly, but not exclusively, for
children in those groups that were

888§ significantly overidentified.

kOI’l erence






Implementation
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Who can receive CEIS?

 CEIS may be provided to students:

— In kindergarten through grade 12 (with a
particular emphasis on students in
kindergarten through grade three);

—who are not currently identified as needing
special education or related services; and

— who need additional academic and behavioral
supports to succeed in a general education
environment.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 2, 34 CFR 8300.226(a))
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Who can receive CEIS?

 An LEA determines which students need
additional support.

e Other funds must be used to fund school-
wide intervention for special education
students and students who do not need
additional support.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 2, 34 CFR 8300.226(a))
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Particularly but not exclusively?

* LEA consideration when determining who
will receive comprehensive CEIS.

 An LEA may not limit comprehensive CEIS
solely to members of the racial or ethnic
group for which significant
disproportionality was identified.

e See example in memo.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 4, 34 CFR 8300. 646(b)(2))
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Implementation
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What are allowable CEIS activities?

* Professional development for teachers
and other school staff to enable such
personnel to deliver scientifically based
academic and behavioral interventions

 Educational and behavioral evaluations,
services, and supports

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 1, 34 CFR 8300. 226(b))
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Professional Development

 CEIS funds may be used to provide
professional development to all personnel
who are responsible for students who
need additional academic and behavioral
supports to succeed in a general
education environment, but who have not
been identified as needing special
education.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 5, 34 CFR 8300.226(b))
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Professional Development

e Personnel who are solely responsible for
students receiving special education services or
students who do not need additional support
may participate in professional development
funded with CEIS funds so long as

— the cost of the professional development does not
Increase

— the quality of the professional development does not
decrease, and

— Including those personnel would not exclude other
personnel who are responsible for students who need
addltlonal support but have not been identified as

needing special education.
888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 5, 34 CFR 8300.226(b))
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Evaluations

 LEAs may use CEIS funds to provide
behavioral and educational evaluations to
determine the supports that are needed by
students to succeed in a general
education environment.

 Funds may not be used for evaluations
that are intended for use Iin determining
eligibility for special education and related

services.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 8)
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CEIS and RTI

 CEIS funds may be used to support RTI
as long as the CEIS funds are used for
services to nondisabled students in need
of additional academic or behavioral
support and supplement, not supplant,
other funds used to implement RTI.

e Guidance Is being developed by the
Department.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 10)
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What must be reported?

 Each LEA that implements CEIS must report to
the State on:

— the number of children who received CEIS
and

— the number of those children who
subsequently received special education and
related services under Part B during the
preceding two-year period (i.e., the two years
after the child has received CEIS).

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 6, 34 CFR 8300.226(d))
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What must be reported to OSEP?

o States and LEAs must maintain these
records for audit and monitoring purposes
but are not required to report these data to
the Department unless requested to do so.

e OSEP will review data collection methods
and data during verification visits.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 6, 34 CFR 8300.226(d))
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How are students counted?

 Depends on the LEA’s determination of
who will receive CEIS.

e Specific considerations for counting and

following students when CEIS funds are
used for:

— Professional development;
— School-wide initiatives:; or
— Behavioral and educational evaluations.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Questions 7 and 8)
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Fiscal Considerations

 \When an LEA is required to use funds due
to a determination of significant
disproportionality:

— The LEA must use the maximum amount; and

— The funds must be used during the period of
their availability for obligation and must be
used for comprehensive CEIS regardless of
whether the significant disproportionality Is
resolved during the time that the funds are

available.
888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 21)
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Fiscal Considerations

 When an LEA voluntarily uses funds:

— The LEA may use up to the maximum amount
allowed for CEIS (15 percent of 611 and 619
funds); and

— The LEA may reallocate any unspent funds
during the time that the funds are available for
obligation.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 21)
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What are the fiscal timelines?

o A State must require any LEA that is found
to have significant disproportionality based
on race or ethnicity to use 15 percent of its
IDEA funds for comprehensive CEIS
either:

— from the funds awarded following the date on

which significant disproportionality was
determined or

— from funds awarded from the appropriation for
a prior Federal fiscal year (FFY).

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 16)
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What are the fiscal timelines?

 For example...

— If a State determined significant
disproportionality in February 2009, the LEA
must use funds from the FFY 2009 grant
award (awarded July 1, 2009) or a prior year’'s
grant award.

— If a State determined significant
disproportionality in August 2009, the LEA
must use funds from the FFY 2010 grant
award (awarded July 1, 2010) or a prior year’'s

grant award.
888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 16)
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Calculating 15 Percent

e Funds awarded to an LEA under both
sections 611 and 619 of the IDEA must be
iIncluded when calculating the 15 percent.

 An LEA may not reduce the amount it
uses for this calculation by any other
amount required by the IDEA (i.e.
equitable services for students parentally-
8 %Iaced In private schools).

(CEIS Memo — Question 22)
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How does the use of funds for
CEIS affect MOE?

 If an LEA uses additional local funds, or
State and local funds, for special education
and related services for children
with disabilities in place of the Part B funds
that are being used to provide CEIS to
children who have not been identified as
children with disabllities, the higher level of
local, or State and local, expenditures
becomes the LEA’s new maintenance of

effort base for the subsequent year.

688§ (CEIS Memo — Question 23, 34 CFR 88300.205(d)

ea erShl ft “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes” and 300226(a)) 28
OI’I erence






Maintenance of Effort

* Review the examples provided In
Appendix D to the Part B regulations, to
better understand how CEIS and

maintenance of effort calculations might
affect one another.

e http://idea.ed.gov/explore/view/p/%2Croot
%2Cregs%2Cappendix%2C
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Supplement not Supplant

 The Department will presume that an
LEA is In violation of the IDEA’s
supplement not supplant provisions If it
uses IDEA funds in one of the following
two ways:

1. To provide services that are otherwise
required by Federal, State or local law; or

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 24, 34 CFR §§300.202(a)(1)
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Supplement not Supplant

2. To provide services that were paid for with
other funds in a prior year, including, if the
IDEA funds are used for CEIS activities
coordinated with activities funded under the
ESEA, and the IDEA funds are used to provide
services that were paid for with ESEA funds In
the prior year.
 An LEA might be able to rebut this presumption

through the presentation of evidence that, even
without CEIS funds, the other funds would not have

been used in the current year for the activities now
paid for with CEIS funds.

888§ (CEIS Memo — Question 24, 34 CFR 88300.202(a)(3)
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What can be expected Iin the future
related to CEIS?

« OSEP will be looking at significant
disproportionality and CEIS during this
round of verification visits.

 OSEP is working to develop further
guidance on CEIS.

630R,
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Wrap-Up

e Use the guidance.

« Submit additional questions on notecards
today or by email to your State contact for

further guidance.

88(38 ESE . “Leading Together To Improve Outcomes”
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Resources

e July 28, 2008 OSEP Memo (in conference
materials)

e OSEP State Contacts
e RRCs

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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Coordinated
Early Intervening Services

Significant Disproportionality
and CEIS A

\

School Improvement and CEIS





Significant Disproportionality
and CEIS

Significant Disproportionality
Longstanding and Complex Issue
No Quick Fix
Is there evidence of differential
treatment?
Is the root cause “unconscious bias”?

Are specific policies, procedures,
practices having a differential effect on
students from particular racial/ethnic
groups?





Addressing Disproportionality
Through an “Equity Lens”

Is there a population of students more
vulnerable to instructional practices
than others?

Is there a population of student more
vulnerable to behavioral practices than
others?

When school improvement initiatives
are Implemented — does one population
of students benefit more than another
population of students?





Addressing Disproportionality
Through an “Equity Lens”

Is one population of students more vulnerable than
other populations to:

Referral for special education programs and
services?

Determination of eligibility for special education?
Placement in more restrictive settings?

Disciplinary actions?





Significant Disproportionality
and CEIS

Increased focus on scientifically based
practices has the potential of decreasing
referrals for special education programs
and services; increasing placement in
general education programs; decreased
disciplinary actions

Must evaluate who benefits from CEIS
practices






Step 1: Developed a Set of Assumptions
Regarding Significant Disproportionality

New Jersey’s Assumptions Regarding
Significant Disproportionality:
mplementation of policies, procedures, and
practices in the general education instructional,
pehavioral, and intervention process and/or the
special education identification, referral,
evaluation or eligibility determination process
may be contributing to a systemic, pervasive,
persistent pattern of inappropriate over-
identification of students with disabilities of a
specific racial-ethnic group






Step 2: Developed a Statistical Process that was
Consistent with the Assumptions

Used Multi

Examined
Including t

Dle Measures
Data for 3 consecutive years,

ne most recent year (Persistent)

Ranked each local school district, on each
measure, for three consecutive years

Districts with the lowest rankings and the
greatest impact on students (expected vs
observed number of students) were
Identified as demonstrating “ Significant
Disproportionality” (Systemic, Pervasive)





Step 3: ldentified Districts that Met the
Statistical Criteria for Significant
Disproportionality

2007-2008: 21 local school districts
2008-2009: 19 local school districts
“Significant Disproportionality” was one of

the criterion NJOSEP used in making
local determinations of LEAS





Step 5: ldentified Potential “Fundables”
Consistent with the Intent of CEIS

Development and implementation of a tiered
system of academic and/or behavioral
interventions

Instructional coaches/behavior specialists
Co-teachers and/or instructional aides

Multi-level instructional materials for the purpose
of differentiating instruction

Behavioral supports (e.g. counselors, behavior
specialists)
Instructional resources, including software,

consistent with the principles of universal design
for learning

After school tutoring

10





Challenges

Coordination with Budget Planning
Process

Coordination with other Action Plans
No Quick Fix

Avoiding the numbers game

Tracking CEIS





Setting the Stage for CEIS Beyond
Significant Disproportionality

Collaboration between New Jersey Department of
Education, Office of Special Education Programs
and the Office of Language Arts Literacy

Education

12






Step 1: Established Mutual
Goals/Consistent Message

Improving general education instruction will lead
to reducing inappropriate referrals to special
education because of reading problems (behavior
problems)

Lead Staff — Shared Assumptions, Perspectives
and Expectations regarding Literacy Instruction

Collaboratively developed Literacy Guidance
Paper; Collaborated on the development of
referral/identification process — reflected in two
bodies of regulation

13





Step 1: Established Mutual
Goals/Consistent Message

Offered targeted LEAS an
opportunity to enter into a
Cooperative Grant Agreement
focused on improving Literacy
Instruction

Modeled Collaboration - Grant
Technical Assistance Session,
Professional Development, Site
VISItS

14





Step 2: Collaboration on CEIS

Mutually identified CEIS fundables for
FY 09

Providing joint technical assistance on
use of IDEA funds to support general
education Literacy Initiative for “at-risk”

students

15





Implementation Issues

Instructional ?A
-

Administrati - I@
ministrative mm
~aV






Instructional Implementation Issues

Professional Development

/
Extra Help
Differentiating Instruction






Administrative Issues

Administrative Leadership

Developing the perspective that special
education is not the primary solution to
learning differences

Collaborative budgeting

18





Contacts

roberta.wohle@doe.state.nj.us

mary-jane.kurabinski@doe.state.nj.us

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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State Eligibility Requirements
for Specific Learning Disabillities

: by Eileen M. Ahearn, Ph.D.

Introduction

Reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 2004 and the IDEA
regulations issued in 2006 revised the requirements for identifying students under the category of
specific learning disabilities (SLD). Each state must adopt criteria based on the new requirements
for determining whether a child has an SLD and local educational agencies (LEAS) must use the
criteria adopted by their state. This document reports on the status of changes in states to comply
with the revised federal requirements. Project Forum at the National Association of State
Directors of Special Education (NASDSE) conducted this analysis as part of its cooperative
agreement with the U. S. Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP).

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
Federal Requirements on SLD

The first version of what is now IDEA was passed in 1975 as P. L. 94-142.* That law contained
a definition of “children with specific learning disabilities,” but the law did not include specific
criteria for identifying these students. Rather, the last section of the law ordered that:
(b)() The Commissioner of Education shall, no later than one year after the effective
date of this subsection, prescribe—
(A) regulations which establish specific criteria for determining whether a particular
disorder to condition may be considered a specific learning disability for purposes of
designating children with specific learning disabilities;
(B) regulations which establish and describe diagnostic procedures which shall be used
in determining whether a particular child has a disorder or condition which places such
child in the category of children with specific learning disabilities; and
(C) regulations, which establish monitoring procedures which will be used to determine

! Laws and regulations mentioned in this document are cited with their links in the Reference List.

inForum — An analysis of a critical issue in special education

This document is available in alternative formats. For details, please contact Project Forum staff at 703.519.3800
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if State educational agencies, local educational agencies, and intermediate educational
units are complying with the criteria established under clause (A) and clause (B).

The regulations for SLD were finalized on December 29, 1977. The criteria for SLD were:
“(a)(1) The child does not achieve commensurate with his or her age and ability levels in
one or more of the areas listed in paragraph (a)(2) of this section, when provided with
learning experiences appropriate for the child’s age and ability levels; and,

(a)(2) The team finds that a child has a severe discrepancy between achievement and
intellectual ability in one or more of the following:

(i)  Oral expression;

(it)  Listening comprehension;

(iii)  Written expression;

(iv) Basic reading skill;

(v)  Reading comprehension;

(vi) Mathematics calculation; or

(vii) Mathematical reasoning.
(b) The team may not identify a child if the severe discrepancy between ability and
achievement is primarily the result of:

(1) a visual, hearing or motor handicap;

(2) Mental retardation;

(3) Emotional disturbance; or

(4) Environmental, cultural or economic disadvantage.”

The draft that had been issued for comment contained a formula to be used as part of the
diagnostic criteria and the final regulations note that most concerns expressed by those who
commented were about the use of that formula. It was not included in the final version of the
regulations.

The final regulations issued in August 2006 after the reauthorization of IDEA 2004 made
extensive changes in this section of the law from the original (see Appendix A for a copy of the
2006 regulations [§8300.307-311] on SLD). The most significant change in the 2006 regulations
pertaining to SLD is the new requirement that a state “must not require the use of a severe
discrepancy between intellectual ability and achievement for determining whether a child has a
specific learning disability.” OSEP explained further in a policy letter that, “while a State cannot
require the use of a severe discrepancy model, a State may prohibit, or make optional, the use of
a severe discrepancy model” (Letter to Zirkel, 2007). The regulations also provide that a state
“must permit the use of a process based on the child’s response to scientific, research-based
intervention,” and “may permit the use of other alternative research-based procedures for
determining whether a child has a specific learning disability” [§8300.307(a)(2)-(3)]. In addition,
under the IDEA 2006 regulations for all evaluations [8300.304], a public agency must “not use
any single measure or assessment as the sole criterion for determining whether a child is a child
with a disability and for determining an appropriate educational program for the child” [34 CFR
8300.304(b)(2)]. Additional OSEP letters of clarification on the new SLD requirements are listed
in the references at the end of this document.

State Eligibility Requirements for Specific Learning Disabilities
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States have been in the process of revising their special education regulations to comply with the
new federal requirements since the revisions were adopted. The remainder of this document
provides a summary and brief analysis of the decisions states have made in this process.

Methodology

A survey was sent to all states and non-state jurisdictions on March 14, 2008. Respondents could
reply by using the Zoomerang® version of the survey (a web-based survey tool) or by faxing or
emailing responses to a paper version.

Responses were received from 49 states. A copy of the survey is included in Appendix B.
SURVEY RESULTS
State SLD Regulatory Actions

The first item on the survey asked respondents if their state regulations/policies on student
eligibility under the category of SLD had changed in response to the federal IDEA regulations
issued in August 2006. The responses were: Yes - 42; No - 7. However, analysis of the additional
information on the surveys revealed that the division is not as clear cut as the answers suggest.
The seven negative responses were from states that were actually in the process of changing their
policies, but most had not yet completed final action. In addition, three of those who responded
in the positive added comments that they also had not yet completed the final adoption for their
revised regulations. The actions by the seven states that indicated they had not yet changed their
regulations are illustrated in the following comments:
= ““Connecticut [CT] is in the process of revising its guidelines for determining eligibility
for learning disabilities. As of July 1, 2009, CT will no longer permit the use of severe
discrepancy formulas and will require that districts incorporate data from our response to
intervention process (called Scientific Research Based Intervention [SRBI]) into a
comprehensive evaluation.”
= *“*Hawaii is in the process of changing our state regulations to reflect the requirements in
IDEA 2004. Even though our regulations have not changed, we have changed the the
practice in the schools to be in line with the SLD requirements.”
= [llinois — “Our state is in the process of finalizing our state criteria.”
= Louisiana — “We will probably go with a modified process without the severe
discrepancy. We are writing our proposed regulations now and plan to advertise in late
summer. We will begin training after that.”
= ““Maryland has not changed its regulations. We have issued a task force report that
includes guidance for locals permitting either the RTI [response to intervention] or the
use of the discrepancy model. We are providing training and have established ongoing
opportunities through a department-wide initiative to identify interventions.”
= Massachusetts — “We have not changed regulations, but have put out policy guidance on
the subject that allows the use of either response to scientific, research-based intervention

State Eligibility Requirements for Specific Learning Disabilities
Project Forum at NASDSE
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or severe discrepancy in establishing eligibility for SLD (i.e., the LEA chooses which
approach to use for all such determinations).”

= Wisconsin —““We have informed LEAs the state may no longer require the use of
significant discrepancy, but have recommended they do so until such time as the state
establishes rules for the use of RTI to identify children with specific learning
disabilities.”

The three states that responded affirmatively about a regulations change, but also indicated that
the process was not yet complete added the following comments about their status in that
process:
=  “Indiana’s special education rule is in the revision process and the state advisory council
and state board of education have been heavily involved. A revised rule could be in effect
by late summer.”
= Nebraska —“Final approval is pending authorization from Attorney General/Governor's
office.”
= Virginia — “The “Regulations Governing Special Education Programs for Children with
Disabilities in Virginia” are currently being revised in accordance with Virginia’s
Administrative Process Act (APA). Virginia’s APA is a statute that outlines the process
by which new regulations may be promulgated, and Virginia’s special education
regulations are about half-way through what will likely be a 2 ¥ year process. The public
comment period regarding the proposed Virginia regulations is expected to begin on
April 28, 2008. It is anticipated that new special education regulations will be formally
adopted by Virginia’s Board of Education in fall 2008, and that they will become
effective in early 2009. However, in the interim, the Virginia Department of Education
(VDOE) has provided guidance to local school divisions outlining the impact of IDEA
2004 and the 2006 federal special education regulations on Virginia’s current special
education regulations.”

Thus, analysis of the responses suggests that the more accurate interpretation is that all 49
responding states have made, or are in the process of making, changes in their regulations and/or
policy to comply with the changes in the 2006 IDEA regulations on SLD eligibility.

Revisions in State SLD Eligibility Procedures

The majority of states have decided to allow the use of either response to scientific, research-
based intervention or a severe discrepancy model in establishing eligibility for SLD, (i.e., the
LEA chooses which approach to use for all such determinations). A summary of the responses
received from the 42 states that indicated they had revised their regulations is contained in Table
1.

State Eligibility Requirements for Specific Learning Disabilities
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Table 1
Options in Revised SLD Eligibility Requirements

Options in Revised Regulations N States

Our regulations require the use of response
to scientific, research-based intervention and 6 Colorado, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana,
do not allow use of severe discrepancy in lowa, West Virginia

establishing eligibility for SLD.

Our regulations allow the use of either Alaska, California, Idaho, Kentucky, Maine,
response to scientific, research-based Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana,
intervention or severe discrepancy in Nevada ,New Jersey, New Mexico, New
establishing eligibility for SLD (i.e., the 26 | York, North Carolina, North Dakota,

: Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island
LEA chooses which approach to use for all ’ : ’
such determinations). South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,

Virginia, Vermont, Washington, Wyoming

Our regulations allow response to scientific,
research-based intervention, severe Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Kansas,
discrepancy or any other research-based 10 | Michigan, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
alternative to be used in establishing Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina

eligibility for SLD.

As indicated above, some of the states that have not yet completed action on their regulations did
comment about an interim or eventual choice for their changed requirements. For example,
Connecticut and Louisiana will adopt the first option in the table above, while Maryland and
Massachusetts have issued guidance indicating their practice decision falls into the second
choice in the table. A decision was not indicated by the three other responding states (Hawaii,
Louisiana and Wisconsin).

Criteria for SLD Eligibility

The survey asked what criteria the state’s IEP teams must use to establish eligibility for SLD
after using the state’s procedures for evaluation. The IDEA regulations at §300.309 (see
Appendix A) list a set of criteria for determining the existence of an SLD. Essentially, those
criteria include a finding that there is a lack of adequate achievement for the child’s age or
failure to meet the state’s grade-level standards or a pattern of strengths and weaknesses in
performance and/or achievement that is determined to be relevant to SLD that are not primarily
the result of visual, hearing, or motor disability; mental retardation; emotional disturbance;
cultural factors; environmental or economic disadvantage; or limited English proficiency. The
team must also find that the child received adequate instruction that was measured by repeated
assessments.

All respondents acknowledged application of the federal requirements in the criteria that they

use. As Arkansas noted: “Everything discussed in the regulations that is required to be addressed
in the decision-making process must be supported by evidence.” Some emphasized aspects of
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those requirements, especially the influence of the child’s progress on state academic standards,
that expanded on aspects of their specific process. Others said their criteria were under revision.

The connection between the prereferral process and the determination of an SLD was mentioned
by states in different ways, especially the connection to various response to intervention
approaches (e.g., the New Mexico dual discrepancy approach and the detailed step-by-step
approach followed in Montana). Two illustrations of this type of response are:
= Tennessee - “State standards have built in for both RTI and 1Q/Discrepancy standards a
systematic means for determining whether or not the student has received early
intervening instruction in the problem area using scientifically validated instruction,
progress monitoring, and the rule out of other reasons for academic struggles (not
primarily due to [mental retardation] MR, [emotional disturbance] ED, [visual
impairments] VI, [hearing impairments] HI, cultural/language factors, situational trauma,
and motivational factors). Additionally, the student's progress in meeting state standards
and results of assessments are considered.”
= Jowa - “The IEP team must use multiple sources of data through a process called RIOT
(review of information, interviews, observations, and assessment data) to determine the:
1) educational progress (rate of growth), 2) educational discrepancy (individual versus
age- or grade-level expectations) and 3) the instructional needs (supports and services) in
order for the child to benefit educationally. The exclusionary factors are also considered
along with the instruction, curriculum and environment being provided to the student.”

Some states referred to the professional judgment applied to the review of evidence to determine
the finding of SLD. The Georgia response is an example: “To determine the existence of SLD,
the group must summarize multiple sources of evidence to conclude that the child exhibits a
pattern of strengths and weaknesses in performance, achievement, or both, relative to age, state-
approved grade level standards and intellectual development. SLD is determined through
professional judgment using multiple supporting evidences.”

The Maine regulations prescribe more precise criteria than other states. The state’s response to
this item was:

“Procedure for Determination. All steps below are required.

(@) The IEP Team may determine that a child has a specific learning disability if:

(i) Data from the prereferral procedures (e.g. response to intervention), if appropriate,
utilizing research based intervention techniques indicate that the response to general
education intervention is not adequate.

(ii) The child scores 1.5 or more standard deviations below the mean for the child’s age
on tests in one area of psychological processing, or one or more standard deviations
below the mean in two or more areas of psychological processing. Instruments used for
determining processing disorders must have peer reviewed, scientific research
documentation, independent of that provided in the test manual that supports a correlation
between the processing problem and the academic deficit. Such tests may include
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measures of memory, phonological skills, processing speed as well as other measures
which explicitly test phonological psychological processing and

(iii) For children in grades 4-12, the following criteria must also be met: The child
obtains a composite standardized score that is no lower than 1.5 standard deviations
below the mean on at least one index/scale of cognitive functioning from a standardized
measure of general cognitive ability. The index/scale must include at least three subtests
and the score must be interpretable according to the test used.”

Training and Technical Assistance

Of the 42 states that said they have revised their regulations, 34 said that they have provided
training and/or technical assistance for their LEAs. However, as mentioned above, the remaining
responding states were in the process of revising their policies and they also provided some
information about training they have delivered or are planning to make available on the topic of
SLD.

The survey listed five types of training and allowed respondents to describe any other training
activities they have performed. The responses are summarized in Table 2:2

Table 2
Training and Technical Assistance Provided
Type of Training/TA N Percent

Written explanations of state policy and procedures to be 31 91%
followed

Statewde or regional training sessions to explain the new 28 8%
requirements

As requested/needed training or technical assistance 28 82%
Web-based trainings such as webinars, on-demand programs, etc. 8 24%
Training of intermediate unit trainers (training of trainers) 12 35%
Other (please describe) 8 24%

The following were mentioned as “other” activities related to implementation of changes in SLD
procedures:

= providing response to intervention coaches;

= conducting conferences;

= surveying LEAs on the type of guidance needed,;

= demonstrating implementation of response to intervention;

= designing pilot activities for new approaches;

= developing new forms and explanations; and

% Totals are greater than 100% because respondents could indicate more than one option.
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= collaborating with other organizations such as a joint session with the state’s school
psychology association.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of the survey on state SLD eligibility provide some insight into the process of
changing state regulations and/or policies. At least 10 states are still in the process of finalizing
necessary changes to comply with IDEA regulations issued in 2006. The implementation of state
policy change requires a significant amount of time to complete and changes in special education
procedures are complex.

One area a few states mentioned, especially related to training activities, is the involvement of
general education. The type of changes that are being implemented for SLD—especially those
related to response to intervention—entail close coordination and integration of special education
and general education staff as an essential component. Successful implementation will rely on
more extensive planning and training, including teachers, service delivery personnel and
administrative personnel. Especially critical will be appropriate preparation of IEP team
members including parents.

Increased use of the Internet was also mentioned by states. It will allow for more complete
dissemination of training in the form of documents and presentations that can be made
permanently available for current and future staff. For example, Massachusetts has uploaded its
SLD training materials to its website (http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/cspd/mod5.html).

The survey findings demonstrate that virtually every state is taking a close look at this change in
the law, which is considered to be one of the most significant changes, and is taking steps to
develop new state policies and procedures and deliver training as deemed necessary to
implement these changes.

State Eligibility Requirements for Specific Learning Disabilities
Project Forum at NASDSE

2

008 July
8 -



http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/cspd/mod5.html



mForum
REFERENCES

Laws and Regulations

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. Public Law 94-142 (S.6); November 29,
1975. Retrieved March 18, 2008, from http://asclepius.com/angel/special.html

Implementation of Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act: Final Regulation (Aug. 23,
1977). Federal Register, Vol. 42, No.163 (Part I1) 42474-42518. Retrieved March 18,
2008, from
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sgl/content storage 01/0000019b/80/3

1/8e/41.pdf

Specific Learning Disabilities Rules and Regulations (December 29, 1977). Federal Register,
Vol. 42, No. 250. Retrieved March 18, 2008, as the final two pages of the document cited
above at
http://wwwe.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sgl/content_storage 01/0000019b/80/3

1/8e/41.pdf

Assistance to States for the Education of Children With Disabilities and Preschool Grants for
Children With Disabilities; Final Rule (August 14, 2006). Federal Register, VVol. 71, No.
156, 46540-46845. Retrieved March 18, 2008, from
http://www.nichcy.org/reauth/IDEA2004requlations.pdf

Other Documents

Mellard, D., Deschler, D & Barth, A. (September 2004). Learning disabilities identification: It’s
not simply a matter of building a better mouse trap. Learning Disability Quarterly (27.4)
229-243.

Letter to Gwyn, March 6, 2007. Retrieved March 7, 2008, from
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/letters/2007-1/gwyn030607eval1g2007.pdf

Letter to Massanari, September 24, 2007. Retrieved March 7, 2008, from
http://www.ed.qgov/policy/speced/quid/idea/letters/2007-
3/massanari092407eval3g2007.doc

Letter to Prifitera, March 1, 2007. Retrieved March 7, 2008, from
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/letters/2007-1/prifitera030107eval1q2007.doc

Letter to Zirkel, March 6, 2007. Retrieved March 7, 2008, from
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/letters/2007-1/zirkel030607eval1q2007.doc

State Eligibility Requirements for Specific Learning Disabilities
Project Forum at NASDSE

2008 July

-9 -



http://asclepius.com/angel/special.html

http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/31/8e/41.pdf

http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/31/8e/41.pdf

http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/31/8e/41.pdf

http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/31/8e/41.pdf

http://www.nichcy.org/reauth/IDEA2004regulations.pdf

http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/letters/2007-1/gwyn030607eval1q2007.pdf

http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/letters/2007-3/massanari092407eval3q2007.doc

http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/letters/2007-3/massanari092407eval3q2007.doc

http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/letters/2007-1/prifitera030107eval1q2007.doc

http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/letters/2007-1/zirkel030607eval1q2007.doc



mForum

APPENDIX A

Extract from IDEA Regulations Issued August 2006

Additional Procedures for Identifying Children With Specific Learning Disabilities

8300.307 Specific learning disabilities.
(@) General. A State must adopt, consistent with §300.309, criteria for determining
whether a child has a specific learning disability as defined in 8300.8(c)(10). In addition, the
criteria adopted by the State--

(1) Must not require the use of a severe discrepancy between intellectual ability and
achievement for determining whether a child has a specific learning disability, as defined in
§300.8(c)(10);

(2) Must permit the use of a process based on the child’s response to scientific, research-
based intervention; and

(3) May permit the use of other alternative research-based procedures for determining
whether a child has a specific learning disability, as defined in §300.8(c)(10).

(b) Consistency with State criteria. A public agency must use the State criteria adopted
pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section in determining whether a child has a specific learning
disability.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e-3; 1401(30); 1414(b)(6))

8300.308 Additional group members.
The determination of whether a child suspected of having a specific learning disability is
a child with a disability as defined in 8300.8, must be made by the child’s parents and a team of
qualified professionals, which must include—
(@)(1) The child’s regular teacher; or
(2) If the child does not have a regular teacher, a regular classroom teacher qualified
to teach a child of his or her age; or
(3) For a child of less than school age, an individual qualified by the SEA to teach a
child of his or her age; and
(b) At least one person qualified to conduct individual diagnostic examinations of
children, such as a school psychologist, speech-language pathologist, or remedial reading
teacher.
(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e-3; 1401(30); 1414(b)(6))

8300.309 Determining the existence of a specific learning disability.
(@) The group described in 8300.306 may determine that a child has a specific learning
disability, as defined in §300.8(c)(10), if--
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(1) The child does not achieve adequately for the child’s age or to meet State-approved
grade-level standards in one or more of the following areas, when provided with learning
experiences and instruction appropriate for the child’s age or State-approved grade—level
standards:

(i) Oral expression.

(if) Listening comprehension.

(ii1) Written expression.

(iv) Basic reading skill.

(v) Reading fluency skills.

(vi) Reading comprehension.

(vii) Mathematics calculation.

(viii) Mathematics problem solving.

(2) (i) The child does not make sufficient progress to meet age or State-approved grade-
level standards in one or more of the areas identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section when
using a process based on the child’s response to scientific, research-based intervention; or

(i) The child exhibits a pattern of strengths and weaknesses in performance,
achievement, or both, relative to age, State-approved grade-level standards, or intellectual
development, that is determined by the group to be relevant to the identification of a specific
learning disability, using appropriate assessments, consistent with §8300.304 and 300.305; and

(3) The group determines that its findings under paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) of this section
are not primarily the result of--

(i) A visual, hearing, or motor disability;

(i1) Mental retardation;

(iii) Emotional disturbance;

(iv) Cultural factors;

(v) Environmental or economic disadvantage; or

(vi) Limited English proficiency.

(b) To ensure that underachievement in a child suspected of having a specific learning
disability is not due to lack of appropriate instruction in reading or math, the group must
consider, as part of the evaluation described in 8§300.304 through 300.306--

(1) Data that demonstrate that prior to, or as a part of, the referral process, the child was
provided appropriate instruction in regular education settings, delivered by qualified personnel;
and

(2) Data-based documentation of repeated assessments of achievement at reasonable
intervals, reflecting formal assessment of student progress during instruction, which was
provided to the child’s parents.

(c) The public agency must promptly request parental consent to evaluate the child to
determine if the child needs special education and related services, and must adhere to the
timeframes described in 88300.301 and 300.303, unless extended by mutual written agreement
of the child’s parents and a group of qualified professionals, as described in §300.306(a)(1)--

(1) If, prior to a referral, a child has not made adequate progress after an appropriate
period of time when provided instruction, as described in paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2) of this
section; and

(2) Whenever a child is referred for an evaluation.
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(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e-3; 1401(30); 1414(b)(6))

§300.310 Observation.

(a) The public agency must ensure that the child is observed in the child’s learning
environment (including the regular classroom setting) to document the child’s academic
performance and behavior in the areas of difficulty.

(b) The group described in 8300.306(a)(1), in determining whether a child has a specific
learning disability, must decide to--

(1) Use information from an observation in routine classroom instruction and monitoring
of the child’s performance that was done before the child was referred for an evaluation; or

(2) Have at least one member of the group described in 8300.306(a)(1) conduct an
observation of the child’s academic performance in the regular classroom after the child has been
referred for an evaluation and parental consent, consistent with §300.300(a), is obtained.

(c) In the case of a child of less than school age or out of school, a group member must
observe the child in an environment appropriate for a child of that age.
(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e-3; 1401(30); 1414(b)(6))

8300.311 Specific documentation for the eligibility determination.

(a) For a child suspected of having a specific learning disability, the documentation of
the determination of eligibility, as required in §300.306(a)(2), must contain a statement of--

(1) Whether the child has a specific learning disability;

(2) The basis for making the determination, including an assurance that the
determination has been made in accordance with §300.306(c)(1);

(3) The relevant behavior, if any, noted during the observation of the child and the
relationship of that behavior to the child’s academic functioning;

(4) The educationally relevant medical findings, if any;

(5) Whether--

(i) The child does not achieve adequately for the child’s age or to meet State-approved
grade-level standards consistent with §300.309(a)(1); and
(i) (A) The child does not make sufficient progress to meet age or State-approved
grade-level standards consistent with §300.309(a)(2)(i); or
(B) The child exhibits a pattern of strengths and weaknesses in performance,
achievement, or both, relative to age, State-approved grade level standards or intellectual
development consistent with §300.309(a)(2)(ii);

(6) The determination of the group concerning the effects of a visual, hearing, or motor
disability; mental retardation; emotional disturbance; cultural factors; environmental or
economic disadvantage; or limited English proficiency on the child’s achievement level; and

(7) If the child has participated in a process that assesses the child’s response to
scientific, research-based intervention-—

(i) The instructional strategies used and the student-centered data collected; and
(ii) The documentation that the child’s parents were notified about--
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(A) The State’s policies regarding the amount and nature of student performance
data that would be collected and the general education services that would be provided;

(B) Strategies for increasing the child’s rate of learning; and

(C) The parents’ right to request an evaluation.

(b) Each group member must certify in writing whether the report reflects the member’s
conclusion. If it does not reflect the member’s conclusion, the group member must submit a
separate statement presenting the member’s conclusions.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e-3; 1401(30); 1414(b)(6))
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APPENDIX B
Survey on State Policy Changes for Identifying SLD

Respondent: State: Email Address:

1. Have your state regulations/policies on eligibility of students under the category of
specific learning disabilities (SLD) changed in response to the federal IDEA regulations
issued in August 2006?
YES
NO (skip to Item #6)

2. Please choose ONE item from the following list that describes your changed
requirements:

A) Our regulations require the use of response to scientific, research-based
intervention and do not allow use of severe discrepancy in establishing eligibility for
SLD.

B) Our regulations require the use of both response to scientific, research-based
intervention and severe discrepancy in establishing eligibility for SLD.

C) Our regulations allow the use of either response to scientific, research-based
intervention or severe discrepancy in establishing eligibility for SLD (i.e., the local
education agency chooses which approach to use for all such determinations).

D) Our regulations allow response to scientific, research-based intervention, severe
discrepancy or any other research-based alternative to be used in establishing eligibility
for SLD.

3. What criteria (e.g., review of assessments, progress in meeting state standards,
professional judgment, etc.) must the IEP team apply to establish eligibility for SLD
using the procedures your regulations allow?

4. Has your state education agency provided training and/or technical assistance to LEA
staff on the new requirements for SLD eligibility?
YES
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NO (skip to Item #6)

5. Please check any of the following types of training and/or technical assistance that your
SEA provided to LEA staff/IEP team members to implement the new eligibility
requirements for specific learning disabilities:

A) Written explanations of state policy and procedures to be followed

B) Statewide or regional training sessions to explain the new requirements
C) As requested/needed training or technical assistance

D) Web-based trainings such as webinars, on-demand programs, etc.

E) Training of Intermediate Unit trainers (trainer of trainers)

F)___ Other: Please describe.

6. Please add any details about your state’s activities or plans for revising SLD eligibility
identification requirements:

As always, thank you for your support of Project Forum @ NASDSE’s work!

This report was supported by the U.S. Department of Education (Cooperative Agreement
No. H326F050001). However, the opinions expressed herein do not necessarily reflect DEAS
the position of the U.S. Department of Education and no official endorsement by the that

Department should be inferred. W ork
Note: There are no copyright restrictions on this document; however, please credit the
source and support of federal funds when copying all or part of this material.

U.S. Office of Special

Education Programs

This document, along with many other Forum publications, can be downloaded from the Project Forum at NASDSE:

http://www.projectforum.org

To order a hard copy of this document or any other Forum publications, please contact Nancy Tucker at
NASDSE, 1800 Diagonal Road, Suite 320, Alexandria, VA 22314
Ph: 703-519-3800 ext. 326 or Email: nancy.tucker@nasde.org
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS REGARDING IDENTIFICATION AND
CORRECTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE AND REPORTING ON CORRECTION IN THE
STATE PERFORMANCE PLAN (SPP)/ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REPORT (APR)

Identification of Noncompliance

1. What is the definition of a “finding,” as used in Indicators C-9/B-15?

As used in SPP/APR Indicators B-15 and C-9, a finding is a written notification from the State to a
local educational agency (LEA) or early intervention services (EIS) program that contains the
State’s conclusion that the LEA or EIS program is in noncompliance, and that includes the citation
of the statute or regulation and a description of the quantitative and/or qualitative data supporting
the State’s conclusion that there is noncompliance with that statute or regulation.

2. How are States to count findings in reporting their data for completing the worksheet for
Indicators C-9/B-15?

Each State may determine how it will count monitoring findings in order to provide a clear picture
of its effectiveness in ensuring the timely correction of noncompliance. A State may choose to
group individual instances in an LEA or EIS program involving the same legal requirement or
standard together as one finding (except for findings identified through State complaints and due
process hearings; each of those findings must be counted as a finding), or it may choose to report
each of the individual instances of noncompliance as a separate finding.

For example, 30 student records are examined to determine whether initial evaluations were
completed within the State-established timeline, as required by 34 CFR §300.301(c). In ten of the
records, the evaluation was completed beyond the State-established timeline. The State could
choose whether this would represent one finding of noncompliance under 8300.301(c) for the
measurement in Indictor B-15, or ten findings. Similarly, a finding identified through multiple
components or from multiple sources could be counted once (except for findings identified through
State complaints and due process hearings), or could be counted as multiple findings.

An LEA or an EIS program would have multiple findings of noncompliance for the same time
period if the LEA or the EIS program is noncompliant with more than one legal requirement or
standard. In this case, the total number of these findings of noncompliance (i.e., legal requirements
or standards violated) should be reported rather than reporting that the LEA or the EIS program is
noncompliant. Therefore, if there were six requirements for which the LEA or the EIS program had
noncompliance, this should be reported as six findings.

3. Must a State make a finding of noncompliance (i.e., inform the LEA or EIS program in
writing of the State’s determination that there is noncompliance) if it finds any level of
noncompliance with the IDEA?

Yes, subject to the response to question 4, below. Regardless of the specific level of
noncompliance, if a State finds noncompliance in an LEA or EIS program, it must notify the LEA
or EIS program in writing of the noncompliance, and of the requirement that the noncompliance be
corrected as soon as possible, and in no case more than one year after the State’s identification (i.e.,
the date on which the State provided written notification to the LEA or EIS program of the
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noncompliance). In determining the steps that the LEA or EIS program must take to correct the
noncompliance and to document such correction, the State may consider a variety of factors,
including: (1) whether the noncompliance was extensive or found in only a small percentage of
files; (2) whether the noncompliance showed a denial of a basic right under the IDEA (e.g., an
extended delay in initial evaluation beyond applicable timelines with a corresponding delay in the
child’s receipt of FAPE or EI services, or a failure to provide any services in accordance with the
IEP or IFSP); and (3) whether the noncompliance represents an isolated incident in the LEA or EIS
program, or reflects a long-standing failure to meet IDEA requirements. Thus, while a State may
determine the specific nature of the required corrective action, the State must ensure that any level
of noncompliance is corrected as soon as possible, and in no case later than one year after the State's
identification, and — except as explained in the response to question 4 below — must make a finding
of noncompliance.

4. Must the State make a finding if the LEA or EIS program demonstrates that it has
corrected the noncompliance before the State issues a finding of noncompliance?

If the LEA or EIS program immediately (i.e., before the State issues a finding) corrects
noncompliance and provides documentation of such correction, the State may choose not to make a
finding.

5. Must every finding of noncompliance with a requirement of the IDEA that meets the
above definition be included in a State’s data for Indicators C-9/B-15?

Yes. 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,
State complaint or due process hearing decisions, data system, or statewide representative sample or
618 data.

6. Is a State required to examine due process hearing decisions to identify any procedural
and/or substantive violations of IDEA cited by a hearing officer and then report these as
findings under Indicators C9/B15, whether or not the parent has prevailed in the
hearing?

Yes. A State must examine every due process hearing decision to determine if the decision
identifies any procedural and/or substantive violations of IDEA in a specific LEA or EIS program.
The State must report in its APR every finding of noncompliance with a requirement of the IDEA
identified in a due process hearing in a State’s data for Indicator C-9/B-15. (Similarly, the State
must report on correction of all findings made in State complaint decisions.)

7. How soon after a State concludes that an LEA or EIS program is in noncompliance with
the IDEA must it notify the LEA or EIS program of the finding of noncompliance and of
the requirement to correct the noncompliance as soon as possible, and in no case later
than one year after the State's identification?

Written notification of findings needs to occur as soon as possible after the State concludes that the

LEA or the EIS program has noncompliance. Generally, we would expect that written findings be
issued less than three months from discovery.
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8. Must a State make a finding of noncompliance if the State receives data through its
database that show noncompliance with the requirements of the IDEA?

Yes, consistent with the response to question 5, above, 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 (the State’s written
notification to the LEA or EIS program of the finding of noncompliance).

9. |If a State receives compliance data through a database on an ongoing basis, may it
choose a specific point in time at which it will examine data from the database to
determine whether an LEA or EIS program is in compliance and to make findings of
noncompliance?

Yes. A State may identify one or more points in time during the SPP/APR reporting period when it
will review compliance data from the database and identify noncompliance. In making compliance
decisions, the State should then review all data that it has received since the last time that the State
examined data from the database and made compliance decisions.

Correction of Noncompliance

10. When does the timeline for correction of noncompliance begin?

States must ensure that noncompliance is corrected as soon as possible, and in no case later than one
year after the State's identification. This timeline begins on the date on which the State informs an
LEA or EIS program in writing that it has concluded that the LEA or EIS program is in
noncompliance.

11. How should the State address timely correction in its FFY 2007 APR, if, for example,
the State: (a) made a finding in FFY 2006 that an EIS program was not in compliance
with the requirement for timely provision of services (Indicator C-1), and (b) also made
a finding that there was noncompliance regarding the requirement that a service
coordinator be appointed and found that this contributed to the noncompliance with the
timely provision of services requirement?

In the FFY 2007 APR, the State should: (a) in Indicator C-1, report on the timely correction of the
finding regarding the timely provision of services; and (b) in Indicator C-9, report — in the Indicator
1 row of the Indicator C-9 worksheet — on the timely correction of both findings.

12. If a State made findings of noncompliance in FFY 2006 with, for example, the
requirement for timely initial evaluations (Indicator B-11), how would the State address,
in its FFY 2007 APR, the timely correction of those findings in Indicator B-11 and in
Indicator B-15?

In Indicator B-11 in the FFY 2007 APR, the State would report: (a) the number of FFY 2006
findings of noncompliance that it made with the timely initial evaluation requirement; (b) the
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number of those findings that were corrected within one year from identification; (c) for any of
those findings that were not corrected within one year from identification, the number that were
corrected more than one year after identification; and (d) for any of those findings that were not
subsequently corrected by the time that the State submitted the APR, an explanation of what the
State has done to identify the cause(s) of the continuing noncompliance and what the State is doing
about the continuing lack of compliance including, as appropriate, sanctions/enforcement actions
taken against any LEA that is continuing to show noncompliance.

For Indicator B-15, the State would, in the FFY 2007 APR, report in the Indicator B-11 row of the
Indicator B-15 worksheet: (a) the number of FFY 2006 findings that it made of noncompliance
with the timely initial evaluation requirement and with any related requirements; and (b) the number
of those findings that were corrected within one year from identification. To the extent that any of
the FFY 2006 findings of noncompliance with any requirements that the State reports in Indicator
15 were not corrected within one year from identification, the State would also: (a) report on the
number that were corrected more than one year after identification; and (b) for any of those findings
that were not subsequently corrected, provide an explanation of what the State has done to identify
the cause(s) of the continuing noncompliance and what the State is doing about the continued lack
of compliance including, as appropriate, sanctions/enforcement actions taken against any LEA that
IS continuing to show noncompliance.

13. If the State monitors an LEA or EIS program in May 2007 and provides written
notification to the LEA or EIS program of the State’s findings of noncompliance in
August 2007, in which APR must the State include those findings in the measurement
for Indicators C-9/B-15?

The State made the findings (notified the LEA or EIS program) in FFY 2007, so the State must
report on the timely correction of those findings in its FFY 2008 APR, due February 1, 2010.

The following table sets forth the time periods on which States must report in their FFY 2007, FFY
2008, FFY 2009, and FFY 2010 APRs:

Report on findings made Report on correction made as soon
(notification sent to LEA or EIS | as possible, and in no case later
program) in: than one year after the State's
identification:

FFY 2007 APR FFY 2006 FFY 2006 or FFY 2007

(due February 2009) (7/1/06-6/30/07)

FFY 2008 APR FFY 2007 FFY 2007 or FFY 2008

(due February 2010) (7/1/07-6/30/08)

FFY 2009 APR FFY 2008 FFY 2008 or FFY 2009

(due February 2011) (7/1/08-6/30/09)

FFY 2010 APR FFY 2009 FFY 2009 or FFY 2010

(due February 2012) (7/1/09-6/30/10)

14. How does the State demonstrate timely correction of noncompliance?
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As noted in OSEP’s prior monitoring reports and verification visit letters, in order for a State to
report that previously identified noncompliance has been corrected in a timely manner, the State
must have first done the following:

(1) Account for all noncompliance whether collected through the State’s on-site monitoring
system, other monitoring process such as self-assessment or desk audit, State complaint
or due process hearing decisions, State data system, statewide representative sample or
618 data or identified by OSEP or the Department;

(2) Identify in which LEAs or EIS programs noncompliance occurred, what the level of
noncompliance was in each of those sites, and the root cause(s) of the noncompliance;

(3) If needed, change, or require each LEA or EIS program to change, its policies,
procedures and/or practices that contributed to or resulted in noncompliance; and

(4) Based on its review of updated data, which may be from subsequent on-site monitoring,
determine, in each LEA or EIS program with identified noncompliance, that the LEA or
EIS program was, within one year from identification of the noncompliance, correctly
implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s).

If an LEA or EIS program did not correct identified noncompliance in a timely manner (within one
year from identification), the State must report in the APR on whether the noncompliance was
subsequently corrected by the time that the State submits the APR. Further, if an LEA or EIS
program is not yet correctly implementing the statutory/regulatory requirement(s), the State needs to
explain in the APR what the State has done to identify the cause(s) of continuing noncompliance,
and what the State is doing about the continued lack of compliance including, as appropriate,
enforcement actions taken against any LEA or EIS program that is continuing to show
noncompliance.

For any noncompliance concerning a child-specific requirement that is not a timeline requirement
(SPP/APR Indicators B-9, B-10, B-13, C-8A and C-8B), the State must, in addition to the steps
described above, also ensure that: (1) the LEA or EIS program has ensured that each individual case
of noncompliance has been corrected, unless the requirement no longer applies or the child is no
longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA or EIS program; or (2) the State has instituted appropriate
enforcement action. In ensuring that each individual case of noncompliance has been corrected, the
State would not be required to review each child’s record but rather could select a sample of records
to review for verification of correction. Inthe APR, the State must report on the extent to which
such individual cases of noncompliance have been corrected, and what enforcement actions it has
taken when such cases have not been corrected.

Page 5 of 6





15. In order to demonstrate timely correction, must a State, within one year from
identification, provide notification to the LEA or EIS program that correction occurred,
or may the State provide such notification subsequent to the one-year timeline, so long
as the correction and State verification of such correction occurred within one year from
identification?

The State’s written notice to the LEA or EIS program verifying correction could be issued later than
one year from the date of the written findings, but the LEA or EIS program must have demonstrated
that correction occurred, and the State verified such correction, within the one-year timeline.

16. If the State made a finding in January 2007 and corrects it in February 2007, is the
correction reported in the FFY 2007 APR due February 1, 2009?

Yes, because the State must report in the FFY 2007 APR on the correction of findings that the State
made in FFY 2006 (July 1, 2006-June 30, 2007), even if the correction of the FFY 2006 findings
occurred during FFY 2006.

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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LEA Level Determinations — Timely and Accurate Data Collection

2008-09 Data Collection Year

The 2008-09 district IDEA determinations will take into account whether or not a district submitted timely and accurate data to the
Connecticut State Department of Education according to the timelines below. The target is to have 100% timely and accurate

data. Please see the following pages for specific information regarding the individual data collections.

What data is collected?

Which year are the data
about?

Submission Due Date
(TIMELY)

Final Revision Date
(ACCURATE)

ED 166 (Discipline)

07-08 school year

June 30, 2008

October 3, 2008

Evaluation Timelines
(Indicator 11)

07-08 school year

August 15, 2008

August 29, 2008

Exiters PSIS / SEDAC

07-08 school year

September 16, 2008

September 30, 2008

Early Childhood Outcomes
(ECO)

07-08 school year

November 1, 2008

November 15, 2008

SEDAC — Oct. 1 Child Count

08-09 school year

December 15, 2008

December 23, 2008

Revised July 2008
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ED 166 TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting

Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR)
Determinations. Please work with both special education and general education staff to
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will
determine compliance under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor
edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting
directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks
and provided complete data. ED 166 Timely Due Date: June 30", 2008
We will use the following to examine component two of Timely: a) district did
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an
entire field or school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons
to state data and last year’s data...no unexplained significant changes in counts or
percents of students within various data points).

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for
each data collection. ED 166 Accurate Due Date: October 3™, 2008
Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for
federal reporting will be considered not accurate.
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted
(i.e., federal sign-off submitted).

ED166 File Data Due: MONDAY, June 30"

1% Level Error Checks Posted: Friday, July 18"
Due: Friday, August 1st

2" Level Error Checks Posted: Monday, August 18"
Due:  Tuesday, September 2"

Discipline Summary Reports and Superintendent Sign-off
Posted: Monday, Sept. 22"
CORRECTIONS Due: Friday, October 3™

Updated Summary Reports Posted: Friday, October 24™





EVALUATION TIMELINES TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting

Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR)
Determinations. Please work with both special education and general education staff to
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will
determine compliance under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor
edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting
directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks

and provided complete data. Evaluation Timelines: Timely Due Date: Aug. 15th, 2008
We will use the following to examine component two of Timely: a) district did
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an
entire field or non-pubic school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests
(no unexplained significant changes in counts or percents of students within
various data points).

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for
each data collection. Evaluation Timelines: Accurate Due Date: Aug. 29th, 2008
Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for
federal reporting will be considered not accurate.





SEDAC and PSIS Special Education Exits TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting

Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR)
Determinations. Please work with both special education and general education staff to
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will
determine compliance under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor
edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting
directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks
and provided complete data. SEDAC Exits Timely Due Date: Sept. 16th, 2008
We will use the following to examine component two of Timely: a) district did
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an
entire field or school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons
to state data and last year’s data...no unexplained significant changes in counts or
percents of students within various data points).

« Report available to support your efforts to track IEP student exits.

e Please note we have no way to track service plan students. Check your
service plan students from the previously reported October to be sure
they are still being serviced.

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for
each data collection. SEDAC Exits Accurate Due Date: Sept. 30th, 2008
Any student records missing exit data will be considered not accurate.
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted
(i.e., federal sign-off submitted).





EARLY CHILDHOOD OUTCOMES TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting

Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR)
Determinations. Please work with both special education and general education staff to
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will
determine compliance under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor
edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting
directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks
and provided complete data. Early Childhood Outcomes: Timely Due Date: November
1, 2008
ECO: by November 1%, 2008 district has:
e Entered pre-tests for all students that were reported with that district as
Nexus District AND in grade PreK AND Special Ed = Yes in the Oct
2007, Jan 2008, or Jun 2008 PSIS collection.
e Entered post-tests or provided a reason for no post-test for all students that
had a pre-test in ECO already and that moved on to grade K by the Oct
2008 PSIS collection.
* |If a student’s IEP was developed and implemented prior to May 1, 2006, no pre-
test or post-test is required.
* CSDE will provide reports on the ECO website that will contain students for
whom a pretest or posttest is required.

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for
each data collection. Early Childhood Outcomes: Accurate Due Date: November 15,
2008
ECO: by November 15", 2008 district has:
e Every student in their district at a status code of 1 (no errors in record).
e [fadistrict did not administer a pretest or posttest for any student that
should have been tested, that district will not be considered accurate for
the submission year.





SEDAC Oct. 1* Federal Child Count TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting

Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR)
Determinations. Please work with both special education and general education staff to
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will
determine compliance under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor
edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting
directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks
and provided complete data. SEDAC Timely Due Date: Dec. 15th, 2008
We will use the following to examine component two of Timely: a) district did
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an
entire field or school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons
to state data and last year’s data...no unexplained significant changes in counts or
percents of students within various data points).

o Report available to support your efforts to track students. SEDAC will
provide a Year-To-Year Change Report that will contain a comparison
of students reported the previous school year.

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for
each data collection. SEDAC Accurate Due Date: Dec. 23rd, 2008
Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for
federal reporting will be considered not accurate.
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted
(i.e., federal sign-off submitted).

SEDAC: by December 23, 2008 district has:
e Every student record at a status code of 1 (no errors in record).
e Federal Child Count Extract Sign-off submitted
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LISTING OF APPROVED PRIVATE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

(updated 07/25/08)

The following private specia education programs are currently approved by the
Connecticut Department of Education:

>

YV V VV V V V V V VYV VVVV VYV VYV VYV VYV VYV VY VY YVYYVYY

American School for the Deaf

Arch Bridge School

Ben Bronz Academy

Benhaven School

Boys & Girls Village Day School

CCMC School

Cedarhurst School

Center of Progressive Education

Chapel Haven

Community Child Guidance Clinic School
Connecticut Center for Child Development
Connecticut College Children's Program
Connecticut Junior Republic

Devereux Glenholme School

Eagle Hill School

Eagle House Education Program
Elizabeth Ives School for Special Children
Futures School

Giant Steps CT School

Gray Lodge School

Grove School

High Road School of Norwalk

High Road School of Wallingford

High Road Student Learning Center

Hope Academy

Intensive Education Academy

Lighthouse Voc-Ed Center

Lorraine D. Foster Day School
Manchester Memorial Hospital Clinical Day School
MCCA A.R.T. School

Mount Saint John
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Natchaug Hospital Inpatient School
Natchaug Hospital Journey School
Natchaug Hospital School
Northwest Village School

Oak Hill School

PACES

Raymond Hill School

Rushford Academy

Seton Academy

Sinai School

St. Catherine Academy

St. Vincent's Special Needs Services
Stepping Stone School

Stonington Institute School

Summit School

Sutton Hall

The Foundation School

The Gengras Center

The Learning Center

The Learning Clinic

The Phoenix School

The Webb Schools

Touchstone School

VillaMaria Education Center
Waterford Country School

Wawa Education and Retreat Center
Whitney Hall School

Woodhouse Academy

Y ale Child Study Center School

YV V VV V V V V V VVVVVV VYV VYV VYV VYV VY VY Y YVYY

Detailed information regarding each of these programs is available through the Directory
of Approved Private Special Education Programs at the following website:

http://www.sde.ct.qgov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2678& Q=320730#A pproved




http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2678&Q=320730#Approved



Please direct questions to:

Donna G. Cambria
Coordinator, Approved Private Special Education Programs
Telephone: (860) 713-6925

E-mail: donna.carnbria@ct.gov

Mailing Address: Connecticut State Department of Education
Bureau of Special Education
P.O. Box 2219, Room 369
Hartford, CT 06145-2219

Return to Bureau
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How did Connecticut do?

« 2005-06 Meets Requirements

e 2006-07 Needs Assistance 1





Areas of Concern
How did the State do?

Indicator Met Not Met
3b) participation X (CMT both areas) X (CAPT both areas)
3c) proficiency X (all areas)
5c) separate X
10) Disproportionality X
11) Evaluation Timelines X
20) Timely/Accurate Data X






How did districts do?

2005-06 2006-07
Meets Requirements 55 114
Needs Assistance 1 106 23
Needs Assistance 2 0 31
Needs Intervention 1 9 0
Needs Intervention 2 0 1
Needs Substantial 0 0

Intervention






Indicator 11
Evaluation Timelines

2005-06 2006-07
Met Target 34 49
Substaptlal 73 37
Compliance
Making Progress 0 33
Did Not Meet 107 50






Criteria for 2006-07

e Based on Indicators
O — disproportionality in special education
10 — disproportionality by race/disability
11 — evaluation timelines
12 — FAPE at 3

15 — correction of noncompliance in one
year





Needs Assistance

Level 1 = one or two indicators did not meet
the target

Level 2 = one or two indicators did not meet
the target AND at least one Is the same as
the year before





Needs Intervention

e Level 1 =three or more indicators did not
meet the target

* Level 2 =three or more indicators did not
meet the target for a second year in a row,
AND

at least one Is the same as the year before





Needs Substantial Intervention

 The same indicator has not met the target for
flve or more consecutive years;

OR

 The Department has determined that the district
failed to substantially comply which significantly
affects the core requirements of the program,
such as the delivery of services to children with
disablilities or State exercise of general
supervision,

OR

 The Department has determined that the district
IS unwilling to comply.





Enforcement Actions

Technical Assistance

High Risk Grantee with Imposing
Conditions

Corrective Action Plan
Withholding Funds





How about 2007-087?

 Indicator 20 — Timely & Accurate Data

ED 166
Evaluation Timelines
Exiters PSIS / SEDAC
Early Childhood Outcomes
SEDAC October 1 Child Count





2008-09

e Will use indicators 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15,
and 20 to make determinations

e Indicator 20 Guidelines on SPP Website:

Timely & Accurate Data Collection Calendar and
Procedures, 2008-09

Share with your general education data
collectors!!



http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/SSP/calendar.pdf

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/SSP/calendar.pdf



What about PJ?

Still have PJ determinations
Similar to SPP determinations
Separate reporting document

Separate enforcement actions

— Submitting data 3 times a year through
SEDAC

— Action planning
See Appendix B with the mailing





Some recommendations....

Indicator 11, Evaluation Timelines
Implement an electronic tracking tool

PPT Chairpersons (Principals)

Look at your data early and often

Talk to your general education data people
Email us — Call us

Check the SPP website

Read Appendix A and B






Sources of TA

State Department of Education
Your own in-house experts
Institutions of higher education
SERC

RESCs

CPAC

National Centers

Can be found at RRC website:
http://www.rrfchetwork.org/content/view/137/192/




http://www.rrfcnetwork.org/content/view/137/192/



Contacts

* Bureau of Special Education
Dana Corriveau — Coordinator
Brian Cunnane/Mike Smith — LRE & PJ
Patricia Anderson — Secondary Transition
Maria Synodi — Early Childhood

Jacqui Kelleher — Evaluation Timelines,
General Supervision, Due Process

Colleen Hayles — Family Involvement





Contacts

 Bureau of School & District Improvement

Nancy Cappello — Academic Achievement,
Disproportionality

 Bureau of Compliance, Accountability &
Monitoring

Norma Sproul — Suspension/Expulsion,
Graduation, Dropout

Return to the Bulletin
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APSEP NEWS

The Bureau of Special Education(BSE) continues to work with the approved private
special education programs in the provision of quality special education programs in
accordance with the “Principles, Procedures and Standards for the Approval of Private
Special Education Programs,” adopted by the State Board of Education in June 1998.

The BSE ensures this provision through the re-approval of these programs in accordance
with an established review cycle, through the consultation and approval of significant
program changes between review cycles, and through ongoing technical assistance.

The following programs obtained re-approval during the 2007-2008 school year:
American School for the Deaf, Connecticut College Children’s Program, Devereux
Glenholme School, Eagle Hill School (Greenwich), Eagle House Education Program,
Gray Lodge School, Raymond Hill School, HOPE Academy, Elizabeth Ives School for
Special Needs, PACES, St. Catherine Academy and Villa Maria Education Center.

The BSE also reviews applications of private special education programs that are seeking
approval for the first time in accordance with the state’s principles, procedures and
standards, and provides technical assistance to special education programs that are
considering seeking approval.

High Road School of Norwalk obtained approval as a private special education program
effective June 25, 2008.

A listing of approved private special education programs is posted on the State
Department of Education’s (SDE) website. The Directory of Approved Private Special
Education Programs, also on the SDE website, is currently being updated to reflect
current program information. It is anticipated that this directory will be available by
October 1.

Please contact Donna G. Cambria, Coordinator, Approved Private Special Education
Programs, at 860-713-6925 or at donna.cambria@ct.gov should you have any questions.




mailto:donna.cambria@ct.gov
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for Identifying Children with
Learning Disabilities

Patricia Anderson / Perri Murdica
CT State Department of Education
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IDEA 2004 34 CFR §300.307

FEach State must adopt criteria for determining whether a

child has a specific learning disability . . . that:

» May prohibit the use of a severe discrepancy
between intellectual ability and achievement

for determining whether a child has a specific
learning disability (SLD);

» May not require the use of a severe discrepancy
between intellectual ability and achievement for
determining SL.D;

» Must permit the use of a process* that determines
if the child responds to scientific, research-based
intervention as a part of the evaluation procedures.

*In the special education research literature, the process
mentioned in this language is generally referred to as Response
to Intervention (Rtl). In CT it is called Scientific Research
Based Interventions (SRBI).






IDEA 2004 34 CFR §300.309

Determining the Existence of a Specific Learning
Disability —

» If the child does not achieve commensurate
with the child’s age in one or more of the
following areas when provided with
learning experiences appropriate for the
child’s age:

* Oral expression

= Listening comprehension
= Written expression

" Basic reading skills

» Reading fluency skills
" Reading comprehension
® Mathematics calculation

" Mathematics problem solving





IDEA 2004 34 CFR §300.309

Determining the Existence of a Specific Learning
Disability —

» If the child fails to achieve a rate of learning to
make sufficient progress to meet State-approved
results in one or motre of these areas when
assessed with a response to scientific, research-
based intervention process OR

» If the child exhibits a pattern of strengths and
weaknesses in performance, achievement, or
both, or a pattern of strengths and weaknesses in
performance, achievement, or both, relative to
intellectual development, that is determined by
the team to be relevant to the identification of a
SLD using appropriate assessments.






IDEA 2004 34 CFR §300.309

Determining the Existence of a Specific Learning
Disability —

» A child may not be determined to be a
child with a SI.D if underachievement is
the result of:

" A visual, hearing, or motor disability;
" Mental retardation [ID];

=" Emotional disturbance;

" Cultural factors; or

" HEnvironmental or economic
disadvantage.






IDEA 2004 34 CFR §300.306

Determining the Existence of a Specific Learning
Disability —

» A child may not be determined to be a child
with a disability if the determinant factor for
that determination is:

* Lack of appropriate instruction in
reading, including the essential
components of reading instruction as

defined in 81208(3) of the ESEA;

= [ack of appropriate instruction in math; or |

» Limited English proficiency.






IDEA 2004 34 CFR §300.309

To ensure that underachievement in a child suspected of
having a SL.D 1s not due to lack of appropriate instruction in
reading or math, the following must be considered as part of
the evaluation:

» Prior to or as part of the referral process, the child
was provided appropriate high-quality, research-
based instruction in regular education settings;

» Such instruction was delivered by qualified
personnel; and

» Data-based documentation of repeated
assessments of achievement at reasonable
intervals, reflecting formal assessment of student
progress during instruction [progress monitoring|
was provided to the child’s parents.






Connecticut State Regulations 10-76d-7

“The prompt referral to a Planning and Placement Team
(PPT) of all children who have been suspended
repeatedly or whose behavior, attendance or progress in
school is considered unsatisfactory or at a marginal level
of acceptance.”

» A district may NOT refuse to process a referral for a
special education evaluation because the district is
involved in the SRBI process with a child.

» Districts MUST hold a PPT to consider the request
for an evaluation and determine whether a special
education evaluation is warranted under the

circumstances.

» At the point of referral, procedural safeguards
provided by the IDEA 2004 become relevant (e.g.,
parental consent for evaluation, procedural timelines).

1
o ™ L






LD Guidelines Revision Process

> Advisory Task Force — broad stakeholder representation
» Executive Summary — October 2008

» Revised LD Guidelines — February 2009

» Q & A Document — prior to October 2008

» No longer use discrepancy model as of July 1,
2009

» Incorporate SRBI process as part of a
comprehensive evaluation to rule out lack of
appropriate instruction

» Emphasis on progress monitotring and fidelity of
implementation

» Variety of technically sound, culturally appropriate
assessment tools and sources administered and
interpreted by qualified personnel






What Can You do Now?

» Collaborate with general education
administration to improve efficacy of
tiers and assessments

> Get special educators more involved in
general education

» Ensure consistency of decision making
processes across school teams






Professional Development

» 'Tiered
» Differentiated
» Wider Audience

» Use of
Technology






Collaboration Community

» The Shared Work website is designed
to support and facilitate the shared
work that occurs among individuals,
organizations, and agencies at the local,
district, state, and national levels.

» Has a What’s New section, a

Repository, and a Discussion area to
comment on discussion topics






Connecticut’s Collaboration Community
Resources
www.sharedwork.org

Scroll down to the NCLB and IDEA
collaboration community, click
enter

» Read the disclaimer
» Click on continue to register

» Enter your information
» Create password, click on submit

» Brings you to locked state sites on left
side of screen

» Click on Connecticut

» Enter CTLD as password, click submit
to get into Connecticut’s main page




http://www.sharedwork.org/
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[Add Announcement]

WELCOME
This site was created to provide some background information that shaould be useful to Connecticut school persannel in preparation
for implementing the pending revision of the Guidalines for Identifising Chiidren with Learning Disabilties. Please review the various
articles, presentations, training modules, wehinars and other resources available here. Feel free to share this information with school
staffs. We [ook forward to wour feedback in the Discussion area at the bottorm of this page.

i Changing Roles
hington, DC FProfessional organizations describe how professionals could take active roles to contribute their unigue knowledge and perspective in
AT hewy ways for each child's needs.

New Rofes h Response o [ ntenention: Creating Success for Schools gne Chiidran
http ettty nasponline ordgfadvocacyMew i 20R0les%20in% 20RT] . pdf

ConnCASE 2008 Leadership Conference
Save the Dates: October 19-17 at the Mystic Hilton
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For Additional Information

Patricia L. Anderson, Ph.D.
State Department of Education
Bureau of Special Education

patricia.anderson(@ct.gov

860-713-6923

Perrit Murdica
State Department of Education

Bureau of Special Education

perri.murdica(@ct.gov

860-713-6942

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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District First Name Last Name Position/Title School Address 1 City | State | Zip email address
Ansonia Joanne MacNeill Vocation/Transition Coordinator Ansonia High School 20 Pulaski Highway Ansonia CT 06041 jmacneill@ansonia.org Return to
Ansonia Katherine Gabrielson Special Education Director Ansonia Public Sch 42 Grove St Ansonia CT 06401-1798 kgabrielson@ansonia.org Bureau
Avon Stephanie Eason Special Education Coordinator Avon High Sch 510 West Avon Rd Avon CT 06001 season@avon.k12.ct.us .
Berlin Margaret Butler Special Education Director Berlin Public Sch 238 Kensington Rd Berlin CT  06037-2648 mbutler@town.berlin.ct.us Bu l letl n
Bethel Frances Peters Transition Specialist Bethel High Sch 300 Whittlesey Dr Bethel CT 06801 petersf@bethel .k12.ct.us
Bloomfield Deirdre Osypuk Special Education Director Bloomfield Public Sch 1133 Blue Hills Ave Bloomfield CT  06002-2721 dosypuk@blmfld.org
Bloomfield William Bannish Transition/Internship Coordinator Bloomfield High School Bloomfield High School Bloomfield CT 06002 whannish@blmfld.org
Bolton Deb Huntington Guidance Counselor Bolton High Sch 72 Brandy St Bolton CT 06043 Deb.Huntington@BoltonCt.Org
Bolton Jocelyn Morse Special Education Teacher Bolton High Sch 72 Brandy St Bolton CT 06043 Jocelyn.Morse@BoltonCt.Org
Bozrah Karen Murray Transition Coordinator Norwich Free Academy 305 Broadway Norwich CT 06360 murrayk@norwichfreeacademy.com
Branford Lynn Dow Special Education Teacher/Voc Coord Branford High Sch 185 Main St Branford CT 06405 Idow@branford.k12.ct.us
Branford Kathy Doonan Special Education Dept Head Branford High Sch 185 Main St Branford CT 06405 kdoonan@branford.k12.ct.us
Bridgeport Mike Grapone Transition Coordinator Board of Education 948 Main St Bridgeport CT 06604 mqrapone@ bridqeportedu.net
Bridgeport Sarah Bodenheimer Supvr High School Sp Ed Board of Education 948 Main St Bridgeport CT 06604 sbodenheimer@bridgeportedu.net
Bridgeport Maribeth Maia Contemporary Issues Teacher Bpt Learning Ctr at Sheridan Sch 280 Tesiny Ave Bridgeport CT 06606 mmaia@bridgeportedu.net
Bridgeport Antoinette Carpenter Assistant Principal Central High Sch 1 Lincoln Blvd. Bridgeport CT 06606 acarpenter@bridgeportedu.net
Bridgeport Debbie Arganese Special Education Coordinator Central High School 1 Lincoln Blvd. Bridgeport CT 06606 darganese@bridgeportedu.net
Bridgeport Ann Curscio transition services Bassick High School 1181 Fairfield Ave. Bridgeport CT 06605 acolel28@aol.com
Bristol Michael Georgen Supervisor of Special Services Bristol Public Sch P.O. Box 450, 129 Church St Bristol CT 06011-0450 MikeGeorgen@ci.bristol.ct.us
Bristol Kim Hazelton Vocational Education Coord Bristol Eastern High Sch 632 King St Bristol CT 06010 KIMBERLYHAZELTON@ci.bristol.ct.us
Brookfield Lois Pernice Special Education Director Brookfield Public Sch 100 Pocono Rd Brookfield CT 06804 lois.pernice@brookfield.k12.ct.us
Brooklyn Peggy Muscenti Director of Special Education Brooklyn Public Sch 119 Groman Rd Brooklyn CT 06234 muscenti@brooklynschools.org
Canterbury Bryan Klimkiewicz Director of Pupil Services Canterbury Public Schools 45 Westminster Rd. Canterbury CT 06331 bklimkiewicz@canterburypublicschools.org
Canton Melissa Cook Special Education Teacher Canton High Sch 76 Simonds Ave Canton CT 06019 mcook@cantonschools.org
Canton Tina Olsen Special Education Teacher Canton Middle Sch 76 Simonds Ave Canton CT 06019 tolsen@cantonschools.org
Cheshire Stephen J. Proffitt Supvr, Secondary Sp Ed Cheshire High Sch 525 South Main St Cheshire CT 06410 sproffitt@cheshire.k12.ct.us
Cheshire Elaine Quicquaro Transition Coordinator, Sp Ed Tchr Cheshire High Sch 525 South Main St Cheshire CT 06410 equicquaro@cheshire.k12.ct.us
Clinton Kristina Len Special Education Teacher Morgan Sch 27 Killingworth Turnpike Clinton CT 06413 klen@clintonpublic.org
Clinton Merle Hart Secondary Transition Coordinator Morgan Sch 27 Killingworth Turnpike Clinton CT 06413 mhart@clintonpublic.org
Colchester Maurice Hebb Transition Coordinator Bacon Academy 611 Norwich Ave Colchester CT 06415 mhebb3@colchesterct.org
Coventry Gary Cesca Social Worker Coventry High Sch 78 Ripley Hill Rd Coventry CT 06238 gcesca@coventryct.org
Cromwell Kathleen Spence Special Services Director Cromwell Public Sch 9 Mann Memorial Dr Cromwell CT 06416-1398 kspence@cromwellct.org
Cromwell Elizabeth Weaver Transition Contact Person Cromwell High Sch Donald Harris Dr Cromwell CT 06416 EWeaver@cromwellct.org
CTTHS Jill Dymczyk Transition Contact Person SDE 25 Industrial Park Rd Middletown CT 06457 Jill.Dymczyk@ct.gov
Danbury Shaun Ratchford Special Education Teacher Danbury High Sch 43 Clapboard Ridge Rd Danbury CT 06811 ratchsh@danbury.k12.ct.us
Danbury Elizabeth Currran Special Education Teacher Western CT State University 63 Beaver Brook Rd Danbury CT 06810 currane@wecsu.edu
Darien Dave Miller Special Education Teacher/CM Darien High School 80 High School Lane Darien CT 06820 dmiller@darienps.org
Darien Carleen Wood Asst Director of Special Education Darien Public Sch 2 High School Lane Darien CT 06820 cwood@darienps.org
DCF (USD #2) Donna Cambria Pupil Services Specialist Bur of Adol & Transitional Srvcs 505 Hudson St Hartford CT 06106 donna.cambria@ct.gov
DCF (USD #2) Sara Lourie Transition Contact Person Bureau of Behavioral Health 505 Hudson St Hartford CT 06106 sara.lourie@ct.gov
Derby John Oko Guidance Counselor Derby High Sch 8 Nutmeg Ave Derby CT 06418 joko@derbyps.org
Derby Anat Segal Guidance Counselor Derby High Sch 8 Nutmeg Ave Derby CT 06418 asegal@derbyps.org
East Granby Maureen Eberly Special Education Teacher/Transition East Granby Public Sch 95 South Main St East Granby CT 06026 meberly@eastgranby.k12.ct.us
East Haddam David Scatta Pupil Services Director Central Office P.O. Box 401 Moodus CT 06469-0401 david.scata@easthaddamschools.org
East Hampton Jan Merkent Special Education Team Leader East Hampton High Sch 15 Maple St East Hampton CT 06424 JMerkent@easthamptonct.org
East Hartford Louise Rivard Transition Instructor East Hartford High 869 Forbes St East Hartford CT 06118 rivard.|@easthartford.org
East Hartford Joseph Broaden Transition Coordinator East Hartford High 869 Forbes St East Hartford CT 06118 broaden.js@easthartford.org
East Haven Ava Sorensen Team Leader Special Education East Haven High Sch 35 Wheelbarrow Lane East Haven CT 06513 asorensen@mail.east-haven.k12.ct.us
East Lyme Beth Provost Special Education Teacher East Lyme High School 30 Chesterfield Rd. East Lyme CT 06333 beth.provost@eastlymeschools.org
East Lyme Stephen Buck Special Education Director East Lyme Public Sch 165 Boston Post Rd East Lyme CT 06333 Steve.Buck@eastlymeschools.org
East Windsor Barbara Palenscar Career Counselor East Windsor High Sch 76 South Main St East Windsor CT 06088 bpalenscar@ewindsor.k12.ct.us
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06029-0179

06249-1742

jjette@ewindsor.k12.ct.us
jmontgomery@ellingtonschools.net
bbrettschneider@ellingtonschools.net
Blyon@Enfieldschools.org
clibrandi@fairfield.k12.ct.us
bgiaquinto@fairfield.k12.ct.us
aleonardi@fairfield.k12.ct.us

naparstekj@fpsct.org

furnissn@fpsct.org
dombrowskij@gilbertschool.org
abramsma@aglastonburyus.org
REISP@glastonburyus.org

robertsl@glastonburyus.org

mitchellj@granby.k12.ct.us

Christopher_Lovermi@greenwich.k12.ct.us
tcholewa@qriswold.k12.ct.us
mpomazon@gqriswold.k12.ct.us

pesposito@groton.k12.ct.us

ppattavina@groton.k12.ct.us
brancifortem@guilford.k12.ct.us
stephanie.critth@hamden.org
TYSOL001@hartfordschools.org
GOBEA001@hartfordschools.org
houdc001@hartfordschools.org
patricia.staszko@hartfordschools.org
dfleming@hartfordschools.org

Emiclette@Kkillingly.k12.ct.us

maryanne.leichter@lebanonct.org

scovino@Iledyard.net
dedgecomb@ledyard.net
hmileski@mail.lisbonschool.com
glanzs@litchfieldschools.org
smithe@litchfieldschools.org
rottierp@madison.k12.ct.us

b94bbeda@ci.manchester.ct.us
bllmdana@ci.manchester.ct.us

bllccocc@ci.manchester.ct.us
smatfess@ci.manchester.ct.us
debbie.kohan@mail.meriden.k12.ct.us
gustavo.viteri@mail.meriden.k12.ct.us
laveryp@mps1.org
skelleher@milforded.org
sbuckwalter@milforded.org
pploski@monroeps.org
maherl@monroeps.org
erichmond@montvilleschools.org
hartem@naugy.net
lagravn@naugy.net

East Windsor Special Education Dept. Chairperson East Windsor High Sch 76 South Main St East Windsor CT 06088
Ellington Jenny Montgomery Transition Coordinator Ellington High School 37 Maple St Ellington CT 06029
Ellington Bruce E. Brettschneider Director of Special Services Ellington Public Sch 47 Main St Ellington CT

Enfield Barbara Lyon Transition Coordinator Fermi High Sch 124 North Maple St Enfield CT 06082
Fairfield Chris Librandi Transition Coordinator Fairfield-Warde High School 755 Melville Ave. Fairfield CT 06825
Fairfield Barbara Giquinto Special Education Supervisor Fairfield-Warde High School 755 Melville Ave. Fairfield CT 06825
Fairfield Andrea Leonardi Special Education Director Fairfield Public Sch 501 Kings Highway E Suite 201 Fairfield CT 06825
Farmington Jeff Naparstek Special Education Teacher Farmington High Sch 6 Monteith Dr Farmington CT 06032
Farmington Nancy Furniss Transition Coordinator Farmington High Sch 10 Monteith Dr Farmington CT 06032
The Gilbert School Joe Dombrowski Associate Principal The Gilbert School 200 Williams Ave. Winsted CT 06098
Glastonbury Mary Abrams Dir of PreK-12 Student Sup Serv Pupil Serv Dept 1029 Neipsic Rd Glastonbury CT 06033
Glastonbury Paula Reis Vocational/Transition Coordinator Glastonbury HS Glastonbury CT 06033
Glastonbury Linda Roberts Admin for Pupil Services Pupil Serv Dept 1029 Neipsic Rd Glastonbury CT 06033
Granby Jennifer Mitchell Transition Coordinator Granby Memorial High Sch 315 Salmon Brook St Granby 06035
Graby  RebinAme  Caey  SupwofSpeciabEducation  GrambyMemoriabHighSoh  3iSSamenBrookSt  Gamy  CF 08085 ewey@yabyki2ess
Greenwich Christopher Lovermi Transition Coordinator Greenwich High Sch 10 Hillside Rd Greenwich - 06830
Griswold Terry Cholewa Transition Coordinator Griswold High Sch 267 Slater Ave Griswold CT 06351
Griswold Monica Pomazon Special Education Dept Chair Griswold High Sch 267 Slater Ave Griswold CT 06351
Groton Paul Esposito Assistant Principal Fitch Senior High Sch 101 Groton Long Pt Rd Groton CT 06340
Groton Paul Pattavino Special Education Supervisor BOE Admin Office P.O. Box K Groton CT 06340
Guilford Maureen Branciforte Special Education Teacher Guilford High Sch 605 New England Rd. Guilford CT 06437
Hamden Stephanie Critch Transition Coordinator Hamden High Sch 2040 Dixwell Ave Hamden CT 06514
Hartford Leighann Tyson Coordinator/Administrative Hartford High Sch/Middle Sch 960 Main St Hartford CT 06103
Hartford Anne Gobes Coordinator/Administrative College Prep, etc 960 Main St Hartford CT 06103
Hartford Connie Houde Career Specialist Htfd., Transition Lng Academy 110 Washington St. Hartford CT 06106
Hartford Patricia Staszko Senior Director Pupil Support Services Hartford CT 06106
Hartford Dwight Fleming Principal Htfd., Transition Lng Academy 110 Washington St. Hartford 06106
Kibiegly  Amy  Sewmit  SpecibEdueaonescher  iiMingiyHighSeh  FoWesfildAve  Damieken  CF  0e239
Killingly Ernest Miclette Special Education Teacher Killingly High Sch 79 Westfield Ave Danielson - 06239
Lebanon Maryanne Leichter Special Education Director Lebanon Public Sch 891 Exeter Rd Lebanon CT

Ledyard Sam Covino Coordinator of Student Services Ledyard High Sch 24 Gallup Hill Rd Ledyard CT 06339
Ledyard Dave Edgecomb Transition Coordinator Ledyard High Sch 24 Gallup Hill Rd Ledyard CT 06339
Lisbon Heather Mileski Transition Coordinator Lisbon Central School 15 Newent Rd. Lisbon CT 06351
Litchfield Stacey Glanz Special Education Teacher Litchfield High Sch P.O. Box 110, 35 Plumb Hill Rd Litchfield CT 06759
Litchfield Emma Lee Smith Special Education Teacher Litchfield High Sch P.O. Box 110, 35 Plumb Hill Rd Litchfield CT 06759
Madison Pamela Rottier Special Education Coordinator Daniel Hand High Sch 286 Green Hill Rd Madison 06443
Menchester  Come  Lawinat  TinsionGoordinastor  ManchesierMighSchol  i34EastMiddleTumpike  Manchester G 06040  bllclaur@cimanchesteretus
Manchester Beverly Bedard Director of Transitions Manchester Regional Academy 661 Wetherall St. Manchester - 06040
Manchester Mark Danaher Career Services Teacher Manchester High School 134 East Middle Turnpike Manchester CT 06040
Manchester Kate Cocco Career Services Coordinator Manchester High School 134 East Middle Turnpike Manchester CT 06040
Manchester Shelly Matfess Special Education Supvr Manchester Public Sch 45 North School St Manchester CT 06042
Meriden Debbie Kohan Transition Teacher/Program Coord Platt High Sch 220 Coe Ave Meriden CT 06451
Meriden Gustavo Viteri Supvr of Special Education Cent Off/Off of Pupil Personnel 22 Liberty St Meriden CT 06450
Middletown Pam Lavery Sp Ed Dept Head Middle High Sch 370 Hunting Hill Ave Middletown CT 06457
Milford Susan Kelleher Special Education Supvr Parsons Complex 70 West River St Milford CT 06460
Milford Sarah Buckwalter Transition Coord Jonathan Law High Sch 20 Lansdale Ave Milford CT 06460
Monroe Penny Ploski Transition Counselor Masuk High Sch 1014 Monroe Turnpike Monroe CT 06468
Monroe Laura Maher Dept Chairperson of Sp Ed Masuk High Sch 1014 Monroe Turnpike Monroe CT 06468
Montville Eileen Richmond Special Services Program Leader Montville H.S./Tyler Mid Sch 800 Old Colchester Rd Oakdale CT 06360
Naugatuck Michael Harte Transition Coordinator Naugatuck High Sch 543 Rubber Ave Naugatuck CT 06770
Naugatuck Nancy Lagrave Special Education Teacher Naugatuck High Sch 543 Rubber Ave Naugatuck CT 06770
New Britain Liam O'Reilly Supvr, Student Serv New Britain High Sch 110 Mill St New Britain CT 06051

O'Reilly@csdnb.org
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New Britain
New Britian
New Canaan
New Canaan
New Fairfield
New Haven
New Haven
New London
New Milford
New Milford
New Milford
New Milford
Newington
Newtown
North Branford
North Branford
North Haven
North Stonington
Norwalk
Norwalk
Norwich
Norwich

Old Saybrook
Old Saybrook
Oxford

Oxford
Oxford

Plainfielc
Plainfield
Plainville
Plainville
Plymouth
Portland
Preston

Putnam

Putnam

Putnam

Reg Sch Dist 01
Reg Sch Dist 01
Reg Sch Dist 04
Reg Sch Dist 05
Reg Sch Dist 05
Reg Sch Dist 06
Reg Sch Dist 07
Reg Sch Dist 08
Reg Sch Dist 09
Reg Sch Dist 10
Reg Sch Dist 10
Reg Sch Dist 11
Reg Sch Dist 12
Reg Sch Dist 13
Reg Sch Dist 14

Ann Marie Niedzwiecki Coord SE/SL Services
Annie Parker SOS Program Facilitator
Nora Daly Social Worker
Carlene Ditolla Community Vocational Coord
Ed Dolan Special Education Teacher
Brenda Wright Supvr of Special Education
Marc Caruso School/Work Coordinator
Tom Levanti Transition Coordinator
Dave Hawthorne Special Education Teacher
Beth Ann Kiernan Special Education Teacher
Maryann Ness Supvr of Special Education
Kathy Wooster Special Education Teacher
Martha E. Hartranft Special Education Director
Patricia Atkinson Sp Ed Dept Head
Sp Ed Teacher

Kris Lindsay Sp Ed Coord
Nancy Ceballos Transition Specialist
Susan Costa Director of Special Services
JoAnn Shippee Sp Ed Admin
Mary Ellen Procaccini Transition Coord
Teri Bruce Student Services Administrator
Abby Dolliver Dir of Pupil Personnel Srvcs & Sp Ed
Carole Alvaro Director of Pupil Personnel & Services
Peter Capezzone Building Coordinator/Sp Ed Teacher
Shelia Kenny Transition Coordinator
Elizabeth Battaglia
Barbara Denver Director of Special Education

|Sp Ed Teacher
Anne Landry Supvr of Sp Ed
Karen Raia Vocational Coord
Vicki Trzcinski Program Specialist
Amy Radke Special Ed Teacher/Sp Ed Coordinator
William Knies Director of Student Services
vy Davis Director Curr, Instruction, Spec Ed
Robert A. O’Meara Special Education Director
Kurt Lorenzen Tansition Coordinator
Heidi McDonald
Judi Moore Guidance Counselor
Brigid Somers Special Education Teacher
Mary Hambor School to Career Coord
Cynthia Ratchelous Coordinator of Pupil Serv
Patricia Fitzgerald Sp Ed Teacher-Transition Program
Sharon Bremner Dir of Sp Serv
Kim Riggott Transition/Vocational Coordinator
Christine Jakubiec Transition Specialist
Rosemary Riber Transition Coord
Kristen Grindal-Keller Transition Coord
Linda Carabis-Brown Sp Ed Coord
Kathryn Walsh Principal
Todd Dyer High School Guidance Dir
Amy Emory Special Education Director
Christopher Quirk Special Education Director

Administration Center
New Britain High Sch
New Canaan Public Sch
New Canaan High Sch
New Fairfield High Sch
New Haven Public Sch
Wilbur Cross High Sch
New London High Sch
New Milford High Sch
New Milford High Sch
New Milford High Sch
New Milford High Sch
Newington Public Sch
Newtown High Sch

North Branford Public Sch
North Branford Public Sch
North Haven High Sch
Wheeler Middle/High Sch
Central Office

Norwalk Public Sch
Norwich Public Sch
Norwich Public Sch

Old Saybrook Public Schools
Old Saybrook High Sch
Oxford High School

Oxford High School
Oxford Board of Education

Plainfield High Sct

Plainfield Public Sch

Plainville High Sch

Plainville Com Sch/Sp Ed Off
Terryville High Sch

Portland Public Sch

Preston Veterans' Memorial Sch
Putnam Public Sch

Putnam Public Sch

Putnam Public Sch

Housatonic Valley Reg High Sch
Housatonic Valley Reg High Sch
Valley Regional High Sch
Amity Regional Senior High Sch
Amity Regional Senior High Sch
Reg Sch Dist 06

Shared Services

RHAM High Sch

Joel Barlow High Sch

Lewis S. Mills High Sch

Lewis S. Mills High Sch

Parish Hill High Sch

Shepaug Valley High Sch

Reg Sch Dist 13

Reg Sch Dist 14

272 Main St., PO Box 1960

110 Mill St

39 Locust Ave

11 Farm Rd

54 Gillotti Rd

54 Meadow St

181 Mitchell Dr

490 Jefferson Ave
Rt. 7

Rt. 7

Rt. 7

Rt. 7

131 Cedar St

12 Berkshire Rd

49 Caputo Rd

49 Caputo Rd

221 Elm St

311 Norwich-Westerly Rd
125 East Ave

125 East Ave

305 Broadway

90 Town St

50 Sheffield St.
1111 Boston Post Rd
61 Quaker Farms Rd.

61 Quaker Farms Rd.
1 Great Hill Rd.

105 Putnam Rd

651 Norwich Rd

47 Robert Holcomb Way
69 Linden St

21 North Main St

95 High St

325 Shetuck Tpke.

35 Wicker St

35 Wicker St

35 Wicker St

246 Warren Turnpike Rd
246 Warren Turnpike Rd
256 Kelsey Hill Rd

25 Newtown Rd

25 Newtown Rd

98 Wamogo Rd

94 Battistoni Dr

85 Wall St

100 Black Rock Tnpke
24 Lyon Rd

24 Lyon Rd

P.O. Box 275, Parish Hill Rd

159 South St
135A Pickett Lane

P.O. Box 469, 5 Minortown Rd

New Britain
New Britain
New Canaan
New Canaan
New Fairfield
New Haven
New Haven
New London
New Milford
New Milford
New Milford
New Milford
Newington
Sandy Hook
No Branford
No Branford
North Haven
No Stonington
Norwalk
Norwalk
Norwich
Norwich

Old Saybrook
Old Saybrook
Oxford

Oxford
Oxford

Central Village
Plainfield
Plainville
Plainville
Terryville
Portland
Preston
Putnam
Putnam
Putnam
Falls Village
Falls Village
Deep River
Woodbridge
Woodbridge
Litchfield
Winsted
Hebron
Redding
Burlington
Burlington
Chaplin
Washington
Durham
Woodbury

CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CcT
CT
CT
CT
CcT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CcT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT

CT
CT

CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT

06050
06051
06840
06840
06812
06511
06511
06320
06776
06776
06776
06776
06111-2698
06482
06472
06472
06473
06359
06852-6001
06852
06360
06360
06475
06475
06478

06478
06478

06332

06374
06062
06062
06786-5328
06480
06365
06260
06260
06260
06031
06031
06417
06525
06525
06759
06098-1879
06248
06896
06013
06013
06235
06793
06422-2001
06798-0469

niedzwiecki@csdnb.org
Parkera@CSDNB.org

nora.daly@newcanaan.k12.ct.us

carlene.ditolla@newcanaan.k12.ct.us
edolan@new-fairfield.k12.ct.us
brenda.wright@new-haven.k12.ct.us
mark.caruso@new-haven.k12.ct.us
levantit@newlondon.org
hawthorned@newmilfordps.org

kiernanb@new-milford.k12.ct.us
nessm@new-milford.k12.ct.us
woosterk@new-milford.k12.ct.us
mhartranft@newington-schools.org
atkinsonp@newtown.k12.ct.us

klindsay@northbranfordschools.org

ceballos.nancy@north-haven.k12.ct.us

scosta@northstonington.k12.ct.us
JoannS@norwalkpublicschools.net
procaccinim@norwalkpublicschools.net
BruceT@norwichfreeacademy.com
adolliver@norwichpublicschools.org
calvaro@oldsaybrook.k12.ct.us
pcapezzone@oldsaybrook.k12.ct.us

kennys@oxfordpublicschools.org

battagliae @oxfordpublicschools.org
denverb@oxford publicschools.or¢

wrigleym@plainfieldschools.or¢
landrya@plainfieldschools.org
raiak@plainvilleschools.org
trzcinskiv@plainvilleschools.org
radkea@plymouth.k12.ct.us
wknies@theportlandct.us
davisi@prestonschools.org

omearar@putnam.k12.ct.us
lorenzenk@putnam.k12.ct.us
mcdonaldh@putnam.k12.ct.us

jmoore@hvrhs.org

bsomers@hvrhs.org

mhambor@vrhs.com
cynthia.ratchelous@reg5.k12.ct.us
patricia.fitzgerald@reg5.k12.ct.us
SBremner@rsd6.0rg
kriggott@snet.net; rigg4@cox.net
jakubiecchr@reg8.k12.ct.us
rriber@region9ps.org

grindal-kellerk@region10ct.org
CarabisL@Region10ct.org
Kwalsh@parishhill.org
dyert@region-12.org
aemory@rsd13.org

cquirk@ctregl4.org
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Reg Sch Dist 14
Reg Sch Dist 15
Reg Sch Dist 16
Reg Sch Dist 16
Reg Sch Dist 16
Reg Sch Dist 17
Reg Sch Dist 17
Reg Sch Dist 18
Reg Sch Dist 19
Ridgefield
Ridgefield
Ridgefield
Ridgefield
Rocky Hill
Rocky Hill
Rocky Hill
Rocky Hill
Seymour
Seymour
Shelton
Simsbury
Somers

South Windsor
Southington
Southington
Stafford
Stafford
Stamford
Stamford
Stamford
Stamford
Stonington
Stonington
Stonington
Stratford
Suffield
Thomaston
Thomaston
Thompson
Thompson
Tolland

Tolland
Torrington
Torrington
Trumbull
Trumbull
Unified Sch Dist | (USD #1)
Unified Sch Dist Il (USD #2)
Vernon

Vernon
Wallingford
Wallingford

Harvey
Kimberely
llyce
Mark
Lynn
Maureen
Mindy
Allan
Debra
Kathy
James
Karen
Sara
Sheryl
Sandra
Maureen
Cathryn
Deborah
Patricia
Edward
Rose
Patricia
Elizabeth
Frances
Mary Beth
Kellie
Kristin
Amy
Wayne
Patricia
Sharon
Matthew
Maureen
Deedra
Rhonda
Karen
Leslie
Pat

Lisa
Marna E.
Chrystine
Carlton
Donna
Judith
Cynthia
John
Christine
Deborah

Patti
Teresia
Janice

Rubin
Sussman
Cronk
Margas
Cox
Lavorgna
Otis

Honer
Hultgren
Wynn

Lee

Berasi
Issac

Viola
Bonfiglio
Krauss
Riggs
Baldarelli
Humeniuk
Kacey
McGurkin-Fuhr
Collin
Rafalowsky
Haag

Nato
Chenevert
Gunther
Mandeville
Holland
Armstrong
Granelli-O'Reilly
Peel
Masson
Toole
Kempton
Berasi
Bischoff
Lanesey
Canney
Hasz
LoVoi
Cayward
MacDonald
Babcock
Twiss
Wrobel
Murphy
Trella

Buell
O'Hala
Lautier

Special Education/Transition Coord

Special Ed Teacher
Transition Coordinator
Job Placement Coord
Dir of Pupil Personnel

Sp Ed High Sch Dept Head Teachr

Dir of Pupil Services

Sp Ed Coord

Special Services Director
Counselor

Special Ed Department Chair
Special Education Director
Dept Leader, Special Education
Special Education Teacher
L.I.F.E Skills Teacher
Vocational Skills Dev Teacher
Sp Ed and Pupil Srvcs Dir
Inclusion Facilitator

Special Education Teacher
Transition Specialist
Transition Coord

Pupil Services Director
Transition Coord

Senior Coord for Sp Ed
Coord Sp Ed

Sp Ed Facilitator

School Counselor

Special Education Teacher
Special Education Director
Social Worker

Individualized Education Admin-Sec

Interdisciplinary Coord/Teacher
School Psychologist

Special Education Teacher
Coord of Sp Ed

Director of Pupil Services
Program Specialist/Sp Ed Teacher
Sp Ed Teacher
Transition/Career Counselor
Coord of Sp Serv

Sp Ed Teacher/Dept Chair

Sp Ed Teacher

PAVE Program Coordinator

Dir of Sp Ed

Special Education Coordinator
Transition Specialist

Dir of Sp Ed

Secretary I

Supervisor of Sp Ed 6-12
Director, Pupil Personnel Services
Sp Ed Teacher/Transition Coord
Coord Sp Ed

Nonnewaug High Sch
Pomperaug High Sch
Woodland Reg High Sch
Woodland Reg High Sch
District Office

Reg Sch Dist 17

Reg Sch Dist 17
Lyme-Old Lyme High Sch
E.O. Smith High Sch
Ridgefield High Sch
Ridgefield High Sch
Ridgefield Public Schools
Ridgefield High Sch
Rocky Hill High Sch
Rocky Hill High Sch
Rocky Hill High Sch
Rocky Hill Public Sch
Central Office/Chatfield Sch
Seymour High Sch
Shelton High Sch
Simsbury High Sch
Somers Public Schools
South Windsor High Sch
Southington Public Sch
Southington Public Sch
Stafford High Sch
Stafford High Sch
Westhill High Sch
Stamford Public Sch
Stamford Pub Schls/Gvmnt Cntr
Stamford Public High Sch
Stonington High Sch
Stonington High Sch
Pawcatuck Middle School
Stratford Public Sch
Suffield Public Schools
Thomaston High Sch
Thomaston High Sch
Tourtellotte Memorial High Sch
Thompson Public Sch
Tolland High Sch

Tolland High Sch
Torrington High School
Torrington Public Sch
Trumbull Publ;ic Sch
Trumbull High Sch

Central Administration
Central Administration
Lyman Hall HS
Sheehan High Sch

5 Minortown Rd

234 Judd Rd

135 Back Rimmon Rd
135 Back Rimmon Rd
207 New Haven Rd
95 Little City Rd

95 Little City Rd

69 Lyme St

1235 Storrs Rd

700 North Salem Rd
700 North Salem Rd
70 Prospect St.

700 North Salem Rd
500 Chapin St

500 Chapin St

500 Chapin St

761 Old Main St

51 Skokorat St

2 Botsford Rd

120 Meadow St

34 Farms Village Rd
47 Ninth District Rd
161 Nevers Rd

49 Beecher St

49 Beecher St

145 Orcuttville Rd, PO Bx 87
145 Orcuttville Rd, PO Bx 87
125 Roxbury Rd

P.O. Box 9310

888 Washington Blvd.
P O Box 9310

176 South Broad St
176 South Broad St
40 Field St.

1000 East Broadway
350 Mountain Rd

158 Branch Rd

158 Branch Rd

785 Riverside Dr

785 Riverside Dr

1 Eagle Hill

1 Eagle Hill

Major Besse Drive
355 Migeon Ave
6254 Main St

72 Strobel Rd

24 Wolcott Hill Rd

55 West Main St

30 Park St

30 Park St, PO Box 60

142 Hope Hill Rd

Woodbury
Southbury
Beacon Falls
Beacon Falls
Prospect
Higganum
Higganum
Old Lyme
Storrs
Ridgefield
Ridgefield
Ridgefield
Ridgefield
Rocky Hill
Rocky Hill
Rocky Hill
Rocky Hill
Seymour
Seymour
Shelton
Simsbury
Somers
South Windsor
Southington
Southington
Stafford Springs
Stafford Springs
Stamford
Stamford
Stamford
Stamford
Pawcatuck
Pawcatuck
Pawcatuck
Stratford
Suffield
Thomaston
Thomaston
N. Grosvenordale
N. Grosvernordale
Tolland
Tolland
Torrington
Torrington
Trumbull
Trumbull
Wethersfield
Meriden
Vernon
Vernon
Wallingford
Wallingford

CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT

06798
06488-1950
06403
06403
06712
06441
06441
06371
06268-2287
06877
06877
06877
06877
06067
06067
06067
06067-0627
06483-3826
06483-2302
06484
06070
06071
06074
06489
06489
06076
06076
06902
06904
06901
06904
06379
06379
06379
06615
06078-2078
06787
06787
06255
06255
06084
06084
06790
06790
06611
06611
06109
06451
06066
06066
06492
06492

hrubin@ctreg14.org
ksussman@regionl5.org
icronk@region16ct.org

mmagas@regionl6ct.org

Icox@region16.or

lavorgnall@rsd17.org

motis@rsd17.org

ahoner@region18.org

dhultgren@eosmith.org

kwynn@ridgefield.org

jlee@ridgefield.org
KBerasi@ridgefield.org
slssac@ridgefield.org
violas@rockyhillps.com
BonfigliosS@ROCKYHILLPS.com
kraussm@rockyhillps.com
RiggsC@ROCKYHILLPS.com
dbaldarelli@seymourschools.org
phumeniuk@seymourschools.org
ekacey@sheltonpublicschools.org
rmcgurkin-fuhr@simsbury.k12.ct.us
pat.collin@somers.k12.ct.us
erafalowsky@swindsor.k12.ct.us

fhaag@southingtonschools.org
mnoto@southingtonschools.org
cheneverk@stafford.ctschool.net
guntherk@stafford.ctschool.net
amandeville@ci.stamford.ct.us

wholland@ci.stamford.ct.us
PArmstrong@ci.stamford.ct.us
SOreilly@ci.stamford.ct.us
mpeel@stoningtonschools.org
mmasson@stoningtonschools.org
dtoole@stoningtonschools.org
kemptonr@stratfordk12.org
kberasi@sps.suffield.org

Ibischoff@thomastonschools.org
planesey@thomastonschools.org
Icanney@thompson.ctschool.net
marnaeh@yahoo.com
clovoi@tolland.k12.ct.us
ccayward@tolland.k12.ct.us

dmacdonald@torrington.org
jbabcock@torrington.org
twissc@trumbullps.org
WrobelJ@Trumbullps.org
Christine.Murphy@po.state.ct.us

deborah.trella@ct.gov

Patricia.Buell@vernonct.org
TOHala@wallingford.k12.ct.us
jlautier@wallingford.k12.ct.us
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Waterbury
Waterbury
Waterford
Watertown
Watertown
West Hartford
West Hartford
West Haven
West Haven
Westbrook
Weston
Weston
Westport
Westport
Wethersfield
Wilton

Wilton
Windham
Windsor
Windsor
Windsor Locks
Windsor Locks
Windsor Locks
Wolcott
Wolcott
Woodstock

Luisa
Joe
Kathy
Mary
Pamela
Linda
Neil
Madelyne
Thomas
Chet
Nancy
Lois

P
Cynthia
Patricia
Robin
Linda D.
Tom

Angela
Natalie
Kate
Laurie
Hennie
Mark
Ann

Cumbo
Cetrone
Vallone
Raiola
McGuire
Nawrot
Cummings
Mihalyak
Lally
Bialicki
Johnston
Pernice
Stephen
Gilchrest
Allen
Twerdahl
Lyall
Dufort

Ehrenwerth
Donais
Dutton
Herber
Badnik
Berube
Mitra

Special Education Supervisor
Transition Coordinator

Sp Ed Teacher/Dept Chair
Dir of Sp Serv

Transition Coord

Vocational Coordinator
Vocational Coordinator
Transition Coordinator
Assistant Director of Pupil Services
Sp Ed/Student Serv Coord
Transition Coordinator
Special Education Director

Special Education Director
Transition Coord

Sp Ed Teacher/Transition Coord
Asst Dir of Sp Srvcs-Secondary Level
Sp Ed Teacher

Supvr of Secondary Special Ed

Sp Ed Dept Leader

Director of Special Services
Transition/WKk Experience Teacher
Special Education Teacher
Guidance Dept. Chair

Transitional Coach

Director, Dept of Coop Res

Waterbury Public Sch
Wilby High Sch
Waterford High Sch
Watertown Public Sch
Watertown High Sch
West Hartford Public Sch
Conard High Sch

West Haven High School
West Haven Public Sch
Westbrook High Sch
Weston High School
West Public Sch
Westport Public Sch
Westport Public Sch
Wethersfield High Sch
Wilton High Sch

Wilton High Sch
Windham High Sch

L.P. Wilson Central Office
Windsor High Sch
WindsorLocks Public Sch
Windsor Locks High Sch
Windsor Locks High Sch
Wolcott High Sch
Wolcott High Sch
Woodstock Academy

37 Leavenworth St, 2nd Flr
568 Bucks Hill Rd

20 Rope Ferry Road
10 DeForest Street
324 French Street

50 South Main St

110 Beechwood Rd

1 Mc Donoungh Plaza
25 Odgen St

158 McVeagh Rd
115 School Road
24 School Rd

72 North Ave

72 North Ave

411 Wolcott Hill Rd
395 Danbury Rd

395 Danbury Rd

355 High St

601 Matianuck Ave
50 Sage Park Rd

58 South EIm St

58 South EIm St

58 South Elm St

457 Boundline Rd
457 Boundline Rd

57 Academy Rd

Waterbury
Waterbury
Waterford
Watertown
Watertown
West Hartford
West Hartford
West Haven
West Haven
Westbrook
Weston
Weston
Westport
Westport
Wethersfield
Wilton

Wilton
Willimantic
Windsor
Windsor
Windsor Locks
Windsor Locks
Windsor Locks
Wolcott
Wolcott
Woodstock

CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT
CT

06702
06704
06385
06795
06795
06107
06107
06516
06516
06098
06883
06883-1698
06880-2720
06880
06109
06897
06897
06226
06095
06095
06096
06096
06096
06716
06716
06281

Icumbo@waterbury.k12.ct.us
jcetrone@waterbury.k12.ct.us
kvallone@waterfordschools.org
raiolama@watertownctschools.org
mcguirepa@watertownctschools.org
Linda_Nawrot@whps.org
Neil_Cummings@whps.org
Madelyne.Mihalyak@whschools.org
Thomas.lally@whschools.org
chialicki@westbrookctschools.org
nancyjohnston@westonk12-ct.org
loispernice @westonk12-ct.org
pstephen@westport.k12.ct.us

cgilchrest@westport.k12.ct.us
pallen@wethersfield.k12.ct.us
twerdahlr@wilton.k12.ct.us
lyalll@wilton.k12.ct.us
tdufort@windham.k12.ct.us

aehrenwerth@windsorct.org
ndonais@wlps.org
kdutton@wIps.org
Iherber@wlps.org
hbudnik@wolcottps.org
mberube@wolcottps.org
amitra@woodstockacademy.org
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State of " necticut %}

Department of Higher Education

Mark K. McQuillan, Commissioner
Connecticut State Department of Education
165 Capitol Ave.

Hartford, CT 06106-1630

Tel: (860) 713-6500

Fax: (860) 713-7001

E-mail: mark.mcquillan@ct.gov

Michael P. Meotti, Commissioner
Department of Higher Education
61 Woodland Street

Hartford, CT 06105-2326

Tel: (860) 947-1801

E-mail: Meotti@ctdhe.org

Cheryl J. Norton, President

Southern Connecticut State University
501 Crescent Street

New Haven, CT 06515-1355

Tel: (203) 392-5250

Fax: (203) 392-5255

E-mail: nortonc@southernct.edu

Peter O’Meara, Commissioner
Connecticut Department of Developmental
Services

460 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, CT 06106

Tel: (860) 418-6011

Fax: (860) 418-6009

E-mail: peter.omeara@ct.gov
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Designees - Special Act 08-5

Ruth Eren, Associate Professor, School of Education
Davis Hall

Southern Connecticut State University

501 Crescent Street

New Haven, CT 06515

Tel: (203) 392-5947

E-mail: erenrl@southernct.edu

Jacqueline Kelleher, Education Consultant

Division of Family and Student Support Services, Bureau of Special Education
Connecticut State Department of Education

165 Capitol Ave., Room 369

Hartford, CT 06106-1630

Tel: (860) 713-6918

Fax: (860) 713-7051

E-mail: jacqueline.kelleher@ct.gov

Kathy Reddington, Autism Pilot Project Coordinator
Department of Developmental Services

460 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, CT 06106

Tel: (860) 418-6026

Fax: (860) 418-6003

E-mail: kathryn.reddington@ct.gov

Anne Louise Thompson, Chief

Division of Family and Student Support Services, Bureau of Special Education
Connecticut State Department of Education

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 360

Hartford, CT 06106-1630

Tel: (860) 713-6912

Fax: (860) 713-7014

E-mail: annelouise.thompson@ct.gov

Jonas Zdanys, Associate Commissioner for Academic Affairs & Chief Academic Officer
Department of Higher Education

61 Woodland Street

Hartford, CT 06105-2326

Tel: (860) 947-1822

E-mail: JZdanys@ctdhe.org
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Additional Representatives from Southern Connecticut State University

James Granfield, Interim Dean, School of Education
Davis Hall

Southern Connecticut State University

501 Crescent Street

New Haven, CT 06515

Tel: (203)392-5900

Fax: (203)392-5908

E-mail: granfieldjl@southernct.edu

Pam Brucker, Chair, Department of Special Education and Reading
Davis Hall

Southern Connecticut State University

501 Crescent Street

New Haven, CT 06515-1355

Tel: (203) 392-5950

Fax: (203) 392-5927

E-mail: bruckerpl@southernct.edu

Leqislative Liaison for the State University System

Jill Ferraiolo

Associate Vice Chancellor for Government Relations/Communications
Connecticut State University System

39 Woodland Street

Hartford, CT 06105

Tel: (860) 493-0017

Fax: (860) 493-0026

E-mail: ferraioloj@ct.edu

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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State of Connectict
Department of Higher Education

Please join us for...

A Facilitated Discussion about Teaching Individuals with Autism
and Other Developmental Disabilities
Special ActNo. 08-5

The Special Act 08-5 Study Group, comprised of the Department of Developmental Services,
Connecticut State Board of Education, Department of Higher Education, and Southern
Connecticut State University, will host six (6) community meetings in the months of
September and October across Connecticut. The purpose is to solicit information from school
personnel, colleges, universities and other educator preparation programs, service providers,
friends, families, and concerned citizens to identify statewide issues and discuss potential
solutions with regard to methods of teaching individuals with autism and other developmental
disabilities. Participants are encouraged to attend any of the locations offered and may arrive
at any time during the duration of the session.

September 25, 2008 6:00 PM to 8:30 PM
LEARN: 44 Hatchetts Hill Road, Old Lyme, CT 06371

October 2, 2008 6:00 PM to 8:30 PM
EASTCONN: 376 Hartford Turnpike (Rt. 6), Hampton, CT 06247

October 9, 2008 6:00 PM to 8:30 PM
CREC: 111 Charter Oak Avenue, Hartford, CT 06106

A concurrent session in Spanish will be conducted at this location.

October 16, 2008 6:00 PM to 8:30 PM
CES: 25 Oakview Drive, Trumbull, CT 06611

October 23, 2008 6:00 PM to 8:30 PM
Education Connection: 355 Goshen Road, Litchfield, CT 06759

*Additional Date

October 29, 2008 6:00 PM to 8:30 PM
Rensselaer at Hartford: 275 Windsor Street, Hartford, CT 06120
Seminar Hall

For more information, contact: For special needs/accommodations,
Jacqueline Kelleher contact:

Consultant Karyn Champion

CT State Department of Education State Education Resource Center
P.O. Box 2219 (SERC)

Hartford, CT 06145-2219 25 Industrial Park Road

(860) 713-6918 Middletown, CT 06457
jacqueline.kelleher@ct.gov (860) 632-1485, ext. 225
champion@ctserc.org
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TRAINING ON SPECIAL
EDUCATION DATA COLLECTIONS

Welcome
PSIS Collections vs. Registration
Uploads/Technical Support/VVendors

SEDAC
SEDAC-G
™~

Evaluation Timelines
Timely/Accurate
APR/SPP

Questions

September 29, 2008 1
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ACRONYMS

PSIS (Public School Information System)

SEDAC (Special Education Data Application and
Collection)

SEDAC-G (Special Education Data Application
and Collection-Grants)

SASID (State Assigned Student ID)
ECO (Early Childhood Outcomes)

APR (Annual Performance Report)
SPP (State Performance Plan)

September 29, 2008 2






PSIS COLLECTIONS

Frozen moments In time. Three *“snapshots” of your
district during the school year: October, January,
and June (last day of school for your district).

Collection student records include SASID, Special
Ed status (Y/N), Nexus District, Facility Code 1

Used by SEDAC during the October collection
period for IEP students only.*

Not used by ECO except for SDE analysis.

September 29, 2008 3






PSIS REGISTRATION

A rolling, “live” look at which students are currently assigned
to your district. Updated continuously.

Registration student records include SASID, Nexus
District, District Entry and Exit Dates, and Nexus District
Entry and EXxit Dates.

Used by:

— SEDAC during October collection for Service Plan anad
non-collection grant students.

— SEDAC during Active Roster (non-collection) period
for IEP students.

— ECO year-round.

— The new ED166 application will most likely use
Registration.

September 29, 2008 4






OFF-CYCLE REPORTING

*Note: Districts with mandatory reporting
under P.J. et al. v. State of Connecticut,
Board of Education, et al. will also be
updating students in January and June.
Decisions have not been made as to whether
these student lists will be drawn from
Registration or the January and June
Collections.

September 29, 2008 5






UPLOAD

SEDAC References under Help/Information:

Click “Upload” link. Describes common
uploading problems.

Click “Correspondence” link, then click
“07-08 : Download (used to keep data up-
to-date for later upload)”. Instructions on
exporting info from SEDAC and taking
precautions to ensure a successful upload.

September 29, 2008 6






UPLOAD QUICK TIPS

All fields formatted as text
Proper number of columns
X In last column of the file
Remove header

Save as type: csv

Dates trivia: custom format, add leading
Zero script, drop / or -

September 29, 2008 V4






VENDORS

Ideal situation: you click a button to generate an
export from the vendor’s software. You don’t
even open it — you go to SEDAC, click the
appropriate upload link, navigate to the file the
software generated and upload it.

Vendors have access capabilities to test upload
files.

Vendors cannot perform upload on district’s
behalf.

September 29, 2008 8






REPORTING DISTRICTS IN PSIS

Public Schools — for
students attending your
schools, including OPEN
Choice; your students
educated In private special
education or residential
facilities, including out-of-
state; your students placed
In municipal detention
centers.

Endowed and
Incorporated Academies

September 29, 2008

Charter Schools
RESCs

CT Technical High School
System (CTHSS)

Department of Corrections
(USD#1)

Department of Children
and Families (USD#2)

Department of Mental
Health and Addiction
Services






NEXUS DISTRICT IN PSIS

The nexus district Is the district that has the
legal responsibility to identify, educate and
pay for a special education student under
Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA).

Generally, nexus means the town where the
student’s parent(s) reside (pay taxes).

September 29, 2008 10






NEXUS DISTRICT IN PSIS
EXCEPTIONS

Districts considered to be the nexus for students
attending their schools:

CT Technical High School System (CTHSS)
Department of Corrections (USD#1)

Department of Children and Families (USD#2)
OPEN Choice (Receiving District)

September 29, 2008 11






WHAT IS OPEN CHOICE

Open Choice Is an interdistrict public school
program intended to improve academic
achievement; reduce racial, ethnic and
economic isolation; and provide a choice of
educational programs for public school
students.

The Open Choice program allows urban
students to attend public schools In nearhy
suburban towns. It also allows suburban and
rural students to attend public schools in a
nearby urban center. The program includes
Hartford, Bridgeport, New Haven and their
surrounding school districts.

September 29, 2008 12






OPEN CHOICE

Student educated in a public school of
the OPEN Choice receiving district;

Special Program Status Code “02”.

Facility Code 1 — the OPEN Cholice receiving
district facility where the student is enrolled

Nexus District — complete only If the student Is
Special Education; use the Nexus code for the
OPEN Choice receiving district (Reporting
District).

September 29, 2008 13






OPEN CHOICE

Student sent out of the OPEN Choice receiving district
to a private special education facility in accordance
with an IEP or other special circumstances:

Special Program Status Code “12”.

Facility Code 1 — the private special education facility
attended by the student.

Facility Code 2 — the OPEN Choice receiving district

facility where the student would otherwise be enrolled'if
not outplaced.

Nexus District — Nexus code for the OPEN Choice
receiving district (Reporting District).

September 29, 2008 14






OPEN CHOICE

Student sent out of the OPEN Choice receiving district to a
RESC-operated special education facility in accordance
with an IEP or other special circumstances. OPEN Choice
participants are the only students attending a RESC-
operated facility that are not reported by the RESC but
Instead are reported by the OPEN Choice receiving district:

Special Program Status Code “22 . new code

Facility Code 1 — the generic “Other” facility code for.the
receiving district (Reporting District).

Facility Code 2 — the OPEN Choice receiving district

facility where the student would otherwise be enrolled if
not outplaced.

Nexus District — Nexus code for the OPEN Choice
receiving district (Reporting District).

September 29, 2008 15






PREPARING FOR SEDAC TO
OPEN

Have your PSIS data manager print the following
PSIS Summary Reports to be sure all of your
special education students are listed:

Students with Disabilities Reported by Other
School Districts with Your District Listed as
NEUE

Students with Disabilities Reported by Your
District with Your District Listed as Nexus

September 29, 2008 16






Total Students to Report: 4 Ready To Certify (1): 1
Enter Data (3): 3 Corrections Needed (4): 0

Viewing: 2007 - 2008 - [EP Students Active Roster » | | 500 - test

Page: T H[Gol BN show All_l|< Previous [ First Page il Last Page || Next>_|

# of Results to Display Al »

Search Page for student | Search Page |

SASID MName DOB Facility 1 Status
9104570008 ESTEY, CHARLIE 03/14/1998 5006111
9830210335 GEAHM, KEVIN 08/18/1998 5000211
1890950435 NAUSS, LYNN 12/25/1999 5006111
2705515043 WVASSAR, GREG 10/12/1998 5006111
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STUDENT LISTED IN
“VIEW ACTIVE IEP STUDENTS?,
WHO SHOULD NOT BE THERE

If a student appears in your View Active
|EP Students who should not be there, call
the appropriate PSIS contact either in your
district or the district that incorrectly
reported the student in PSIS October
Collection to make corrections.

— |Is student special education; iIs special
education field properly reported?

— Is Nexus field properly reported?

September 29, 2008 18






MISSING STUDENT IN
“VIEW ACTIVE IEP - STUDENTS”

If your district is missing a student in View Active
|EP Students, call the appropriate PSIS contact
either in your district or the district that incorreetly
reported the student in the PSIS October Collection

to make corrections.
— District must have appropriate Nexus District
entered.

— Student must have a “Y” (Yes) in the “Special
Education” field for the PSIS October Data

Collection.
19
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STATUS CODES

At this time there is no formal certification process once you
have completed entering SEDAC and SEDAC-G. You will
know your Federal Child Count is complete when all
students have a status code of 1. Students with a status code
of 3 or 4 are incomplete and will not be counted for the
district’s federal count.

Ready to Certify (1)

Once all your students have a status code of 1 you are done!

Enter Data (3)

Indicates that the student was reported in PSIS in October as Special Education
= Yes with your district listed as NEXUS. If this is not true, you need to
determine who reported the student and have that district’s PSIS person fix
the October PSIS submission.

Corrections Needed (4)

Data is saved but there is an actual error that you need to review and fix.

September 29, 2008 20






HAND ENTRY vs. UPLOAD

Hand Entry — data entered directly into
SEDAC.

Upload — data uploaded via csv fileiinto
SEDAC. If there are errors, you can fix
errors via hand entry OR fix your upload

file and upload again. BE CAREFUL, if
you make any corrections using hand entry
then upload again those changes will be
overwritten with the data in the csv file.

September 29, 2008 21






STUDEHT =~ GEHERAL IHFO  HOURS/SERVICES PG 12 RDC  HISTORY  EC

MNEXUS DISTRICT: FIRST NAME: LYINMN

AGE at IEP IMP. date: 8 LAST NAME: NAUSS
SASID: 1890950435 RACE / ETHNICITY: Asian
DATE OF BIRTH: 12/25/1999 GRADE: 11
GEMNDER.: F

Reporting District:

Facility Code 1:

Facility Code 2:

Home Facility Code:
0646211 - Hartford Public High Schoaol

Attends Home School:
Mo
Special Program Status:

Primary Disability:

03 - Speech / Language Impairments
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PSIS COLLECTION FIELDS

Special Education “Yes” Grade

Nexus District Reporting District
SASID Facility Code 1

Date of Birth Facility Code 2
Gender (psis Registration) Special Program Status
First Name Code

Last Name ELL

Race/Ethnicity (sis Rregistration) Free/Reduced Lunch
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STUDENT SCREEN

o Primary Disability
» Home Facility Code

o Attends Home School (SEDAC calculates:
compares Facility Code 1 to Home Facility Code)

September 29, 2008





HOME FACILITY CODE

This is the public school the student would
normally attend if not a special education student.
This item can be found on page 1 of the IEP. In
most cases the Facility Code 1 and Home Facility
Code are the same. The user will be able to select
from a list of the nexus district’s public school
codes or can select Facility Code 1 If certain
conditions are met (see below).

Must be a valid Connecticut public school code.
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HOME FACILITY CODE

Facility Code 1 and Home Facility Code must match:

— If facility code 1 is a Charter School (Institution Code is
13)

— If facility code 1 isa CT Technical High Scheol (Institution
Code is 16)

— If facility code 1 is a Magnet School (Special Program
Status code is 03)

— If facility code 1 is a RESC Magnet School (Institution
Code is 14; School Code < 90)

— If Service Plan Student

— 1If Institution Code is 15 (State Agency) and School Code is
less than 98

— 1f Special Program Status code Is 02 (OPEN Choice student
educated In the public school)
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HOME FACILITY CODE

The District Code of the Home Facility Code cannot be 800 —
899.

Institution Code 21, 41 or 61 can never be a Home Facility
Code for IEP Students (allowed for Service Plan Students).

School code of 90 to 98 can never be a Home Facility Code
for students age 16 and under.

School code 99 (generic out of state code) can never be'the
Home Facility Code for any student regardless of age.

K-12 Districts without a high school: If the student is in
grade nine or higher and is attending a designated high school
(as reported in Education Directory), the Home Facility Code
and Facility Code 1 must match.
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HOME FACILITY CODE

Student in age-appropriate community based transition
program and other work/transition programs. (Institution
Code of the Facility Code 1 is 82 or school code of the
Facility Code 1 1S 90-98): Questions?? Contact Pat Anderson 713-6923.

— If the student is greater than or equal to age 17 and the
TWNDRP is greater than or equal to 80%, then the:Facility
Code 1 is allowed to be the home school.

— If the student is greater than or equal to age 17 and the
TWNDRP is less than 80% then the Facility Code 1'cannot
be the home school.

If Where Student Lives is 02 or 15 (foster or transitional
foster home), Facility Code 1 and Home Facility Code must
match (so long as the conditions outlined above are not
violated).
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STUDENT GEHERAL IHFO  HOURS/SERVICES PG 12 RDC  HISTORY  EC

Most recent Evaluation (mm/dd/yyyy): 12/20/2007

Annual Review / PPT to develop the first IEP . .-,
R 01/25/2008

IEP Implementation date (mm/dd/yyyy): 08/27/2008

Early Intervention Participant (EIP)? (+I¥es (INo

Secondary Transition Goals and Objectives in o= O
Place? L_'Yes (*)No

Case Manager
Parent / Guardian Address 1: 123 Smith Street
Parent / Guardian Address 2:

Parent / Guardian City: Hartford
Parent / Guardian State: CONMECTICUT

Parent / Guardian Zip Code: 06106
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GENERAL INFO

Most Recent Evaluation Date

Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP
IEP Implementation Date

Early Intervention Participation

Secondary Transition Goals and Objectives

Reason Secondary Transition Goals and Objectives notiin
place (Hand Entry Field)

Case Manager
Parent/Guardian Information
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STUDEHT  GEHERAL IHFO HOURS/SERVICES ' PG 12 RDC  HISTORY = EC

Total School (Hours/Week): 32
Special Education (Hours/Week): 1

Non-disabled Peer (Hours/Week) 31.5
% TWNDP: 98.44

Extracurricular Activities: (+)¥es ()No

Extended School Year Required: ( 1¥es (*JNo

RELATED SERVICES:
Checked =Y, Blank = N

[ 1Speech/Language [ IRecreation [ ] orientation/Mobility [ ] Interpreting
[ ] Social work [ IMedical Services [ Psychological []1school Nurse
[] Transportation [1Phys/Occ Therapy [¥] Counseling
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HOURS/SERVICES

Total School (Hours/Week)
Special Education (Hours/Week)
Non-disabled Peer (Hours/Week)

% TWNDP (SEDAC calculates: Non-disabled Peer
(Hours/Week)/Total School (Hours/Week))

Extracurricular Activities
Extended School Year Services Required
Related Services
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~ STUDEHT  GEHERAL INFO  HOURS/SERVICES PG 12 RDC  HISTORY  EC

Ever Recerved Birth to Three Services?
()¥es (JNo

FAPE at three?

Reason FAPE at three not on time:

Age 3-5 Placement / Settings:

- Choose - b

Primary Reason for Education Location: Primary Reason for Education Location:

15 - PPT 16 - PPT
- Choose -
Who Established Non-Education Boundary? 01 - Charter Schoal (Parental Choice}
02 - Court Order following Due Process
- Choose - 03 - VaTech / CTHSS (Parental Chaice)
04 - Due Process Hearing Decision
Where does the student live? 05 - Expulsion
06 - Homeless
00 - Home 07 - Interdistrict Magnet (Parental Choice)
08 - Interm Alternative Education Setting (IAES)
Expected Graduation Year 09 - Mediation Agreement
10 - Medical {(Hospital { Homebound)
- Choose - # 11 - Mone (Awaiting Placement)
12 - Mon-educational Restriction / Treatment Boundary
13 - Open Choice {Parent Placement)
14 - Parent / BOE Placement Resolution

16 - Senvice Plan Only (Parent Placement)
September 29, 2008 17 - Wo-Ag School (Parental Choice)






PG 12 RDC

Ever Received Birth to Three Services

FAPE at Three (SEDAC calculates: looks at DOB and Annual
Review/PPT to develop the first IEP to insure that FAPE was met by
their third birthday.)

Reason FAPE at 3 not on time (Hand Entry Field)

Age 3-5 Placement/Settings (5 or younger OR preschool)
Primary Reason for Educational Location ensure accuracy:
Who Established Non-Educational Restriction Boundary
Where the Student Lives

Expected Graduation Year (####-#H#)
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HISTORY

The History tab displays the historic October 1
child count data.

Click on View to open a student report.

© STUDENT  GEMERAL INFO  HOURS/SERVICES PG12RDC  HISTORY =~ EC
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EC

If reporting a grant for a student in your Oct 1
child count via hand entry, use the Add Grant on
the EC (Excess Cost) Tab within their student

record view.

36
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SERVICE PLANS IN
FOR-PROFIT FACILITIES

For-profit private schools do not quality
as elther an elementary or secondary
school under IDEA (34 CFR §300.13
and 8 300.36 respectively) and thus,
you have no responsibility under State
or federal law to provide Child Find
activities/services to any of these
students who are not residents of
your district’s geographical
boundaries.
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SERVICE PLAN RULES
ELIGIBLE FOR SERVICE PLAN

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (K-12)
Evaluation Responsibility — District where Facility is Located

If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is eligible for Service Plan by Location District

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (Preschool plus at minimum a Kindergarten)
Evaluation Responsibility — District where Facility is Located
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is eligible for Service Plan by Location District

NOTE: After the evaluation, if the student is found eligible the district where
Facility is Located must get parental permission to provide information back 'to the
resident town. If parent refuses, student is eligible for Service Plan by the district
where the facility is located.
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SERVICE PLAN RULES
NOT ELIGIBLE FOR SERVICE PLAN

FOR-PROFIT Facility (regardless of grade...Preschool; K-12)
Evaluation Responsibility — Resident Town
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is not eligible for Service Plan

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (Preschool ONLY)
Evaluation Responsibility — Resident Town
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is not eligible for Service Plan
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REGISTERING
SERVICE PLAN STUDENTS

Please note:
Service plan students need a SASID.

One major hold-up to reporting Service Plan students has been the
Inability to obtain a SASID without the parents of the student visiting
the Public School and filling out a Registration Form.

Please know that federal and state regulations have no requirement for
the student to be registered in the district in order to receive a service
plan.

Districts may have a policy requiring parents to fill out the registration,
but this policy cannot interfere with the mandatory delivery of special
education services or with the federal reporting requirements.
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ADDING
A SERVICE PLAN.STUDENT

Student must have a SASID, which is created in the PSIS Registration Module.

The district where the private school is located must register and un-
register the student in PSIS Registration Module so that their tewn is
listed as Nexus District. For SEDAC purposes make sure the following
fields are filled-in:

Nexus District
Nexus District Entry Date (make sure the entry and exit dates are the same)
Nexus District Exit Date (make sure the entry and exit dates are the same)

exit type (04", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated school'in
the same LEA" or "07", "Transfer to a private, religiously-affiliated schaol
in the same LEA")

fill in a 0 (zero) for the Number of Days of Membership and Attendance
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ﬁADLINES

SEDAC Oct 1 Child Count

o Timely December 15t
o Accurate December 23
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EXITS
COLLECTED VIA SEDAC

IEP STUDENTS
— Date student returned to regular education (RE)

SERVICE PLAN STUDENTS

— Date student is no longer being provided a service plan (use
Exit Codes 01-27).

— Service Plan students cannot be RE. The assumption‘behind
RE is that the student is remaining in the public school
setting. Therefore, if a service plan student exits due to
completion of their IEP goals exit this student using codes:

o "04", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated
school in the same LEA®; or

e "07", "Transfer to a private, religiously-affiliated school
In the same LEA"
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EXITS
COLLECTED VIA PSIS

IEP STUDENTS

— |EP students who exit from your district must
be Unregistered in the PSIS Registration
Module (i.e. moved, graduated, reached
maximum age for services, discontinued
schooling, etc.). Use exit codes 01-27.

SERVICE PLAN STUDENTS
— None
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XADLINES

EXITERS DATA

o Timely September 16%
o Accurate September 30t
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SEDAC-G

LEA placed student - The “threshold” is currently four and
one-half times the LEA’s average per pupil expenditure for
the prior school year.

State Agency placed student — The costs exceed the LEA’S
average per pupil expenditure for the prior school year.

Website

2006-07 Net Current Expenditures per Pupil and
2007-08 Excess Cost Grant Basic Contributions
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SEDAC-G

Grant Type (SEDAC-G calculates)

Contract Sequence Number

— hand-entry contract sequence numbers are generated automatically
in SEDAC-G.

— upload the contract sequence number for each student should start
with 01. If a student has more than 1 contract the sequence
numbers should increase in sequential order (e.g. 01, 02, 03, 04
etc.). If a student has 4 contracts and the sequence number for
each contract says 01, during the upload process each grant will
upload over the previous grant, therefore only 1 contract will
actually upload to SEDAC-G.

Total Costs (SEDAC-G calculates)
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SEDAC-G

Contract Start Date

Contract End Date

Placing Agency — ENSURE ACCURACY!
Child is defined as No Nexus for this contract. only for Grant Type 28)
Education Facility

Tuition Cost

Tuition Days

Transportation Costs

Cost over Single Cost
Residential Facility

Room/Board Cost

Room/Board Days
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SEDAC-G OPEN CHOICE
STUDENT PLACED OUT OF
RECEIVING DISTRICT
The resident town is eligible to report a
grant on an OPEN Choice student

placed out to a private special
education facility or RESC.

— Special Program Status Code 12 or 22
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XADLINES

SEDAC-G

o December 15t
o March 13t
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ECO

Early Childhood Outcomes Data Collection

ECO References under Reports and
Downloads:

— ECO Questions and Answers (September
2008). Broad coverage of ECO-related
guestions.

— Using ECO. Instructions on entering data.
— When to Administer Alternative Tests.

September 29, 2008 51






ECO - Who Will Be Assessed?

All preschool children who have their first IEP developed
and implemented on or after May 1st 2006 will be
administered an assessment to collect ECO information.

All preschool children with an IEP including preschool
children receiving itinerant services — such as speech only
children — as well as children receiving special education
and related services in a classroom program.

The federal requirement to collect and report assessment
Information applies to all preschool children with an IEP!
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ECO - When Will Children Be
Assessed?

Children will be assessed at 2 points in time.

Upon entry to special education in the preschool grade.

— Entry Assessment is to be conducted during the first 4 weeks that
the child is receiving a program/service under an 1EP.

Upon exit from preschool.

— Exit Assessment must be conducted at the end of the school year

before the child exits to kindergarten.
o Administration of the exit assessment should be conducted during
the last 10 weeks of the school year.

— Exit Assessment must be conducted prior to the point in time when
a child may be exiting preschool special education for other
reasons such as a moving to another state or discharge from special

education.
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ECO

Only “true” deadline for ECO data entry is
yearly in November.

Note: to add a student’s scores, that student
must still be Registered with your district.

3 forms available for use on ECO site under
Reports and Downloads: SDE, CES, ACES

forms.
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ECO - What must districts report
by the Timely date of 11/1/08

Entered pre-tests for all students that were reported with that district as
Nexus District AND in grade PreK AND Special Ed = Yes in the Oct
2007, Jan 2008, or June 2008 PSIS collection.

Entered post-tests or provided a reason for no post-test for all students
that had a pre-test in ECO already and that moved on to grade K inithe
Oct 2008 PSIS collection.

— If a student’s IEP was developed and implemented prior to-May 1,
2006, no pre-test or post-test Is required.

— CSDE will provide reports on the ECO website that will contain
students for whom a pretest or posttest is required.

— Districts are not required to enter pre-test data for students who
came to the district after June 2008 by the November 1 Timely
date. Districts are advised to enter this data for record-keeping
pu_r%oses, but these students will be covered in the next collection
window.
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ECO - Adding a Student and
Editing Records

Requirements

You need an accurate SASID, last name, and date
of birth.

The student must have your district as Nexus
District in PSIS Registration.

The student must still have an active PSIS
Registration (back to timely entry of test data).

Instructions

See “Using ECO” document under Reports and
Downloads select Downloads
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_,ﬁzarl}r Childhood Outcomes - Windows Internet Explorer
¥y~ & https: j fumane, csde, skate, ck,usdistricksfeco/Default, aspi:

& Early Childhood Outcomes

Early Childhood Outcome

Reports and Downloads  Add a Student Record  View students with previously submitted Entry(pre) data

Welcome to the Early Childhood Outcomes website!

Important:

Please make sure your browser wil allow Popups for this site. If your browser does not allow
popups please check with your IT department to have them enable popups for this site.

If vou have any questions please contact John Watson at (860) 713-6899.
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= Early Childhood Outcomes - Windows Internet Explorer

l-ﬂ | o £ | https:f fwann, csde skake. ct.us/Districks/ECO studentsear ch, aspx

GA € Early Childhood Outcomes

Early Childhood Outcome

Reports and Downloads  Add a Student Record  View students with previously submitted Entry(pre) data Administrative T ]

Please Enter the SASID, Last Name and Date of Birth (MM/DD/YYYY) of the student you want to enter Brigance IED-TI information
for.

SASID:
Last Name:

Date of Birth:
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/= ECO - Viewing your student record - Windows Internet Explorer,

.'v

& | https: | fvmener, cade, skake, ob usDistricks JECODERtry fviewrecord, aspxrsid=1147

;& ECO - Yigwing your student record

Early Childhood Outcome

5 R T b i ut
Reports and Downloads  Add a Student Record  View students with previously submitted Entry(pre) data

Administrative Tasks

Child’s First Name: JOHMNY ot ﬁ;;se'f SMITH

DOB (MM/DD/YYYY): 10/17/1979 SASID; 1234567390

Date Brigance IED-II testing was 05/01/2007 Pre / Post: Pre
completed? (MM/DD/YYYY):

District Entered: 58

se secc [secd /s [seck [seca /T

B: Gross Motor Skills

Mastery  # of Items
Item Missed

B1:
B2:
B4:
B10:

View Error Report m






7~ ECO - Viewing your student records - Windows Internet Explorer

. ™ | https: i, csde, state, ctus/Districks [ECO vourstudents, asp

:@ ECO - Yiewing your student recards

Early Childhood Outcome

A b ool itiilednai bbb banl Vi dio . LD,

Feports and Downloads  Add a Student Record  View students with previously submitted Entrvi(pre) data Administrative Tasks

STATUS CODES:
1 = Valid Record
2 = Invalid Record (corrections needed)

Please indicate if exit data will
not be submitted on this
student due to:

111111111 LAST, FIRST

2232222222 LAST, FIRST

() Child received special education
for less than 6 months.
(O child exited unexpectedty and

assessment could not be
administered.

3333333333 LAST FIRST
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ECO - Student Transfers

Student enters PK program 1, student is registered in PSIS
Registration, PK program 1 enters pre-test data.

Student attends PK program 1 for 1 year.

Student leaves district/ PK program 1, student is exitedin
PSIS Registration.

PK Program 1 can no longer view student’s pre-test scores
on ECO.

Student enters PK program 2. Student is registered in PSIS
Registration.

PK program 2 can now view pre-test scores on ECO.

Student is leaving PK program 2 to attend K. PK Program
2 administers and enters post-test data.
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State Performance Plan (SPP)
Annual Performance Report (APR)
and Special Ed Data
(SEDAC/ECO/Evaluation Timelines/
ED166/Monitoring/etc.)

STATE
Performance
PLAN

September 29, 2008
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CT State Performance Plan

6 year plan that describes the State’s performance
on 20 indicators

Required by IDEA
More alignment with NCLB
SPP Submitted to OSEP in Dec. 2005

Must report progress to OSEP every year on all
Indicators 1-20 (Annual Performance Report -
APR)... due February 1
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CT State Performance Plan

Out of the 20 indicators, 7 are “compliance”
Indicators — targets are 0% or 100%

Developed with broad stakeholder input

Establishes baseline data and targets for
each year with improvement activities at the
State and local levels
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Indicator 1: Graduation Rate

— Data from PSIS Un-Register and SEDAC Service Plan
Exits Report

— # Grads / # Grads + 4 years of # of Dropouts (by grade)
— Target changes every year

Indicator 2. Drop Out Rate

— Data from PSIS Un-Register and SEDAC Service Plan
Exits Report

— # Dropouts/ # 9-12 graders in previous October 1
— Target changes every year
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Indicator 3: Participation and Performance on
Statewide Assessments

— 3 Sections- # Districts Made AYP for SE; % Participation;
% Performance

— Data from CMT and CAPT AYP Files
— Targets match NCLB Targets

Indicator 4: Suspension and Expulsion
— Data from ED166

— % students with disabilities suspended/expelled for 11\ 0r
more days cumulatively

— District Target = < 1.0% of SWD
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Indicator 5: Removal from Regular Class

— From SEDAC - Combination of Federal Environments
Variable (calculation) and TWNDP

— 3 Actual Categories (80-100%; 0-40%; Outplaced)
— Targets change every year

Indicator 6: Preschool Settings
— Data from SEDAC - Early Childhood Settings Variable
— Targets not yet set; feds keep changing the rules
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Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes

— Data from ECO - Calculation of amount of movement pre-
to post- regarding age appropriate behaviors in the areas:

e Social Emotional Skills;
o Use of Knowledge;
o and Appropriate Behaviors.
— Targets not yet set; feds keep changing the rules

Indicator 8: Parent Involvement
— From Parent Survey (6 year cycle)

— Target changes every year
— NOT REPORTED ON District APR
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation In
Special Education

— Data from SEDAC/PSIS — Race Analysis

— Over and Under-Representation

— ALL Races including White

— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 0%

Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in 6
Disability Categories
— Data from SEDAC/PSIS — Race Analysis
e LD, ID, ED, SLI, OHI, and AU
— Over and Under-Representation
— ALL Races including White
— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 0%
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Indicator 9/10 VS. 15%

Disproportionate Representation (Ind.9/10)

— Over- and Under-Representation

— All Races

— RRI >=2.0 or RRI<=-4.0

— Disproportionality due to inappropriate Policies,
Practices or Procedures

15% - Significant Disproportionality

— Over-Representation only

— All Races

— RRI >= 4.0 for 2 consecutive years

— Disproportionality driven by numbers only.
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Indicator 11: Evaluation Timelines

— From Evaluation Timelines Report
— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%

Indicator 12: FAPE at Age 3
— Data from SEDAC (FAPE at 3 Variable)
— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%

Indicator 13: Post-Secondary Transition Goals and
Objectives

— Data from SEDAC (16+ years old)

— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%
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Indicator 14: Post-Secondary Outcomes
— From Special Education EXITERS Survey
— Target changes every year

— NOT REPORTED ON District APR

Indicator 15: General Supervision

— Noncompliance corrected within One Year
— Data from ALL DATA SOURCES

— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%

Indicator 16: Complaints

— Data from State Complaints System
— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%
— NOT REPORTED ON District APR

September 29, 2008
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Indicator 17: Due Process Hearings
— Data from State Complaints System

— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%

— NOT REPORTED ON District APR

Indicator 18: Resolution Sessions
— Data from State Complaints System
— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%

— NOT REPORTED ON District APR

Indicator 19: Mediations

— Data from State Complaints System
— COMPLIANCE Indicator = 100%
— NOT REPORTED ON District APR

September 29, 2008
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Indicator 20: Timely/Accurate Data

— District Reported Data from:
e SEDAC
e ECO
e Evaluation Timelines
o Exit Data (PSIS/SEDAC)
o Assessment/NCLB Data
e ED 166
o ED 162/163 Certified/Non-Certified Staff Files

— State Directly-Collected Data
o Complaints/Mediations/Due Process Data
o Exiters Survey
e Parent Survey
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Timely and Accurate - a holistic system analysis, the indicator is
not about minor edits/errors...but instead Is about systemic
failure to report and/or follow reporting
directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed
general edit checks and provided complete data.

a) district did not report placeholder data;

b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an entire field or
school, etc.) and

c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons to state data and last
year’s data...no unexplained significant changes in counts or percents
of students within various data points).

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe
established for each data collection.

— Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data
submitted (i.e., federal sign-off submitted).
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L EA Level Determinations

Timely and Accurate Data Collection

2008-09 Data Collection Year

The 2008-09 district IDEA determinations will take into account whether or not a
district submitted timely and accurate data to the Connecticut State Department of
Education according to the timelines below. The target is to have 100% timely and

accurate data.

ED 166 (Discipline) 07-08 school year

Evaluation Timelines 07-08 school year
(Indicator 11)

Exiters PSIS / SEDAC 07-08 school year

Early Childhood 07-08 school year
Outcomes (ECO)

SEDAC - Oct. 1 Child 08-09 school year
Count

September 29, 2008

June 30, 2008

August 15, 2008

September 16, 2008

November 1, 2008

December 15, 2008

October 3, 2008

August 29, 2008

September 30, 2008

November 15, 2008

December 23, 2008
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CT State Performance Plan

Besides our State APR to OSEP In February, we
must publicly disseminate data for every.district
on indicators 1-15 and 20:

District Annual Performance Report

Compare each district’s data against State targets
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Section 616 Determinations

In accordance with Section 616 of the

statute, the Secretary will make determinations
upon a State

= Meets Requirements

= Needs Assistance

= Needs Intervention

= Needs Substantial Intervention

Section 616 also says the State must enforce
determinations upon LEAs.
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Websites

o SEDAC, SEDAC-G, ECO and Evaluation Ti
https://www.csde.state.ct.us/
o PSIS Contacts
https://www.csde.state.ct.us/
o PSIS Tables
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/studentid/downloadlist.asp
o Facility Codes
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/studentid/
o |EP Manual
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2678&0Q=320730
o Approved Private Special Education Programs
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2678&0Q=320730
o SPP and APR Website
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2626&0=322094
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CONTACTING US

Laura Guerrera or 860-713-6898
John Watson or 860-713-6899
Diane Murphy or 860-713-6891
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AT School Swap
created for Connecticut Schools

& SChOQ/ Many schools have purchased Assistive Technology (AT) devices
[}
®

LP for students who have graduated or moved out of district.

Many of the AT devices - special keyboards or mice,
Q software, laptops, communication devices, wheelchairs
Fo and more are in a closet, on a shelf, in a desk drawer —

not being used.

What if another student in your district or across the state could
benefit from that AT device? Help recycle and reuse unused AT

devices with the AT School Swap!

This is a “members only” online exchange for CT School systems. If you and your school
are interested in participating in the AT School Swap, please Vvisit:

http://www.cttechact.com/exchange/school, click on the Request an Account tab and send

your contact information or call 860-424-4881.

The CT Tech Act Project is a program within the Department of Social Services/Bureau of Rehabilitation Services
3/2008

Cannesticut Teeh Aot Project




http://www.cttechact.com/exchange/school
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2008-2009 SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA APPLICATION AND COLLECTION (SEDAC) HANDBOOK AND RECORD LAYOUT

SEDAC Record Layout

Updated 09/04/08

M=Mandatory* O=Optional® C=Conditional® (See footnotes for more detail.)

Field Name Excel Length | SEDAC | Origin Valid Values/Notes
Column Oct Coll.
1 | SASID A 10 M PSIS Reg. | 10-digit number. SASID must be assigned to a student prior to
this collection.
2 | Last Name B 35 M PSIS Reg. | Character field allowing a dash, period space and apostrophe.
Must be the same as reported in PSIS Registration.
3 | Date Of Birth C 8 M PSISReg. | MMDDYYYY. Must be the same as Reported in PSIS
Registration.
4 | Facility Code 1 D 7 M IEP, p. 1 See PSIS Table A for a listing of all codes (updated version
available Fall 2008) at the bottom of the following website:
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/studentid/downloadlist.asp.
5 | Primary Disability E 2 M IEP, p. 1 See SEDAC Table A. Primary Disability cannot be
Developmental Delay if age 6 or older.
6 | Most Recent Evaluation Date F 8 M IEP, p. 1 MMDDYYYY.
7 | Home Facility Code G 7 M IEP, p. 1 Must be a valid CT public school code.
8 | Parent/Guardian Address 1 H 35 M IEP, p. 1 Cannot be blank.
9 | Parent/Guardian Address 2 [ 35 0 IEP, p. 1
10 | Parent/Guardian City J 20 M IEP, p. 1 Cannot be blank.
11 | Parent/Guardian State K 2 M IEP, p. 1 Cannot be blank.
12 | Parent/Guardian Zip Code L 5 M IEP, p. 1 Cannot be blank.
13 | Annual Review/PPT to develop | M 8 M IEP, p. 1 MMDDYYYY.
the first IEP

14 | IEP Implementation Date N 8 M IEP,p.11 | MMDDYYYY.

15 | Early Intervention Participant @] 1 C LEA Required when student is 10 or younger or when IEP is first
(EIP) developed for student. Optional at other times. Y/N

16 | Secondary Transition Goalsand | P 1 C IEP, p. 6 Required if Student is 16 or older on October 1st. Y/N
Objectives in Place

17 | Total School Hours per Week Q 5 M IEP, p. 11 | Valid range: 00.01 - 99.99

18 | Special Education Hours per R 5 M IEP, p. 11 | Valid range: 00.01 - 99.99
Week

19 | Non-disabled Peer Hours per S 5 M IEP, p. 11 | Valid range 00.00 - 99.99
Week

20 | Extracurricular Activities T 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N

21 | Extended School Year Services | U 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Required?

22 | Ever Received Birth to Three \Y 1 C RDC, p. 12 | Required when Student is 5 or younger. Optional at other
Services? times. Y/N
23 | Age 3-5 Placement/Setting W 2 C RDC, p. 12 | See SEDAC Table B. Required when Student is 5 or younger
OR grade is PK. See Appendix A for further information.
24 | Primary Reason for Educational | X 2 M RDC, p. 12 | See SEDAC Table C.
Location

25 | Who Established Non- Y 2 C RDC, p. 12 | See SEDAC Table D.
Educational Restriction
Boundary

26 | Where does the student live? Z 2 M RDC, p. 12 | See SEDAC Table E.

27 | Expected Graduation Year AA 9 C RDC, p. 12 | YYYY-YYYY. As of First Annual Review during or after
the 9th Grade Year.

28 | Case Manager AB 30 0 LEA Field provided to allow LEA to track by Case Manager.

29 | Related Services 1 — AC 1 M IEP, p. 11 | If Primary Disability is Speech/Language Impairment must be

Speech/Lang. Pathology and NO. Cannot be blank. Y/N
Audiology
30 | Related Services 2 - AD 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N

Interpreting

LI this field is not complete an error is generated

2 The district has the option to report this field or leave it blank.
® This field may become required depending upon your response to a related field.

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov
O:\SEDAC\SEDAC 08-09\2008-09 SEDAC_Handbook.doc
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2008-2009 SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA APPLICATION AND COLLECTION (SEDAC) HANDBOOK AND RECORD LAYOUT

Updated 09/04/08

Field Name Excel Length | SEDAC | Origin Valid Values/Notes
Column Oct Coll.
31 | Related Services 3 - AE 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Psychological Services
32 | Related Services 4 - Physical AF 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
and Occupational Therapy
33 | Related Services 5 - Recreation, | AG 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
including Therapeutic
Recreation
34 | Related Services 6 - Social AH 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Work Services
35 | Related Services 7 - School Al 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Nurse Services
36 | Related Services 8 - Al 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Counseling, including
Rehabilitation Counseling
37 | Related Services 9 - Orientation | AK 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
and Mobility Services
38 | Related Services 10 - Medical AL 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Services (diagnostic and
evaluation only)
39 | Related Services 11 - AM 1 M IEP, p. 11 | Cannot be blank. Y/N
Transportation
40 | Grade Code AN 2 C IEP, p. 1 Required for Service Plan students ONLY. Disallowed for
others. See Table F.
41 | English Language Learner AO 1 C IEP, p. 1 Required for Service Plan students ONLY. Y/N.
(ELL) Disallowed for others.
42 | End of Record Marker AP 1 M X The letter "X must be included in this position to mark the
end of each record.

NOTE: Upload must be CSV file format. Reminder, all fields are character to retain the leading zero.

There are no naming conventions for the SEDAC CSV file upload, but it should be easily recognizable to the district. There should be
no header fields in the CSV file. Districts can also use the IEP and Service Plan Student Template that can be found in SEDAC >
Help/Information > Upload as a method for uploading information into SEDAC.

SEDAC Exit Data Record Layout

Field Name Excel Column | Length | Origin Valid Values/Notes
1 | SASID A 10 PSIS Register | 10-digit number.
2 | Last Name B 35 PSIS Register | Must match PSIS Registration.
3 | Date of Birth C 8 PSIS Register | MMDDYYYY
4 | Exit Reason/Code D 2 IEP, p. 3 See Appendix B.
5 | Exit Date E 8 IEP, p. 3 MMDDYYYY
6 | End of Record Marker | F 1 X Marks the end of each record.

SEDAC Other Data Elements Record Layout

e Hand entry required.

Field Name Origin Valid Values/Notes
1 | Reason FAPE at 3 not on time IEP, p. 12 See field description for details.
2 | Reason Secondary Transition Goals and Objectives not in place IEP, p. 6 See field description for details.

NOTE: Students reported as special education must turn 3 years old within 45 days of October 1%. Students having a date of
birth later than November 14, 2005, cannot be reported as “Y” for Special Education in PSIS (and subsequently SEDAC).
Such records will be rejected.

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov
O:\SEDAC\SEDAC 08-09\2008-09 SEDAC_Handbook.doc






2008-2009 SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA APPLICATION AND COLLECTION (SEDAC) HANDBOOK AND RECORD LAYOUT
Updated 09/04/08

SEDAC reporting is split into two categories: 1) October 1 Child Count and 2) Active Roster

October 1 Child Count consists of students reported in the October PSIS data submission who are marked as “Yes”
Special Education (Active IEP Students) and students with an active Service Plan on October 1% (not allowed in PSIS
Collection). During the time period of October 1% to December 23", SEDAC will only allow submission of data
regarding student status on October 1%. These data can be reported via upload or hand entry. Child count requires two
separate uploads; one for active IEP students reported in the October 1% PSIS Collection and another for Service Plan
students (see Appendix C for further information regarding Service Plan Students). If hand entering data, students
reported in the October 1¥ PSIS Collection will be pre-loaded into SEDAC. Service Plan students will need to be entered
separately using the “Add a Service Plan Student” function.

Active Roster will be allowed during the time period of January 1% to September 30". Districts may use SEDAC
throughout this time period to maintain current records. Both upload and hand entry will be allowed. Active Roster may
be used for mandatory off-cycle reporting for PJ data collections or APR compliance monitoring.

SEDAC Field Descriptions and Codes

SASID - State Assigned Student Identifier (SASID) — Unique 10 digit numeric code assigned to student. Reporting in the
field conforms to PSIS Registration edit rules. All students must have a SASID to appear in SEDAC (including Service
Plan students).

Last Name - Student’s formal last name. Reporting in this field conforms to PSIS Registration edit rules.

Date of Birth — Student’s date of birth in MMDDYYYY, where “M” = Month, “D” = Day, “Y” = Year. Reporting in this
field conforms to PSIS Registration rules.

Facility Code 1 — Seven digit code of the school attended by the student. This item can be found on page 1 of the IEP.
See PSIS Table A for a listing of all codes (updated version available Fall 2008) at the bottom of the following website:
_http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/studentid/downloadlist.asp.

NOTE: District Code - first three digits School Code - second two digits Institution Code - last two digits

Primary Disability — This item can be found on page 1 of the IEP. Select appropriate code from SEDAC Table A.
Specific definitions can be found at https://www.ideadata.org/docs/bdatadictionary.doc
e Cannot be 15 (Developmental Delay) if the student is age 6 or older.

SEDAC Table A — Primary Disability

Code | Value/Label Code | Value/Label

01 Intellectually Disabled 08 Learning Disabilities

02 Hearing Impairment 09 Deaf-Blindness

03 Speech/Language Impairment 10 Multiple Disabilities

04 Visual Impairment 11 Autism

05 Emotional Disturbance 12 Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)

06 Orthopedic Impairment 15 Developmental Delay (Ages 3-5 only)
07 Other Health Impairment (OHI)

7A | ADD/ADHD - Sub-Category of OHI

Most Recent Evaluation Date - MMDDYYYY, where “M” = Month, “D” = Day, “Y” = Year. This date represents the
date when the student was first evaluated to determine eligibility for special education and related services by your PPT or
the most recent evaluation to determine if the student still qualifies for special education and related services. This item
can be found on page 1 of the IEP.
e Most Recent Evaluation Date cannot be after the “effective” reporting date. (i.e., if reporting October 1* data,
Most Recent Evaluation Date cannot be after October 1%.).
e Most Recent Evaluation Date cannot be earlier than 36 months before the “effective” reporting date.

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov 3
O:\SEDAC\SEDAC 08-09\2008-09 SEDAC_Handbook.doc
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2008-2009 SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA APPLICATION AND COLLECTION (SEDAC) HANDBOOK AND RECORD LAYOUT
Updated 09/04/08

Home Facility Code - This is the public school the student would normally attend if not a special education student. This
item can be found on page 1 of the IEP. In most cases the Facility Code 1 and Home Facility Code are the same. The
user will be able to select from a list of the nexus district’s public school codes or can select Facility Code 1 if certain
conditions are met (see below).

NOTE: FACILITY CODE: Seven digit code.
District Code - first three digits School Code - second two digits Institution Code - last two digits

NOTE: Special Program Status Code - field collected in PSIS, reflects the student’s status for Facility Code 1.

e Must be a valid Connecticut public school code. See PSIS Table A at the bottom of the following website:
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/studentid/downloadlist.asp
o Facility Code 1 and Home Facility Code must match:
o if facility code 1 is a Charter School (Institution Code is 13)
if facility code 1 isa CT Technical High School (Institution Code is 16)
if facility code 1 is a Magnet School (Special Program Status code is 03)
if facility code 1 is a RESC Magnet School (Institution Code is 14; School Code < 90)
if Service Plan Student
if Institution Code is 15 (State Agency) and School Code is less than 98
if Special Program Status code is 02 (OPEN Choice student educated in the public school)
The District Code of the Home Facility Code cannot be 800 — 899.
o Institution Code 21, 41 or 61 can never be a Home Facility Code for IEP Students (allowed for Service Plan
Students).
e School code of 90 to 98 can never be a Home Facility Code for students age 16 and under.
e School code 99 (generic out of state code) can never be the Home Facility Code for any student regardless of age.
e Student in age-appropriate community based transition program and other work/transition programs.
(Institution Code of the Facility Code 1 is 82 or school code of the Facility Code 1 is 90-98):
o If the student is greater than or equal to age 17 and the TWNDP is greater than or equal to 80%, then the
Facility Code 1 is allowed to be the home school.
e If the student is greater than or equal to age 17 and the TWNDP is less than 80% then the Facility Code 1
cannot be the home school.
o K-12 Districts without a high school: If the student is in grade nine or higher and is attending a designated high
school (as reported in Education Directory), the Home Facility Code and Facility Code 1 must match.
o If Where Student Lives is 02 or 15 (foster or transitional foster home), Facility Code 1 and Home Facility Code
must match (so long as the conditions outlined above are not violated).

® o o o o o

Parent/Guardian Address 1 - Must be filled in with address of custodial parent(s). See page 1 of the IEP.
Parent/Guardian Address 2 - Optional. This item can be found on page 1 of the IEP.

Parent/Guardian City - Must be filled in with town/city of custodial parent(s). See page 1 of the IEP.
Parent/Guardian State - Must be filled in with state of custodial parent(s). See page 1 of the IEP.
Parent/Guardian Zip Code — Must be filled in with valid Zip Code of custodial parent(s). See page 1 of the IEP.

Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP - MMDDYYYY, where “M” = Month, “D” = Day, “Y” = Year. This is
the date of the Annual Review of an IEP or represents the date when the student was first evaluated to determine
eligibility for special education and related services by your PPT. This item can be found on page 1 of the IEP in the
upper right hand corner and is indicated under Reason for Meeting as Conduct Annual Review or Develop IEP.

e Must be earlier than IEP Implementation Date of most current IEP.

o Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP cannot be after the “effective” reporting date (i.e., if reporting

October 1% data, Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP cannot be after October 1%).
o Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP cannot be earlier than 12 months before the “effective” reporting date.

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov 4
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2008-2009 SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA APPLICATION AND COLLECTION (SEDAC) HANDBOOK AND RECORD LAYOUT
Updated 09/04/08

IEP Implementation Date - MMDDYYYY, where “M” = Month, “D” = Day, “Y” = Year. Specific special education
and related services may begin at different times; this is the most recent date prior to October 1* when the most current
IEP is implemented for data being collected as of October 1%. This item can be found on page 11 of the IEP under the
Start Date column. See Appendix D for guidance on Implementation Date.

e Must be at least one day after the Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP.

e Must be within 365 days of the Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP.

e |EP Implementation Date cannot be after the “effective” reporting date. (i.e., if reporting October 1* data, IEP

Implementation Date cannot be after October 1%).

Early Intervention Participant (EIP) - Y/N. This indicates that prior to placement in special education, a team of
general educators met to discuss, develop or try other ways to help the student before referral to special education. This
Early Intervention Service (EIS) is sometimes referred to as a Child Study Team, Early Intervention Team, Student
Assistance Team or a Response to Intervention (Rtl) model. This “pre-referral” step is a requirement of IDEA 2004, so in
most cases, the response would be “Yes”.

e The field is conditional. Required when student is 10 or younger OR when IEP is first developed for the student.

NOTE: If aPre-K student was enrolled in the Birth-to-Three System, the response is “Yes”. If a Pre-K student
was found not to be eligible for the Birth-to-Three System, the district can determine if EIS is appropriate before
referral for eligibility determination, but may still refer without EIS, so the answer can be “Yes” or “No”.
“Blanket” Preschool screenings should not be considered to be EIS.

Parents have the right to by-pass EIS and go straight to referral for eligibility determination, in which case, if the
planning and placement team decides to evaluate the student for eligibility determination, the response is “No”.

Secondary Transitional Goals and Objectives in Place — Y/N. Transition planning and related goals and objectives are
an integral part of the IEP beginning at the annual review following a student’s 15th birthday, or earlier if determined
appropriate by the PPT, and annually thereafter. This item can be found on page 7 of the IEP. Students who are
parentally placed in private schools and who have service plans are not required to have transition goals and services. The
field is conditional. Required when student is 16 or older for October collection.

NOTE: In order to answer Yes, at least one of the following “Community Participation”, “Independent Living”
or “Employment/Post-Secondary Education” must be checked (top of page) and at least one Measurable Annual
Goal has been written.

Total School Hours per Week - This is defined as the total number of hours per week the student is required to be in
attendance. Total School Hours/Week includes homeroom, hallway passing time, lunch and recess, etc. This is a weekly
number, not yearly, and therefore should not be confused with the “nine hundred hours of actual school work”, which are
required by Connecticut General Statutes Section 10-16. If a student’s IEP includes a requirement for an extended day
program, the time spent in that program should be included in Total School Hours. If a student’s IEP provides for a
shortened school day, then the Total School Hours should accurately reflect the shortened day. Hours can be found on
page 11 of the IEP. Report hours in effect as of October 1%,

e Range 00.01 —99.99.

e Cannot be less than Special Education Hours per Week or Non-disabled Peer Hours per Week.

e Service Plan student Total School Hours per Week must be 10 hours or more (typical for students in that grade).

Special Education Hours per Week - This number of hours does not include related services hours. Hours can be found
on page 11 of the IEP. Report hours in effect as of October 1%

e Range 00.01 —99.99.

e Cannot be greater than Total School Hours per Week.

o If Service Plan student Special Education Hours per Week should be minimal and reflect the service plan.

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov 5
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2008-2009 SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA APPLICATION AND COLLECTION (SEDAC) HANDBOOK AND RECORD LAYOUT
Updated 09/04/08

Non-disabled Peer Hours per Week - This is used to report the time the student will spend with non-disabled students.
If special education and related services are provided to the child in the general education classroom, this time should be
reflected in this field. Hours can be found on Page 11 of the IEP. Report hours in effect as of October 1%,

e Range 00.00 —99.99.
Cannot be greater than Total School Hours per Week.
Must be 00.00 if Age 3-5 Placement/Setting is 05 (Home) or 06 (Service Provider Location (Itinerant Services)).
Hours cannot be 00.00 if Age 3-5 Placement/Setting is 01 (Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten).
If Service Plan student Non-disabled Peer Hours per Week should reflect service delivery and be the same or
close to the Total School Hours per Week for the student.

NOTE: When reporting the hours for students in "Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program™ settings,
the hours are not based upon whether the school district provides and/or purchases a setting as a part of a child's
IEP. The data fields that report the hours for a preschool child will now be calculated based upon the child's IEP
hours and any additional time that the child spends in a program, class or activity with typically developing peers.
Page 11 of the IEP is specific to the special education and related services that a child will receive through the
public school. The public school Total School Hours per Week, the Special Education Hours per Week and the
Non-Disabled Peer Hours per Week will be recorded on page 11 of the child's IEP. If a child attends a Head
Start, School Readiness, nursery school, preschool or other such program unrelated to the IEP (i.e., child is
reported as attending an "Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program" setting), the child's PPT team
needs to note the hours per week that the child participates in such a program on page 2, the Meeting Summary
Page, of the IEP. The combination of hours on page 2 and page 11 of the child’s IEP must be used to report the
Total School Hours per Week, Special Education and Non-Disabled Peer Hours in SEDAC.

Extracurricular Activities - Y/N. This is used to report if a student has participated in school sponsored extracurricular
activities with non-disabled peers since the last annual review. This item can be found on Page 11 of the IEP. Use the
following as a guide for a “Yes” response:

The extracurricular activity was school sponsored and has a stated purpose. This would not include, for example, an after
school activity run by a community organization, but would include an interscholastic or intramural sport or homework
club. Source http://www.state.ct.us/sde/deps/special/l[EPmanual.doc

e  There was a minimum of 50% non-disabled peers in this extracurricular activity;
e  There was an adult supervisor or advisor, usually associated with the school;

e  The extracurricular activity met on a regular basis (at least 5 times per year). This would exclude activities
such as assemblies, field trips, or food drives;

The student attended at least 50% of the sessions;

Student participation was totally voluntary;

The extracurricular activity was not offered for academic credit; and

The extracurricular activity is likely listed as an activity in the high school or middle school student handbook.

Extended School Year Services Required - Y/N. This item can be found of page 11 of the IEP.

Ever Received Birth to Three Services — Y/N. This item can be found of page 12 of the IEP.
e This field is conditional. Required when student is 5 or younger.

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov 6
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Age 3-5 Placement/Setting - This item can be found of page 12 of the IEP. See Appendix A for a detailed explanation of
each setting and appropriate selection of the setting.

e This field is conditional. Required when student is 5 or younger OR grade is PK.

o If Age 3-5 Placement Setting is 06, Grade must be P3 or PK in PSIS October Data Collection.

e Age 3-5 Setting cannot be 06 if the school code is 86 (Head Start) or 87 (Community Based PK).

SEDAC Table B Age 3-5 Placement/Setting

Code | Value/Label

00 All students age 6 and older AND not in PK

01 Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten

02 Early Childhood Special Education Program in Separate Class

03 Early Childhood Special Education Program in Separate School

04 Early Childhood Special Education in Program in Residential Facility
05 Home

06 Service Provider Location (Itinerant Services)

Primary Reason for Educational Location - This item can be found of page 12 of the IEP. In most cases, the students
“are placed by the Planning and Placement Team (PPT). See Table C below for additional choices.

@\ NOTE: Special Program Status Code - field collected in PSIS, reflects the student’s status for Facility Code 1.

If Service Plan student, Primary Reason must be 16.

If student is an IEP student Primary Reason cannot be 16.

If Nexus District is 900, Primary Reason must be 03.

If the Institutional Code is 13 (Charter School), Primary Reason must be 01.

If Special Program Status code is 03 (Magnet School), Primary Reason must be 07.

If Special Program Status code is 02 (OPEN Choice student educated in the public school), Primary Reason must

be 13.

o If Special Program Status code is 12 (OPEN Choice student placed out to a private special education facility) or
22 (OPEN Choice student placed out to a RESC), Primary Reason must be 15.

e If Special Program Status code is 01 (Vo-Ag) or 06 (Vo-Ag at Designated HS), Primary Reason must be 17.

SEDAC Table C - Primary Reason for Educational Location
Code | Value/Label
01 Charter School (Parental Choice)
02 Court Order Following Due Process
03 Connecticut Technical High School (CTHSS) (Parental Choice) (Nexus District must be 900)
04 Due Process Hearing Decision
05 Expulsion
06 Homeless
07 Inter-district Magnet (Parental Choice)
08 Interim Alternative Education Setting (IAES)
09 Mediation Agreement
10 Medical (Hospital/Homebound)
11 None (Awaiting Placement)
12 Non-educational Restriction/Treatment Boundary
13 Open Choice (Parent Placement)
14 Parent/BOE Placement Resolution
15 Planning and Placement Team (PPT)
16 Service Plan Only (Parent Placement)
17 Vocational Agriculture School (Vo-Ag) (Parental Choice)
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Who Established Non-Educational Restriction Boundary - This item can be found of page 12 of the IEP. Non-
education restriction/treatment boundary refers to situations in which a student must receive education services in a setting
other than a public school as a result of either a physician’s order, a court order, or a DCF Placement Review Team
decision that was made in accordance with the procedures delineated in the SDE-DCF memorandum (dated March 15,
1993), regarding education services for DCF-placed residential students. This field is used to identify the agency that
established the restriction/boundary. It is also used when an Indian Nation (Federally Recognized Native American Tribe)
places a student for other-than-educational reasons and the student does not live at home.

e This field is conditional. Required when Primary Reason for Educational Location is 12.

SEDAC Table D - Who Established Non-educational Restriction Boundary
Code | Value/Label
01 Department of Children/Families (DCF)
02 Department of Developmental Services (DDS)
03 Department of Mental Health and Addiction Services (DMHAS)

04 Indian Nation (Government Federally Recognized Native American Tribe)
05 Judicial Department
06 Physician

Where the Student Lives — This item can be found of page 12 of the IEP.
75 | NOTE: Special Program Status Code - field collected in PSIS, reflects the student’s status for Facility Code 1.

o If where living is 09, Institutional Code (last two digits of Facility Code 1) must be 61.
o If Special Program Status code is 08 (Homebound), where living must be 00 (Home).

SEDAC Table E - Where Does the Student Live

Code | Value/Label Code | Value/Label

00 Home 09 Private Residential Treatment Facility
01 Correctional Facility (Nexus District = 336) | 10 Public Group Home

02 Foster Home 11 Public Residential Treatment Facility
03 Hospital 12 Safe Home

04 Municipal Detention Center 13 Supported Housing

05 Permanency Diagnostic Center 14 Temporary Shelter

06 Permanent Family Residence 15 Transitional Foster Home

07 Private Detention Center 16 Other

08 Private Group Home

Expected Graduation Year - YYYY-YYYY. This item can be found of page 12 of the IEP.

e This field is conditional.

e Required: If the student is grade 10 or above (or grade 9 if the PPT to write the ninth grade IEP is held on or
after July 1* of the collection year).

e Ignored: If the student is in grade 8 or lower (or grade 9 if the PPT to write the ninth grade IEP is held before
July 1% of the collection year) OR if the field was completed in a prior collection year.

e If the student’s nexus district changes after the initial reporting of the anticipated graduation year in SEDAC, the
new district must review the previously reported anticipated graduation data. If the new Nexus district determines
that the originally reported graduation year is no longer accurate, a revised anticipated graduation year may be
submitted in the first October SEDAC submission following the student’s Nexus district status change.

o If the student was first determined eligible out-of-state and subsequently transfers to a CT public school district,
the CT school district must report the anticipated graduation data in the first October SEDAC submission
following the student’s transfer to the CT public school district.

Related Services 1 — 11 - These items can be found of page 11 of the IEP.

o If Primary Disability is 03 (Speech/Language Impairment), Related Services 1 must be “no”.
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For service plan students only, report the grade in which the student is enrolled. When in doubt, check the

student’s service plan. After checking the service plan, if you are still unable to make a determination, report the age-
appropriate grade for the student. (Age-appropriate grade is defined by the “1/1 rule.”” That is: if the student is age six
by January 1, report him/her in grade 01; if the student is age nine by January 1, report him/her in grade 04; if the
student is age thirteen by January 1, report him/her in grade 08; etc.)

SEDAC Table F — Grade Codes

Code | Description

P3 This field is offered to districts wishing to maintain a separate grouping for Prekindergarten students who
are three years of age and who will most likely remain in PreK next year. Please note that in practice,
SDE will treat students coded P3 in the same manner as students coded PK.

PK Prekindergarten (If not P3, this is the default for PreK)

KH Kindergarten, Half Day (Programs of approximately 2 % hours duration per day)

KE Kindergarten, Extended Day (Programs of greater than 2 % hours and less than a full day)

KF Kindergarten, Full Day (Programs comparable in length to regular elementary education)

Code | Description Code | Description

01 Grade 1, including transitional first graders 07 Grade 7

02 Grade 2 08 Grade 8

03 Grade 3 09 Grade 9

04 Grade 4 10 Grade 10

05 Grade 5 11 Grade 11

06 Grade 6 12 Grade 12

English Language Learner (ELL) — Y/N. Formerly Limited English Proficient (LEP). For service plan students only.
This item can be found of page 1 of the IEP.

SEDAC Error Reports

SEDAC will allow for viewing of field errors.

Individual student errors can be viewed within a student record. Save the record and any field specific errors will appear
in RED TEXT next to the field name

Error Reports are also available for viewing upon upload of your student data via two separate data uploads (one for
service plan students and one for all active IEP students in your child count).

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov
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SEDAC Exit Data Field Descriptions and Codes

Exit data must be reported in SEDAC for two select groups of students: 1) any students reported with an active IEP in the
previous October 1* child count, who did not exit the district, but were exited from Special Education and Returned to
Regular Education (use Exit Code “RE™), and 2) all service plan students reported in the previous October 1* child count
for whom a service plan is no longer being provided (use Exit Codes “01” through “27”). NOTE: If a service plan
student exits due to completion of their IEP goals (previously considered “returned to regular education™) exit this student
using codes 04, 05, 07 or 08. The assumption behind “returned to regular education” is that the student is remaining in
their public school setting, which is not true of service plan students, thus “RE” is not an appropriate exit code, and
instead a transfer code should be reported. All other students who exit from your district must be exited via the PSIS Un-
Register Module.

SASID - State Assigned Student Identifier (SASID) — Unique 10 digit numeric code assigned to student. Reporting in the
field conforms to PSIS Registration edit rules.

Last Name - Student’s formal last name. Reporting in this field conforms to PSIS Registration edit rules.

Date of Birth — Student’s date of birth in MMDDYYYY, where “M” = Month, “D” = Day, “Y” = Year. Reporting in this
field conforms to PSIS Registration rules.

Exit Reason — This item can be found on page 3 of the IEP. For all exiting students, provide the appropriate PSIS
Unregister/Exit Code or Returned to Regular Education Code (“RE”). See Appendix B.

Exit Date — This date is the PPT meeting date on which page 3 of the IEP was completed. MMDDYYY'Y, where “M” =
Month, “D” = Day, “Y” = Year.

SEDAC Hand Entry Field Descriptions and Codes

The field “FAPE at three?” is automatically calculated in SEDAC if a student is age 3. It uses information from “Date of
Birth” and “Annual Review/PPT Meeting Date to Develop the first IEP” to insure that each eligible child receives a Free
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) by their third birthday. If “Yes” is calculated no further information is needed. If
“No” is calculated a reason must be provided.

Reason FAPE at 3 not on time — If “No” is calculated above, the user is required to manually report this field. A “No”
indicates that “PPT Meeting Date to Develop IEP” did not occur on or before the child’s third birthday. A reason
explaining this failure to provide a FAPE must be supplied and cannot be uploaded into SEDAC. One of the following
reasons must be selected.

e Late Referral/Moved into district late (less than 90 days before 3" birthday)
Parental Choice (requested delay)
FAPE met via earlier PPT (when selected the SEDAC user must provide the date of initial PPT)
Child initially found not eligible by age 3 (re-referred to district at a later date)
Other (when selected the SEDAC user must provide a response in the text box)

Reason Secondary Transition Goals and Objectives not in place — If “No”, the user is required to manually report this
field. A “No” indicates that transition goals and objectives were not provided in the IEP that was in effect when the
student turned 16 years of age. At least one of the following “Community Participation”, “Independent Living” or
“Employment/Post-Secondary Education” must be checked (top of page 7) and at least one Measurable Annual Goal must
have been written. A reason explaining this failure to provide Transition Goals and Objectives by the students 16th
birthday must be supplied and cannot be uploaded into SEDAC. One of the following reasons must be selected.
o Data entry error, student had annual goal; documentation was incomplete on IEP.
¢ No transition goals and objectives were in place by the student’s 16th birthday, but were developed at a PPT prior
to close of SEDAC Child Count Collection (enter date of PPT to correct Non-compliance).
e No transition goals and objectives were in place by the student’s 16th birthday. Non-compliance has not been
corrected.
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APPENDIX A

AGE 3-5 PLACEMENT/SETTING

When recording the Placement/Setting for children 5 or younger OR in PK, the child's PPT must select one of six (6) early
childhood choices that describe a child's educational setting. The information regarding a child's educational setting will
be used by the school district to prepare and submit the School District's October 1st data to the State Department of
Education through SEDAC. The six early childhood categories reflect the environments where children 5 or younger
OR in PK spend their day, rather than solely reflecting the environment in which children receive their special
education and related services.

Before starting, it is helpful to know what the placement/setting choices are and what factors are to be used in selecting a
correct 3-5 educational placement/setting code. Please note that the order of the categories for children with disabilities
ages 3 through 5 do not reflect a continuum from least to most restrictive.

The Age 3-5 Placement/Settings categories are:

Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program — includes 50% or more non-disabled children

Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Separate Class — includes less than 50% non-disabled children
Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Separate School - includes less than 50% non-disabled children
Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Residential Facility - includes less than 50% non-disabled
children

Home

Service Provider Location (Itinerant Services) — applies only when a child does not spend time in any
environment with non-disabled peers.

poONE

oo

The following Decision Rules should be used to select the most appropriate Age 3-5 placement/setting.
e Start by considering Decision Rule #1;
If the response is yes, select Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program;
If the response is no, consider Decision Rule #2;
If the response is yes, select Early Childhood Special Education in a Separate Class;
If the response is no, consider the next Decision Rule — and so forth until the most appropriate Age 3-5
placement/setting has been identified.

Decision Rule #1:

If a child attends any early childhood program that meets the definition that 50% or more of the children in that program
are children without disabilities, (including but not limited to the child’s IEP program/service), the school district would
select an Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program.

Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program - This describes a program/classroom that includes at least
50 percent or more of children without disabilities. This category includes a child's participation in any early
childhood program and is not limited to the program/classroom in which a child receives their special education and
related services. Early childhood programs include but are not limited to

Head Start;

Kindergarten;

1% grade;

Reverse Mainstreaming (e.g., integrated) Classroom;

Private preschools;

Preschool classes offered to 3- and/or 4-year-old children by the Public School; and

Group/Center-based child-care.
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Select this placement/setting code, even if the child also receives their special education and related services in any of the
other settings. The determination of the "Early Childhood Preschool or Kindergarten Program" is not based upon whether
the school district provides and/or purchases a setting as a part of a child's IEP.

Decision Rule #2:

If the response to Decision Rule #1 is not applicable because the child attends no early childhood program, service or
activity which includes 50% or more of children without disabilities, the school district would consider the next setting,
which is Early Special Education Program in a Separate Class.

Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Separate Class — This describes a program/classroom that
includes less than 50% of children without disabilities. This placement/setting category includes special education
classrooms in regular school buildings, trailers or portables outside of public school facilities. If the child does not
attend any regular early childhood program or Kindergarten (as noted above) report the child as attending an Early
Childhood Special Education Program in a Separate Class.

Decision Rule #3
If the responses to Decision Rules #1 and #2 are not applicable, then the school district must determine whether the child
attends an Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Separate School.

Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Separate School — A program/classroom in a Separate School
includes less than 50% of children without disabilities. This includes, for example, facilities such as RESC
programs, the Foundation School, etc. If the child does not attend any of the above settings, select Early Childhood
Special Education Program in a Separate School.

Decision Rule #4
If the responses to Decision Rules #1, #2 and #3 are not applicable, then the school district must determine whether the
child attends an Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Residential Facility.

Early Childhood Special Education Program in a Residential Facility— A program/classroom in a Residential
Facility includes less than 50% of children without disabilities. This includes, for example, the American School for
the Deaf, Perkins School for the Blind, etc. If the child does not attend any of the above settings, select Early
Childhood Special Education Program in a Residential Facility.

Decision Rule #5
If the responses to Decision Rules #1, #2, #3 and #4 are not applicable, the school district must determine whether the
child receives their special education and related services at Home.

Home — If the child does not attend any of the above settings but receives some or all of their special education and
related services at home, report the child’s setting as Home. Select this code even if the child also receives special
education in a Service Provider Location.

Decision Rule #6
If the responses to Decision Rules #1, #2, #3, #4 and #5 are not applicable, the school district must determine whether the
child receives their special education and related services in a Service Provider Location (Itinerant Services).

Service Provider Location (Itinerant Services) - If the child does not attend any early childhood program or
participate in any of the above settings report that child’s placement/setting as in a Service Provider Location. The
child’s services may be provided individually or in a small group of children with disabilities. Services may be
provided in a school, hospital, or other settings.
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APPENDIX B

PSIS UNREGISTER EXIT CODES/DESCRIPTIONS

"01", "Transfer to a different public school in the same local education agency in the same state”
"02", "Transfer to a public school in a different LEA in the same state"

"03", "Transfer to a public school in a different state"

"04", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated school in the same LEA"

"05", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated school in a different LEA"

"06", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated school in a different state"

"07", "Transfer to a private, religiously-affiliated school in the same LEA"

08", "Transfer to a private, religiously-affiliated school in a different LEA in the same state"
"09", "Transfer to a private, religiously-affiliated school in a different state"

"10", "Transfer to a school outside of the country™

"11", "Transfer to an institution"

"12", "Transfer to a charter school"

"13", "Transfer to home schooling”

"15", "Graduated with regular, advanced, International Baccalaureate, or other diploma type"
"16", "Completed school with other credentials"

"7, "Death"

"20", "Reached maximum age for services"

"21", "Discontinued schooling”

"23", "Transfer to GED program/EDP"

"24", "Transfer to a postsecondary education”

"25", "Moved, not known to be continuing"

"26", "Transfer to a state approved full-time magnet school™

"2, Transfer to an Adult High School Credit Diploma (AHSCD) program*

Or

“RE”, Returned to Regular Education

This code is not appropriate for use outside of SEDAC. Do NOT use this code in PSIS Unregister.
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APPENDIX C

REPORTING SERVICE PLAN STUDENTS IN SEDAC

Districts are required to report special education students that have been Parentally Placed in Private Schools. These are
students who have been enrolled by their parents or guardians in parochial or other private schools and whose basic
education is paid through private resources and who receive special education and related services at public expense from
a local educational agency or intermediate educational unit under a Service Plan.

Under IDEA 2004 the following rules apply:

FOR-PROFIT Facility (regardless of grade...Preschool; K-12)
Evaluation Responsibility — Resident Town
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is not eligible for Service Plan

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (K-12)
Evaluation Responsibility — District where Facility is Located
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is eligible for Service Plan by Location District

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (Preschool ONLY)
Evaluation Responsibility — Resident Town
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is not eligible for Service Plan

NOT-FOR-PROFIT Facility (Preschool plus at minimum a Kindergarten)
Evaluation Responsibility — District where Facility is Located
If Eligible - IEP offered by Resident Town
If IEP is Refused — student is eligible for Service Plan by Location District

In order for service plan students to be entered into SEDAC they first must have a SASID, which is created in the PSIS
Registration Module.

The district where the private school is located must register and un-register the student in PSIS Registration
Module so that their town is listed as Nexus District. For SEDAC purposes make sure the following fields are filled-in:
Nexus District

Nexus District Entry Date (make sure the entry and exit dates are the same)

Nexus District Exit Date (make sure the entry and exit dates are the same)

exit type ("04", "Transfer to a private, non-religiously-affiliated school in the same LEA" or "07", "Transfer
to a private, religiously-affiliated school in the same LEA")

o fill ina 0 (zero) for the Number of Days of Membership and Attendance

Important point regarding service plan students:
e The district providing the Service Plan is both the reporting and nexus district for a Service Plan student.
Service Plan Students must NOT be reported in any district PSIS Collection.
The Home Facility Code must be the same as the Facility Code 1.
Total School Hours per Week should be typical for a student in the grade reported.
Special Education Hours per Week should be minimal and reflect the Service Plan.
Non-disabled Peers Hours per Week should reflect service delivery and be the same or close to the Total School
Hours per Week for the student.
e The Primary Reason for Educational Location must be 16 - Service Plan.

Because Service Plan Students are not included in PSIS collections, but are required to be reported in Federal IDEA
Reports, some PSIS information such as Facility Code 1, Grade and ELL (fields #40 and #41) must be reported in
addition to the required fields for all other IEP students.

When entering Service Plan Student data manually, use the “Add a Service Place Student” screen in SEDAC.
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Appendix D
GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION DATE

The implementation date entered in SEDAC can be found on page 11 of the IEP under the Start Date column. The
following scenarios are provided as guidance about the appropriate implementation date to enter and how the date relates
to the Start Date on page 11 of the IEP. SEDAC data collected must reflect student information in effect as of October 1st
of the current school year. Typically, the start date on page 11 of the IEP is a minimum of 5 to 10 school days from the
date of the development of the IEP due to prior written notice procedures which allow a district 5 days to mail an IEP to a
parent and a parent 5 days to consider IEP prior to implementation. However, you could note in your minutes that the
changes will be implemented immediately and parents are aware of their right to 5 days of prior written notice.

Scenario 1 Student’s initial identification:

Student’s initial identification (eligibility determination) is made at a PPT meeting on March 3; the student is found to be
eligible for special education and related services. An IEP is developed at the March 3" meeting. The start date on page
11 of the IEP is 5 school days from the date of the development of the IEP.

e Most Recent Evaluation Date — 03/03
e Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP — 03/03
e |EP Implementation Date — approximately 03/08

Scenario 2 Annual Review — full calendar year:

Student has an Annual Review on March 3. This Annual Review IEP is developed to cover 1 full calendar year.
Implementation of the IEP is March 8.

e Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP — 03/03

e |EP Implementation Date — approximately 03/08

Scenario 3 Annual Review — spans 2 different school years; goals and service delivery ARE different:

Student has an Annual Review on March 3 that spans 2 different school years and two different grade levels, where the
goals and service delivery ARE different. Since we are collecting the data as of October 1%

On Page 11 services are listed as follows:

Service Frequency Start Date End Date
Resource 2.0 hours 3/8 6/13 (last day of current SY)
Resource 3.0 hours 8/27(1* day of the next SY)  3/2

e Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP — 03/03

e |EP Implementation Date — 08/27
Scenario 4 Program Review:
Student has an Annual Review on March 3 with a start date/implementation date of March 8 and end date of March 2.
School starts and we need to revise the IEP so we hold a program review on September 15. New implementation date

becomes September 20 start date on page 11.

On Page 11 services are listed as follows:

Service Frequency Start Date End Date
Resource 2.0 hours 9/20 3/2

e Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP — 03/03
e |EP Implementation Date 09/20
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Scenario 5 Student moves to our district from another Connecticut district:

Student moves to our district from another Connecticut district with an active IEP and the annual review was
conducted on March 3 (by other district) with a start date of March 8 on page 11 and an end date of March 2.
When the student enrolls in our district with an active IEP we grant services immediately based on the other
district’s IEP. On September 15 we held a program review to develop an IEP and has a start
date/implementation date of September 20 with an end date of March 2.

e Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP — 03/03
e |EP Implementation Date 09/20

Scenario 6 Student moves to our district from out of state:
When a student moves to our district with an out of state active IEP we grant services immediately based on the out of

state IEP and hold a PPT ASAP. On first day of school student begins receiving special education services based on out
of state IEP. District holds program review to develop this student’s IEP on 9/15 with an implementation date of 9/20.

e Annual Review/PPT to develop the first IEP — use the other state’s Annual Review date
e |EP Implementation Date 09/20

When a student enters from out of state you must determine eligibility within a reasonable amount of time within entrance
to the state. From the time they enter and the time you conduct eligibility you make a good faith effort to implement the
IEP from the other state. Call Gail Mangs 713-6938 if you have further questions.
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APPENDIX E

SEDAC Oct. 1* Federal Child Count TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting

Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a timely and accurate
manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) Determinations. Please work with both
special education and general education staff to ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and
accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will determine compliance
under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and Accurate as a holistic system analysis,
thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to
report and/or follow reporting directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks and provided
complete data. SEDAC Timely Due Date: Dec. 15th, 2008
We will use the following to examine component two of Timely: a) district did not report
placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an entire field or school, etc.)
and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons to state data and last year’s data...no
unexplained significant changes in counts or percents of students within various data points).

o Report available to support your efforts to track students. SEDAC will provide a Year-
To-Year Change Report that will contain a comparison of students reported the
previous school year.

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for each data
collection. SEDAC Accurate Due Date: Dec. 23rd, 2008
Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for federal reporting will
be considered not accurate.
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted (i.e., federal sign-
off submitted).

SEDAC: by December 23", 2008 district has:
e Every student record at a status code of 1 (no errors in record).
e Federal Child Count Extract Sign-off submitted
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APPENDIX F

SEDAC and PSIS Special Education Exits TIMELINE of EVENTS
Related to Timely and Accurate Data Collection and Reporting
Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20)
The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a timely and accurate
manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) Determinations. Please work with both
special education and general education staff to ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and
accurate.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

The department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will determine compliance
under indicator #20. We have attempted to define Timely and Accurate as a holistic system analysis,
thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor edits/errors...but instead is about systemic failure to
report and/or follow reporting directions/guidelines.

Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks and provided
complete data. SEDAC Exits Timely Due Date: Sept. 16th, 2008
We will use the following to examine component two of Timely: a) district did not report
placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an entire field or school, etc.)
and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons to state data and last year’s data...no
unexplained significant changes in counts or percents of students within various data points).

e Report available to support your efforts to track IEP student exits.
o Please note we have no way to track service plan students. Check your service plan
students from the previously reported October to be sure they are still being serviced.

Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for each data
collection. SEDAC Exits Accurate Due Date: Sept. 30th, 2008
Any student records missing exit data will be considered not accurate.
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted (i.e., federal sign-
off submitted).

SEDAC Data Manager: Laura Guerrera 860-713-6898 or laura.guerrera@ct.gov 18
O:\SEDAC\SEDAC 08-09\2008-09 SEDAC_Handbook.doc
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Department of Developmental Services: Secondary Transition

The Department of Developmental Services (DDS) is divided into three regions, the North, West
and South Regions, with each region having at least two transition coordinators.

<+ The role of the DDS transition coordinator:

1. Assist students, families, school systems, adult service agencies and DDS case
managers in planning a student’s transition from school to adult life.

2. Collaborate with the following state agencies to insure that all transition options are
explored and presented to students, families and school systems for consideration:
Department of Social Service (DSS), Bureau of Rehabilitation Services (BRS), Board
of Educational Services for the Blind (BESB), State Department of Education (SDE),
Department of Children and Families (DCF), and the Department of Mental Health and
Addiction Services (DMHAS).

3. Collaborate with providers of adult services to insure that students, families and school

systems become knowledgeable of the various employment and day service supports

available.

Participate in informational sessions.

Assist in the DDS planning process for graduating students.

o s

«+ Eliqgibility for DDS services:

In order to qualify for services from DDS, an individual must apply and meet criteria for eligibility. To
be found eligible for services, the individual must reside in Connecticut. The individual’s 1Q score
must be 69 or less. At the same time, the person must also have deficits in adaptive functioning.
Individuals with a diagnosis of Prader-Willi syndrome are also eligible.

In order to effectively plan for transition, an individual should apply to DDS as early as possible, but
no later than during his/her initial years in high school. To obtain an application, please call the DDS
Central Eligibility Unit at: 1-866-433-8192. An individual and/or family member may be assisted by
school personnel in applying for DDS eligibility and in the completion of the application process once
written permission has been given by the individual/family to DDS.

Please Note :

For those children who remained with the Department from the birth-to-three system, it is
necessary for them to reapply after the age of 7 years old. Typically it is at this time when 1Q
testing is administered. DDS must receive test results by the time a child is age 8 years old to
continue services.

« Requirements for eligibility for DDS employment/day services funding:

At age 18, an individual should apply to the Department of Social Services (DSS) for Medicaid/ Title
19 and apply to the Social Security Administration for social security entitlements. It is imperative that
the individual be eligible for Medicaid in order to receive DDS employment or day program funding
upon graduation.

Employment and day services supports for school graduates are funded through the DDS Home and
Community Based Services (HCBS) waivers. To be eligible for the HCBS waivers, an individual must
qualify for Medicaid and must agree to maintain Medicaid eligibility.
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DDS has two HCBS Waivers:

1. The Individual and Family Support Waiver provides in-home, day, employment and family
support services for people who live in their own or family home.

2. The Co
employ
of supp

mprehensive Waiver is for services delivered in residential licensed settings and
ment/day services and in-home services for individuals who need a more intensive level
ort to remain in their own or family home.

« Accessing DDS services:

1.

2.

The DDS case manager is the primary contact in accessing any services from the
Department.

The Department begins planning for upcoming graduates, who have been determined to
be eligible for services by DDS, two to three years prior to graduation at the age of 21.
DDS services are non-mandated supports and therefore are based on availability of
resources and funding.

For any student who graduates from his/her school system prior to the age of 21, all
efforts will be made to provide employment or day services funding as available.

«» How school systems/ parents can be of assistance in the DDS transition planning process:

1.

w

o

For further in

Invite the DDS case manager and/or transition coordinator to Planning and Placement
Team (PPT) meetings and transition meetings.

Provide on-going information regarding the strengths, preferences, interests, and needs
of the student.

Provide information and assistance to students and families regarding DDS services.
Partner with DDS personnel to provide information to students and families regarding
DDS approved provider agencies.

Participate in scheduling visits to provider agencies during the transition process.
Collaborate with DDS personnel in all aspects of transition planning.

formation regarding DDS transition planning, contact the following:

North Region:

1. Mary Stark (Willimantic office, 860-456-6347) E-mail: mary.stark@ct.gov

2. Jo-Ellen Wickwire (Newington office, 860- 331-2040)  E-mail: jo-ellen.wickwire@ct.gov
South Region:

1. Karen Adams (Wallingford office, 203-294-5127) E-mail: karen.adams@ct.gov

2. Frank Catalano (Wallingford office, 203-294-5043) E-mail: frank.catalano@ct.gov

3. Patricia Couture (Norwich office, 860-859-5543) E-mail: patricia.couture@ct.gov
West Region:

1. Cindy Stevenson (Stratford office, 203-455-3163) E-mail: cynthia.stevenson@ct.gov

2. Tony Zaino (Torrington office, 860-496-3062) E-mail: anthony.zaino@ct.gov

*Please visit the Department of Developmental Services website @

www.ct.gov/dds

8-28-08 DDS T

ransition Coordinators






		At age 18, an individual should apply to the Department of Social Services (DSS) for Medicaid/ Title 19 and apply to the Social Security Administration for social security entitlements. It is imperative that the individual be eligible for Medicaid in order to receive DDS employment or day program funding upon graduation.

		1. The Individual and Family Support Waiver provides in-home, day, employment and family support services for people who live in their own or family home.

		2. The Comprehensive Waiver is for services delivered in residential licensed settings and employment/day services and in-home services for individuals who need a more intensive level of support to remain in their own or family home.










TUuEsSDAY, OcTOBER 21, 2008

This annual conference is an opportunity for paraprofessionals to engage in cutting edge
professional development while networking with colleagues. It is designed to develop the skills of
paraprofessionals to increase their effectiveness as educational partners with general and special
education teachers, student support services personnel, and administrators. The conference will
offer a variety of workshop options covering content areas that focus on meeting the diverse
learning needs of students, kindergarten through grade 12, resulting in positive student
outcomes.

TABLE TALK

Over the years, participants of the annual statewide Paraprofessionals As Partners conference
comment that networking with colleagues from other districts and buildings is incredibly
valuable. In response to this feedback, a designated time has been created during which
participants at each table may take turns responding to questions, reflecting on the day, and
dialoguing with other educators. Table Talk is a special time dedicated for participants to: 1)
network with colleagues; 2) reflect on the day’s learning; and 3) share their learning with
colleagues.
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Middletown, CT 06457

Back to Bulletin

The 13" Annual Statewide

Conference for Paraprofessionals

“Making Connections that Count”

Paraprofessionals
as Partners

W October 21, 2008
8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
Marriott Hotel
Farmington, CT

25 Industrial Park Road ¢ Middletown, CT 06457-1520
Phone: (860) 632-1485 Fax: (860) 632-8870
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Paraprofessionals As Partners

About the Keynote Speaker—Calvin Terrell
As a thought provoking visionary, Calvin Terrell is an internationally recognized authority on leadership and personal development. For over a decade, his impact on his listeners has been
profound and his life has inspired millions through his Chicken Soup for the Soul story in the (now famous) series. Calvin has mastered the art of effective diversity training helping hundreds of
schools and organizations to measurably decrease violence, hate speech, and prejudice of all kinds. Audiences from all backgrounds are gripped when Calvin skillfully leads them through an
exploration of their organizations and themselves. Poetic and candid, Calvin opens his spirit and that of his listeners as he disarms the powers of intolerance and injustice. His efforts for students

are unparalleled and Calvin’s activism has garnered him multiple awards from educational, religious, and civic organizations.

1. Universal Design for Learning and the Digital
Curriculum: Tools You Can Use Tomorrow!

Craig Struble, Consultant, SERC

Joseph Thompson, Student, Manchester High School
Accessing a print-based curriculum can often be a challenge for many of our students
with special needs or diverse learning styles. In this session, participants will learn about
the principles of the Universal Design for Learning framework while engaging in a hands-
on exploration of computer applications that will create alternatives to print-based
materials. Specifically, participants will learn how to access digital books online, review
software applications that increase student access, and design accessible digital quizzes,
tests, and worksheets. (Seating is limited.)

2. Paraprofessionals and the Multiple Roles They Play in Facilitating Student Learning
Perri Murdica, Consultant, CSDE

This session will highlight the many opportunities that paraprofessionals have to

facilitate student learning. Emphasis will be on strategies paraprofessionals can use with

students to facilitate peer interaction, increase student independence, and encourage

active participation in learning.

3. The Culturally Responsive Paraprofessional
Beth Brunet, Consultant, SERC

This session will focus on expanding one’s understanding of the impact of culture and
race on education through an examination of oneself using a model of intercultural
sensitivity.

4. School Improvement and the Critical Role of
Paraprofessionals

Iris White, Consultant, CSDE

Recent studies demonstrate the positive impact that paraprofessionals can have on
student achievement when they receive ongoing professional development, training, and
supervision. This workshop will review these studies and provide information on state
resources for the training and supervision of paraprofessionals.

5. Accommodations and Modifications: What Does a
Paraprofessional Need to Know?

Alfred P. Bruno, J.D., Counsel/Consultant, SERC

In this session, participants will be provided a basic overview of NCLB and IDEA as they
pertain to paraprofessionals. Participants will also learn about accommodations and
modifications, their legal definitions, their differences, and general strategies for
implementation.

6. The Safe, Fun, Comfortable Learning Environment:

Creating a Positive Place to Grow

Kjell Fenn, Consultant

In this session, participants will gain an understanding of the power and impact of safety,
fun, and comfort in an academic situation in order to foster learning and growth. Utilizing
hands-on and group activities to simulate the safe, fun, comfortable learning
environment, participants will learn positive behavior support strategies, motivational
keys to redirect student’s motivation, and the effectiveness of creativity and novelty.

7. Universal Design for Learning and the Digital
Curriculum: Tools You Can Use Tomorrow!
Craig Struble, Consultant, SERC
Joseph Thompson, Student, Manchester High School

This session is a replication of AM. (Seating is limited.)

8. Differentiating Instruction

Kim Bennett, Consultant, SERC
In this session, participants will learn about differentiated instruction. Differentiation is the
latest focus for many classroom teachers as they work to meet the needs of all youngsters in
the classroom. What does differentiated instruction look like? What role can the
paraprofessional play? Paraprofessionals who support students in reading, writing, and
instructional accommodations will benefit from this session.

9. How To Talk So Teachers Will Listen

Leigh Jones-Bamman, Consultant, SERC
Teachers and paraprofessionals are colleagues working toward the same goal - facilitating
student learning. However, they have different roles and responsibilities, and sometimes
paraprofessionals feel unsure about how to share their ideas, concerns, suggestions, and
challenges with teachers. Through activities, discussion, and role plays, participants will
explore ways to effectively communicate with teachers, as well as other adults and students.

10. Guided Reading Strategies for Paraprofessionals

Greta Skiles, Consultant, SERC
Participants will gain an understanding of literacy development, including how good readers
read and the typical hindrances that poor readers experience. Specific comprehension
strategies and activities for student practice will be described. Each participant will receive
practical techniques to address literacy issues, both to extend the learning of good readers
and support those who need more assistance.

11. Adolescent Substance Abuse and Its Link to Truancy

Tarold Miller, Consultant, SERC
Participants will review truancy statistics and their relation to adolescent substance use and
abuse. This session will raise awareness of the drugs students may become involved with and
will offer strategies for detecting student use of illicit substances. This session will also
examine techniques and tactics available to students dealing with family members coping
with addiction.

12. The Safe, Fun, Comfortable Learning Environment:
Creating a Positive Place to Grow

Kjell Fenn, Consultant
This session is a replication of AM.

8:00 a.m. Registration / Continental Breakfast
8:30a.m. Welcome / Opening Remarks

8:45 a.m. Keynote Address—Calvin Terrell

10:30 a.m. A.M. Concurrent Sessions

12:00 p.m. Lunch

1:15 p.m. P.M. Concurrent Sessions

2:45 p.m. Table Talk / Coffee / Dessert / Door Prizes

Registration Information

Two hundred and seventy-five (275) kindergarten through grade 12 general and special
education paraprofessionals, teachers, student support services professionals, and
administrators can be accommodated. Applicants will be selected on a first come, first
served basis with consideration to regional distribution.

There is a fee of $65.00 per applicant for the conference. Lunch will be provided. Please
make check payable to Rensselaer at Hartford. Purchase orders will be accepted, but
payment must be received prior to the conference.

The closing date for submitting applications is October 7, 2008. Confirmation of
participation and directions will be mailed shortly thereafter. Send completed application
form with registration fee to:

Paraprofessionals As Partners
SERC
25 Industrial Park Road
Middletown, CT 06457
Direct questions to Tyrese Bolden, Education Services Specialist, (860) 632-1485, ext. 210.

CEUs

SERC will award .7 CEUs. To qualify for CEUs, participants must be preregistered, receive
written confirmation from SERC, complete a conference evaluation form, and provide
evidence of post-conference application/reflection. Evaluation forms and information
about the application/reflection responsibility will be available at the conference as well as
Certificates of Attendance for any participant not interested in receiving CEUs.

Exhibitor Information

Exhibitor tables will be available for viewing a variety of products, materials, and services
from various agencies and organizations that will enhance everyday classroom techniques
and promote personal and professional development. Ample time in the conference
agenda has been allotted for viewing the displays and speaking with exhibitors.
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Focused Monitoring
Update

Back to School Meeting
Bureau of Special Education
September 15, 2008

Dana Corriveau
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“A process that purposefully selects
priority areas to examine for
compliance/results while not

specifically examining other areas for

compliance to maximize resources,
emphasize important variables, and

Increase the probability of improved

results.”

National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM)





/%/7&% af Focused //o/(/ta/‘/}y

Focus more on results for students and less on
procedures.

Prioritize resources and efforts.

Connect special education monitoring and
Improvement planning activities with general
education initiatives.

Align the Bureau'’s training and technical
assistance with district’s priorities.





Focused Wﬂ/(/fﬂ/‘/}y § tee/‘/}y Committece

o Stakeholder group - district representatives,
parents, other Department staff, Bureau staff,
State Advisory Council, SERC

 Meets 2 — 4 times annually
« Evaluate prior year

Determine next area of focus (Key Performance
Indicator, KPI)





/ﬁ[ftwy Lesson

e 2003 — 04: compliance monitoring cycle
stopped, stakeholder group met monthly
for one year to develop Focused
Monitoring System

e 2004-06: LRE and Disproportionality

e 2006-08: Suspension / Expulsion
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e Steering committee selects Key Performance
Indicator (KPI)

o Letters to all districts with data
“Green” = good data, keep it up

“Yellow” = warning, keep an eye on this

“*Red” = concerning data, analyze it for accuracy, what
IS your hypothesis, what is your plan to address it?





5%0/6 con 2‘

Districts with data of concern respond back to
the Department

Responses are reviewed to determine further
activity for districts with data of concern

Materials are requested well in advance of
the visit

Visit happens

Report is written with findings, required actions,
recommendations





5%0/6 con 2‘

* Improvement planning session held, funds
are requested

 District completes required actions,
Implements improvement plan

 District continues to provide progress
reports






[ need closure!/

e 1 year to correct required actions

Letter for “closeout of required actions” is sent

 Progress of improvement plan continues to
be monitored! (18 — 24 months)

« After progress reports and data show
Improvement

Letter for “closeout of focused monitoring activities” is
sent (You're done!)





Data

e Sources to help identify a district for focused
monitoring:
SEDAC
PSIS
ED 166
Assessment (CMT/CAPT)

Accommodations (bubble page)

The only data we have are the data you give us.





Thoughts About Data

 These aren’t my students

e Thisisn't my data

 We use different data

* You changed the way it was collected
 The data is too old

.. YOU can always give us your most
recent, up to date data from your
own central data collection system
and we can use that to verity the
need for further activity.





2006-08

« Key Performance Indicator (KPI):

Decrease the number of students in all
disablility categories who are suspended or
expelled as defined by Connecticut
General Statute (Sec. 10-233a(b)):
“exclusion from regular classroom
activities beyond 90 minutes.”





UNIQUE STUDENT SUSPENSION
RATE: SPECIAL EDUCATION

2005-06

2006-07

58

52

YELLOW:
(5 - 10%)

37

5/

4

60






UNIQUE STUDENT SUSPENSION
RATE: GENERAL EDUCATION

2005-06

2006-07

11

11

YELLOW:
(5 - 10%)

33

32

125

126






GENERAL/SPECIAL EDUCATION
SUSPENSION RATE: Difference

2005-06 2006-07
YELLOW:
(5 - 10%) 41 48






SPECIAL EDUCATION: 10+ Days
SUSPENSION RATE

2005-06 2006-07
YELLOW:
(1 - 2%) 30 28






Indicator 3

e Participation and performance of
students with disabilities on statewide
assessments

A. Number of districts met the State’s AYP
objectives for progress for disability subgroup.

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPS.






Indicator #3
CMT Assessments, 2006-07

Math Reading Math Reading
Participation | Participation | Performance | Performance

Met Target 135 135 28 17
Substa_ntlal £g 38
Compliance
Did Not Meet 49 80

Not

Applicable 34 34 34 34

(No Data or

Too Small)






Indicator #3
CAPT Assessments, 2006-07

Math Reading Math Reading
Participation | Participation | Performance | Performance
Met Target 29 27 12 11
Substantial
: 4 2

Compliance
Did Not Meet 10 12 23 26

Not

Applicable 130 130 130 130

(No Data or

Too Small)






Plans for 08-09

* Looking at “academic achievement”

 Meet with stakeholders twice this fall
(October 2 and December 10)

 Make sure there is input, clear definitions

 Determine data points, protocols,
Investigation needs





Plans for 08-09 con't

Initial letters to districts mid-October

Your responses due back to us mid-
November

Notification of visit by mid-November
Visits occur January — April

4 — 6 VISItS





Plans for 08-09 con't

« Continuing alignment with general ed

— Bureau of Compliance, Accountability and
Monitoring

— Bureau of School and District Improvement





Technical Assistance

October 21 and 30 - Indicator 3
Look for flyer soon

Ed Benefit training
CALI training
SRBI training ......





General Supervision

* A system of ongoing monitoring activities;

e Monitoring activities are those which lead to
findings of noncompliance, corrective action,
and improvement planning. We monitor...

— SPP/APR

— Fiscal Verification

— Redirection/CEIS

— Approved Private Schools
— Dispute Resolution

— PJ/LRE

— Focused Monitoring





Contact

e Dana Corriveau
Bureau of Special Education
dana.corriveau@ct.gov

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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|IEP Revisions

:

Gail Mangs

CT State Department of Education
(860) 713-69

gail.mangs@ct.gov
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Secondary Transition

h

s Indicator #13 —

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

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





1 Transition Services — IDEA 2004

= [ransition Services -  §300.320(b)

« Beginning not later than the first IEP to be in effect
when the child turns 16, or younger

=« Updated annually, thereafter

= |EP must include —
= Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon
age-appropriate transition assessments
=« Related to postsecondary education or
training, employment, and if appropriate,
Independent living skills (OSEP, 2007)

= Transition services (including courses of study) needed to
assist child in reaching postsecondary goals





Proposed IEP Form Changes

= Page 6 — Transition Planning

« #1 — [ Not applicable — student not 15

= #1 — O First IEP to be in effect when student turns 16 . . . Or
student is 16 or older and transition planning is required.

=« #2 — No “NA” - Complete all sections

=« #3 — Age Appropriate Transition Assessments

= #4 — Agency Participation — No “NA”

« #4(b) - OO Written consent to invite was obtained

= #5 — Write Post-School Goal Outcome Statements (2 or 3)
« #5 — [ Annual goals and related objectives in IEP

=« #6 — Course of Study





Student: DOB: District: Heeting Date:

Last Hame, First Hame Ry il diyyyy
TRANSITION PLANNING
1. [ Mot Applicable: Student has not reached the age of 15 and transition planning is not required or appropriate at this time.

[ This is either the first IEPto be in effect whenthe student turns 16 for younger if appropriate and transition planning is needed) orthe student is 16 or older and transition planning

is required.
2. Student Preferencesdnterests — document the following:
a) Mas the studentinvited to attend herhis Planning and Placement Team (FPT) meetng? Oes CIHo
by Didthe student attend? s Mo
) How were the student's preferencesinterests, as they relate to planning for ransition services, deter mined?
O Personal Interviews [l Comments at Meeting [ Functional Vocational Evaluations [ Age appropriate transition assesstents O other

d) Summarize student preferencesinterests as they relate to planning for transition services:

3. Age Appropriate Transition Assessment(s) performed: (specify)

4. Agency Participation:
a) ere any outside agencies invited to attend the PPT meeting? [ es [ Mo {fno, specify reason)
by ffyes, did the agency’s representative attend? Oves [ Mo [ wiritten consent to invite was obtained from the parent (or the child if over 1%)
¢} Has any participating agency agreed to provide or pay for servicesfinkages? [ Yes [ Mo, (i yes, specity)

5. Post-School Outcome Goal Statementis) and Transition Services recommended in this IEP

a) Post-School Quitome Goal Statement - Postsecondary Education or Training:

O Annwal postsecondaryiraining goal ) and related objectves have been developed and are included in this [EP
by Post-School Qutcome Goal Statement — Employment::

O Annual employment goal(s) and related objectives have been developed and are included in tis IEP
) Post-School Outcome Goal Statement - Independent Living Skills (f appropriate):

O Annual Independent Living Goals and related objectives have been developed and are included in this IEP{may include community participat on)
6. The course of study needed o assist the child in reaching the transition goals and related objectives will include (ncluding general educ ation activifies):

7. At least one year prior to reaching age of 18, the student must be informed of their rights under 1DEA which will transfer at age 13.
[ WA istudent will not be 17 within one yeat) [ The student has been informed of herbis rights under IDEA which will transfer at age 1% O Mo IDEA rights will ransfer

§. For a child whose eligibility under special education will terminate the following year due to graduation with a regular education diploma or due to exceeding the age of eligibility,
the Summary of Performance will be completed on or before: (specify date)

Parents please note: Rights afforded to parents under the Individuals with Disabilkties Education Act IDEA) transferto students at the age of 13, unless legal guardianship has been obtained.

EL 620, Taroaary 2006 IHDIVID UALIZED: EDTUCATION PEOGEAT 4






Proposed IEP Form Changes

= Page 7 — Annual Goals and Objectives
« Changed:
= [1 Postsecondary Education/Training
=« [1 Employment

« [1 Independent Living (includes Community Participation)
= Deleted (bottom of page 7)

= “**It is recommended that, at a minimum, a goal and related
objectives be developed for the area of Employment/Post
Secondary Education if transition services are addressed”

s “***NQOTE: If transition services are addressed, Transition
Planning, Page 6 must be completed.”





Student: DOB: District: Heeting Date:
Last Name, First Name ik dyyyy mmHdlyyyy
CJAcademiciCognitve [ SocialiBehavioral O Communication J Gross/Fine Motor CIPostsacondary Education/Training Enter Dates for Evaluating and
] Self Help L Etmploy ment [ Independant Living [ Health C other: ispecity) Reporting Progress in Boxes Below
2 k] 4

[ check here if the student is 15 years of age. (Note: Page 6, Transition Planning must be completed if this box is checked)

Heasurable Annual Goal* {Linked to Present Levels of Performance)#

3

T

&

Eval. Procedure: Fepaort Progres s Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf_ Criteria: 1 2 ¥ 4
{“4, Trials, etc) 5 £ ¥ §
Short Term Ohjectives/Benchmarks (Linked 1o achieving progress towards Annual Goal)
Objective #1
Eval. Procedure: Feport Progress Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf. Criteria: 1 2 § 4
{4, Trials, etc) & £ T §
Objective #2
Eval. Procedure: Fepaort Progres s Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf_ Criteria: 1 2 ¥ 4
{“, Trials, etc) 5 £ ¥ §
Objective #3
Eval. Procedure: Fepart Progres s Below (Use Reporting Key)
Perf_ Criteria: 1 2 ¥ 4
{%4, Trials, etc) 5 5 B g
Evaluation Procedures Performance Criteria
1. Crterion-Feferenc ed/Curic ulirn Bazed Aszessment . BehaviorPeformance Rating Scale A Percent of Change F. Duration
2. Pre and Post Standardized Aszessment 8. CMTICART B. Monthz Growth 3. Succeszhl Completion of TagktActivity
3. Pre and Post Base Line Data 8. Wk Sarmples, Job Performance or Products C. Standard Score Increase H. Mastery
4 OuizzesiTests 0. Achiewernernt of Objectives Mofe: ase with goal oyl | D Passing Grades/Score |. Cther: [specify)
5. Sudent Self-aszessment/Rubric 1. Cther (zpecify) E. Frequency/Trals J. Cther: (zpecify)
B. Project'Experment/Portfalio 12. Cther (zpecify)

Progress Reporting Key: (indicating extent to which progress is sufficient to achieve goal by the end of the year)
U=Unsatisfactory Progress — Unlikely to achieve goal H = Mo Progress — il not achiewe goal

M = Mastered
NI = Mot Introduced

§ = Safisfactory Progress — Likely fo achieve ooal
0 = Cther: (specify)

% Felated to meeting the student's needs that result from the individual’s disahbility, to enable the student to be involved in and make progress in the general cumculum; and to meet each of the

studert'z other educational needsz that rezult from the student's dizahility.

ED 620, Tavonary 2006 INDIVIDUALIZED EDTCATION PROGEAT

Return to Bureau Bulletin
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Modified Assessment System

2008-2009 School Year
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ASSESSMENT OPTIONS FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Skills Checklist

CMT/CAPT
SKILLS
CHECKLIST
Alternate assessment
based on alternate
achievement standards

Alternate assessment
based on Modified
Assessment System.

CMT/CAPT
(MAS)

CMT/CAPT(MAS)

General grade-level assessment based on
academic achievement standards.

Standard CMT/CAPT - With Accommodations

General grade-level assessment based on
academic achievement standards.

Standard CMT/CAPT - No Accommodations

Bureau of Studen






Skills Checklist

1% SKILLS
CHECKLIST
Alternate assessment
based on alternate
achievement standards

CMT/CAPT

Alternate assessment

based on Modified < : C'V(I,\TﬂfSA)PT
Assessment System.

CMT/CAPT(MAS) 2%

Bureau of Student Assessment






/]

CT Students Tested: 2007
Grades 3-8 & 10

All Students

All SPED
All SPED Siggﬁgs
Students Siills
Checklist
}\ 2798 (.9%) all
/\/ &\/\Wj‘v ! students
\ 35805 (12%) 7.8% of SPED
Students

S lm‘/

Bureau of Studs





STATE - CALCULATION

300,000 Students tested in grade 3-8 &10

1% = 3,000 students

2% = 6,000 students
9,000 students TOTAL

Counted toward AYP if they made proficiency or
better






/]

SAMPLE DISTRICT - CALCULATION

1,000 Students tested in grade 3-8 &10

1% = 10 students
2% = 20 students

30 students TOTAL

Counted toward AYP if they made proficiency or
better





/]

SAMPLE DISTRICT - CALCULATION - Flexibility

1,000 Students tested in grade 3-8 & 10
@1% = 8 students E

2% = 22 students

30 students TOTAL

Counted toward AYP if they made proficiency or
better





Bottom Line

= Eligibility Is determined by each
PPT on an individual basis and it
IS Inappropriate to make that
determination based on how many
other students In the district are
eligible.

8
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CMT/CAPT - Modified Assessment System (MAS)

CMT CAPT
= Math = Math
» Reading * Response to
Comprehension Literature
» DRP = Reading for
Information

Bureau of Student Assessment

9
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CMT/CAPT (MAS)

= Creation of Eligibility Criteria
= Guidelines for Identification
= Selecting Potential Test Items/Form

* Test Development
= |tem Modification
= Form Development
= Accommodations

Bureau of Student Assessment

10






CMT MATH 2007 Grades 3-8 O Special Education
B Regular Education
450
o
42% SPED
achieved
30.0 . .
proficiency
g25.0
[r]
t
or better
o
15.0
10.0
5.0
0.0 ;
Total Math % Lvl1  Total Math% Lvl2 Total Math % Lvl3 Total Math % Lvl4 Total Math % LvI 5
Levels
Total Total Total Total Total Total
ola Total Math Total Math Total Math Total Math Total Math
CMT MathN | mathN| % |MathN| % |MathN| % |MathN| % |[MathN| %
MATH Tested Lvi1 [Lvli1 | Lvli2 |Lvi2| Lvi3 | Lvi3| Lvi4d |[Lvi4d] LvI5S | Lvl5
Special
Ed. 2007 3-8 28674 | 11038 | 38.5 | 56276 | 18.4 | 6043 | 21.1 | 5031 | 17.5 | 1100 | 3.8
Not
Special
Ed. 2007 3-8 225622 | 12886 | 5.7 | 18592 | 8.2 | 42485 | 18.8 | 85185 | 37.8 | 55015 | 24.4






CMT READING 2007 Grades 3-8

O Special Education

B Regular Education

70.0
60.0 57.8h
achieved
proficiency
2
or better
o
20.0
1.5
10.0 Im
0.0
Total % Lvl 1 Total % Lvl2 Total % Lvl 3 Total % Lvi 4 Total % LviI 5
Levels
Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total
TOtE_‘I Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading
Reading [ N Lvi1 | %Lvl1 N Lvi2 | %Lvli2 N Lvi3 | %Lvl3 N Lvid | %Lvl4 N Lvls | %LvlS
Special
Ed. 2007 | 3-8 | 28483 | 16468 57.8 3277 11.5 3193 11.2 4911 17.2 639 2.2
Not
Special
Ed. 2007 | 3-8 | 225464 | 29339 13.0 18129 8.0 27785 12.3 102270 45.4 47979 21.3






CAPT MATH Totals 2007

39% S

PED
/ed
lency
ter

o achie
29.6% .
a00% profic
or bet
20.0%
O Special
25 0% Education
Students
21.4% | Not Special
5 Education
20.0% Students
15.0%
11.4%
10.0%
7.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Total Mathematics Total Mathematics Total Mathematics Total Mathematics Total Mathematics
% Lwvl 1 % Lvi 2 % Lvi 3 % Lvl 4 % Lvl 5
Levels
Total
Mathematics Total Total Total Total Total Total
Number Mathematics | Mathematics | Mathematics | Mathematics | Mathematics | Mathematics
Group | Year | Grade Tested % Lvl 1 % Lvl 2 % Lvl 3 % Lvl 4 % Lvl5 % Proficient
State | 2007 10 41955 10.30% 12.4 32 25 20.3 77.2
Special
Ed. 2007 10 4251 39.6% 21.4% 26.3% 9.1% 3.6% 39.0%
Not
Special
Ed. 2007 10 37704 7% 11% 33% 27% 22% 82%






D
CAPT READING Totals 2007 40% SPED
40.0% I
achieved
proficiency
b a)
30.0% O r ett (.; r
26.1%
25.0%
8
g
% 20.0% _ _
3] O Special Education
£ Students
15.0% M Not Special
Education Studerts
11.2%
10.0%
5.0% 4.6%
0.0% . T ‘ T T
Total Reading % Lvl 1 Total Reading % Lvl 2 Total Reading % Lvl 3 Total Reading % Lvl 4 Total Reading % Lvl 5
Levels
RL RI Total Total Total Total Total Total
Number | Number Total Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading | Reading Reading %
Group | Year | Grade | Tested Tested | Reading | % Lvl1 YLvi2 | %Lvi3 | %Lvi4 | %Lvl5 Proficient
State 2007 10 42302 42552 42053 7.5 12.7 34.2 25.6 19.9 79.7
Special
Ed. 2007 10 4350 4495 4273 33.50% 26.10% 29.10% 8.90% 2.40% 40.40%
Not
Special
Ed. 2007 10 37952 38057 37780 4.60% 11.20% 34.80% 27.50% 21.90% 84.20%






Connecticut
.gov State Department of Education

W el

CMTICAPT Modified Assessment System (MAS) School Profiles
F 03/01/08 Letter Regarding CMT/CAPT Modified Assessment System (MAS) Data Bulletins
b |EF Page 9A CMT/CAPT (MAS) Addendum Contact
F Test Accommodation Forms CMTICAPT (MAS) - 9B CAPT; 9C CMT Site Map
b CMTICAPT (MAS) - Eligibility Criteria and Flow Chart -

F A Seven-Step Process to Creating Standards-based |IEPs

Dack to Student Assessment

Assessment | NCLB | CED=R | Schocl Profiles | Dsts Bullsting | Contact | SDE Home

Bureau of Student Assessment
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Bl

e Other assessment results indi-
cate student performs
substanfially below grads leve

Connecticut Alternate Assessment- CMT/CAPT (Modified Assessment System—MAS) & Skills Checklist
Participation for Students with Disabilities

IEP Team Decision Flowchart (Click on@ for more information)

‘W STOP-Not eligible for
an alternate assessment.

ls the student receiving special education services and has an active IEP?

Does the student qualify for the Skills Checklist?

Things to consider:

1. The student has a significant cognitive
disahility; and

Student’s score on pravious
statewide assessment is well

2. The student requires intensive
ndividualized instruction o acquire,

below proficient level

Does the student receive classroom modifications?

N =

Does the student’s disability cause substantial academic difficultes?

W = *‘_‘

Dioes the disability of the student preclude himdher from achisving grade-leve
proficiency at the same rate as histher non-disabled peers in:
Reading Math *Specific Subject

e W W =

Is the student's difficulty with regular curnculum demands primarily due to
hisfher disability and not due to excessive absences unralated to the
dizability, or secial, cultural, environmental, or econcmic factors?

Studsnt must have had
exposure fo grads lavel conten

The student’s currant |IEP reflects
curriculum and daily instruction that

maintain or generalize skills that students
without disabilites typically develop
outside of a school satfing; and

3. The student requires direct instruction
n muliiple setfings to successfully
generalize skills to natural settings,
ncluding home, school and community;
and
4. The student’s instructional program
ncludes participation in the gensral
education curnculum to the extent
appropriate and may also include a

functional and life skills component.

focus on goals and cbjectives that
are on grade level.

W g

The student takes the standard CMT/CAPT in
Language Arts, Math and Science with
accommodations if needed.
(*Student may qualify for one or more content
specific assessment]

Does the student’s [EP include goals that are based on the academic
content standards for the gr ads in which the studsnt is enrol ed"/’

The student eligible to take CMTICAPT (MAS)
with accommodations if needad.

Version: 20080402






CMT/CAPT (Modified Assessment System—MAS) Eligibili

This form is filled out during a studentz PFT meeting to guide detemination of the student's eligibility for the
ChT/CAPT (Maodified Aszessment System—bla S,

1. [oesthe student receive special education services with an active IEPT

Yes O Mo

2. [Does objedtive evidence show that the student will mef make grade-level proficiency in math andfor reading
this year?

Mzath: Yes O Nall Reading: Yes O Nall

3. Isthe studentunable to reach grade lewel proficdency dwe do kis orbecdizzbiity and not due to ladk of
accommodations and modifications, lack of instruction, or other factors™

a. Appropriate accommodations hawve been provided in the dassroom and for statefdistrict assessments
OFR evidence is provided th at the studentwould not make proficenoy on the CWT or CAPT ewen with
the provision of accommodations.
Math: Yes O HaO Reading: Yes O HaO

b. Appropriate modifications to grade-level pefomance expedations have been provided in the
classroom OR evidence is provided thatthe student would not make grade-lewel proficiency even with
the provision of modifications to grade-level peformance expedations.
Math: Yes O HaO Reading: Yes O HaO

¢ The students |IEF includes goals that are based onthe academic wontentstandards for the grade in
which the student iz enralled AND he or she is receiving instruction in grade level content.
Math: Yes O HaO Reading: Yes O HaO

d. The students inability to reach proficie ncy is mef due to excessive absences unrelated to hiz or her
disability, arto sodal, cultural, environmental, oreconomic facors.

Math: Yes O HalO Reading: Yes O HNalO

Ba=ed on the decision rrade =t the PPT mesting, thi=s student will take the CMT/ICAPT [(MAS]in:

Math: O Reading: O
{Cnly ifhe anzwert Cuexion 12N0 SLLanzwers {Cnly ifhe anzweri Cuexion 12ND 2LLanywers
perinning o bhhin Cuesfona and 5 are Tied perinng e Feading in Cuexbons 2 and 3 are Ted )
Name of Student: [rate of Birth:
FPT Cate: FPT Administrato’Designes:

Bureau of Student Asses

Thi= information rmust be entered on the accommodation website to register 3 student






Bureau of Student Ass
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»

rO
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=0
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FAQs Regarding CMT(MAS) and CAPT(MAS) Eligibilit

. In summary, which students are eligible?

Special education students whose active |IEP goals reflect instruction based on grade-level academic content
standards, but whose disability precludes them from making enough progress fo achieve grade-leve| proficiency
in the year the assessment is given.

. Who decides eligibility?

The Planning and Placement Team (PPT) for each individual student.

Is an English Language Learmner or student with a 504 plan eligible?
Mot unless he or she is also receiving special education services with an active |EP.

. Is eligibility restricted to students with certain disabilities?

Mo. A student receiving special education services under any of the IDEA disability categories is eligible as
long as the other criteria are met.

. What objective evidence is needed to show that the student will not make grade-level proficiency in

math or reading this year?

The evidence must be from multiple, valid measures and can include data from state and district-wide
assessments, classroom formative assessmenis and other information that indicates the current level of
proficiency and the rate of progress. The latter is important im helping the PPT project that the student will not
make proficiency this year, even with continued progress.

. Can a student receive accommodations on the CMT/ICAPT{MAS)?

Yes. Accommodations are determined by the PPT and registered online in the manner as the standard CMT or
CAPT. CMT (MAS) and CAPT{MAS) accommodafion forms are available on the CSDE website.

. Are assessment accommodations a requirement for eligibility?

Mo. However, if the student has not been given appropriate assessment accommeodations in the past, the PPT
must decide that the student would not make proficiency this year on the standard CMT or CAPT even with
appropriate accommadations. In other words, the PPT must decide that the student is not making proficiency
due to hiz or her disabilify, not due to lack of accommodations.

. What are academic confent standards as opposed to academic achievement standards?

Academic confent atandards are statements of the knowledge and skills that schools are expected to teach and
students are expected to leamn. Academic achievement sfandards are explicit definitions of how students are
expected to demonstrate attainment of the knowledge and skills reflected in the content standards. One of the
eligibility criteria for the MAS is instruction based on grade-level academic content standards.

. What are |EP geoals “based on the academic content standards for the grade in which the student is

enrclled”?

These are IEP goals developed using grade-level academic content standards as a starting point. The
student's present levels of perfformance are assessed, strengths and needs are considered, and measurable
and attainable objectives are developed that describe meaningful progress toward achieving proficiency in the
targeted content standards.

. Is it true that only 2% of the students in the district can be assessed with the MAS?

Mo. Only 2% of the students who are assessed with the MAS AND score at the proficiency level or abowve can
be counted toward Adequate Yeary Progress (AYF) under No Child Left Behind. However, eligibility for the
MAS is determined on an individual basis and it is inappropriafe to make that determination based on how many
other students in the district are eligible.

. Is a student who takes the CAPT|{MAS) still eligible for a high school diploma?

Yes. Students assessed with the CAPT{MAS) cannot be precluded from attempting to complete graduation
requirements and thereby earning a high school diploma.






CMT-(MAS) Education CMT-(MAS)
Test Accommodations Form
Special Education
Alodified Aszeszment Svicem (MAS)
IEP Drate: SASID:
Student’s Name: First Last
Date of Birth AMALDD/YY]: Sem: M F Grade:
School/Facility Name: Code: _
District of Fiscal Responsibility : Code:
District Contact Person: Phone:

Connecticut State Department of

<|& ey MA=DMath DRP=Degrees of Reading Power

=Elpg|x RC = Beading Comp.
CMT-(MAS) Presentation Accommodations

Q] ©] Of Braille

0| © Of Large Print

O] Of Of Closed-Circmt TV (Optalec Visnaltec)

Q| ©f Off Sign languaze interpreter

0| ©f Of Reader - directions only

Q Feader (Cert. Teacher) —MA

H

Screen Feader (Conputer) - MA

CMT-(MAS) Response .{ccgmnudﬁtiuns.

[*1Ks

Circle answers m test booklet [Mulaple Chotce Ttems Onlv]

0| O

Braille

e [e]le

X

&)

Word Processor

[e]

Bubbler

[+] ]

Voice Recognition Software

le][e[e]

] O

Sizm lanzuage to noiltiple-choice or eiddable responses

(1[? Other Accommodations

Time extension

Test setiing

ATNO 3SN LIMLSIT 804 - INJWN20a ONIME0M

Talkmg calculator (for blnd or visually impaired students only)

O[O|0|0

Abacus (for blind or visually oopaired smudents onky)

Adaptive funuture

[e]

Adaptive lighting

W04 1 AR U IBWE SUONN 0§/ Sy TSUOISSUGNS 2100083

O[O0

O

Amplification

If you have questions akout this form or about an acco
Joe Amenta (B80-713-6855) or Janet Stuck (B80-7

mmodation that i not listed on this form contact:
13-46637), Special Populations Assessment

Weszion: CMT-{MAZ)IZIN0E

9C (MAS)






Connecticut State Department of Education

Test Accommodations Form

CAPT-(MAS) Special Education CAPT-(MAS)

Alodified Aszeszment Syscem (MAS)

IEF Date: SASID:

Student’s Name: First Last

Date of Birth MALDDYY]: Sex: M F Grade:
SchoolFacility Name: Code:
District of Fiscal Responsibility : Code:
District Contact Person: Phone:

|l = MaA =Math RL = Response to Literature

=|lz|x

EI = Reading for Information
E'APT Presentation Accommodations
2] Of Braille
| Of Large Print
2| Of Closed-Cirowt TV (OptalecVisualtec)
2| Of S1n language interpreter
| Of Beader - direcions only
Peader (cert. teacher) - MA
Screen Reader (Computer) - MA
CAPT Eesponsze Accommodations
O Circle answers m test booklet [Multiple Chotce Items Only]
O] Braille
O Word Processor
O Bubbler
Of Voice Becogmtion Software
Sien lanmuage to multiple-choice or eriddable responses
CAPT Other Accommodations
O Of Time extension
| Of Test setiing
Talking calculator (for blind or visually inypaired students only)
Abacus (for blind or visually mpaired smdents onky)
2| Of Adaptrve funmiure
2| Of Adaptrve hghting
O Of Amphification

SUDISSILLIQNS 21U0J1D3|T

o
o
o
8]
o
o
O

W04y Leu-aujewa suolnjos:sduy

ATTNO 35N 12MM 1810 ¥O4 "LNIWNJI0T ONIMEOM

Q120001010 o

If wou have guestions about this form or about an accommodation that is not listed on this form contact:
Joz Amenia (B80-712-6855) or Janet Stuck (B80-713-6537), Special Populations Assessment
Verson: CAPTIZNOE

Bureau of Student Asse

9E (MAS)





CMT

Connecticut State Department of Education
Test Accommodations Form

Special Education/Section 504 Students

And/Or Students with Limited English Proficiency (LEF)

CAPT

IEP Date: SASID:

Student’s Name: First Last

Date of Birth [MM/DID/Y'Y]: Sex: M F Grade:

SchoolFacility Name: Code: __ |

District of Fiscal Responsibility : Code:

District Contact Person: Phone:

Tl |student b |(¢ |cle one): A) A Special Education IEP B) A Section 504 Plan C) ]|

TH [student h hited English Proficiency (circle one):  Yes No

S al Educa Section 504 Accommodations

4|0 & 0 E MA =Math, SC = Science, DRP = Degrees of Feading Power, RC = Reading

= || g|lx o Wi omp_. DAW = Direct Assessment of Writing, ER = Editing and Fevising
CMT Prezentation Accommodations

O 0| 0| 0| 0| OfBraille

Q2|0 0] O CfLage Frnt

SO Q| O] O Of Closed-Cirewnt TV (Optalec/Visnaltes)

0S| OO 9| Cf Sizn lansuzge mterprater

Ol Q| O] [ CfReader - dusctions only

o0 Reader (Cert. Teacher) — MA and 5C items

oo Sereen Reader (Computer) - MA 5C. and ER items

CMT Response Accommodations

Voice Recognition Software

o0 Circle answers in test booklet [Multiple Cholce Items Onlv]
oo Braille

(o]l Word Processor

oo Bubbler

Q|0

[«]Ke]

Sizn langunaze to multiple-chotce or sriddable responzas

CMT Other Accommedations
- T S

Time extension

Q
QO

(o] [a]
(o] [e]

Test setting

Talkmg caleulator (for blind or visually impared students only)
Al 1 blind or visually impaived students only)

[e]ledle] (o] (a]{o] (8]
[s][a]{e][s][s]]e] s]

(o] Ko
(o] Ko
e
O

(=] (o] ]

[o](s][s]

[

imited English Proficiency Accommodations

o]
e ipe
B
5

CMT LEP Accommodations

Time extension

Test setting

[s]le] [s]1a]]8]
[s]le][e]le][s]

Feader (cert. teacher in Englizh onlyv) — MA and 5C items
oo Feader in English or native language
e]

Dictionary —word to word translation only, no definrtions

|C011necticut State Department of Education
Test Accommodations Form

Special Education/Section 504 Students

And/Or Students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP)

CAPT

IEP Date: SASID:

Student’s Name: First Last

Date of Birth [MM/DD/YY]: Sex: M F Grade:

SchoolFacility Name: Code:

District of Fiscal Responsibility Code:

District Contact Person: Phone:

TH |student | cle one): A) A Special Education IEP B} A Section 504 Plan C) Neither

TH [student b hited English Proficiency (circle one):  Yes No

S\ Aal Educa\ A0\ £ Section 504 Accommodations

<o) z|= of f MA =Marh 5C = Science, BL = Fesponse to Literature, BT = Reading for

=|;|x o Informarion, IW = Interdizciplinary Writing, ER = Editng and Fevising
CAPT Presentation Accommodations

0| C| 0| 0] | CfBraille®

Q10| 0] O] | OfLage Prnt*

O|C| Ol o] C|CfClosed-Cucwmt TV (Optalec/Visualtec)

00| O] O] | CfSizn language mterpreter

O S| O] 2] O[O Reader - divections only

o0 Reader (cert. teacher] - MA and 5C 1tems, and I'W passages

o0 Screen Feader (Computer) - MA, 5C, and EF. ttems, and I'W passages

CAPT Responze Accommodations

Circle answers in test booklet [Multiple Choice Items Only]

o]

Brzille

'ord Processor*

Bubbler

are®

FOR DISTRICT USE ONLY

o] [e]le][e][e]

[e] [e}]e]{s]le]

oice or Enddable res
EAPT Other Accommodations

Time extension

[s]]e]
[a]]8]
olo
[s]]s]
[o][e]

Test setting

Talkmg ealeulator (for blind or visually imparred stu

dents only)

[«][e]]s] (e}

r blind or visually impairad students only)

[o][e]]e]
(o] (] ye][e]

e [ e
B
&
i

(=5 ’
= d
= [E]E

Tt :

[s][s]le]
(o] (=] %]

Limited English Proficiency Accommodations

WORKING DOCUMENT:

CAPT LEP Accommodations

Electronic Submissions: httpsJisolutions.emetric.net/ TAF orm/

Q| C| 02| 2| Cf Time extension
O C| OS] O CfTest etting
Q|0 (
Q|0 0|0
olojofo
*Grade 11 or sterisk [ *) ones.

that is mot listzd on this farm
], Seecial Populations Assessment

Atact:

Version: CAPT Q32007

LUUETIL ASSESSITIETIL






ogin - Windows Internet Explorer

: File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

& | https://sclutions.emetric.net/TAForm/ hiL | @J =]

o oL : - . T i )
N T & login ’u,h Home ) | Print | Page O Too

Connecticut State Department of Education
CAPT/CMT Accommodations Data Collection
Welcome to the Accommodations Data Collection Center for the Connecticut Mastery Test

(CMT) and Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT). This site provides easy-to-use
interfaces for the district test coordinators to:

risedirioke & Submit accommodation data by filing out an online form.
Password: e Submit accommodation data by uploading a file.
« Review accommodation data in a roster report format.
Go

¢ Obtain summary reports of accommeodation data.

¢ Check for possible errors in data submissions.

Only authorized users may access this site.

For support, please call CSDE at (860) 713-68%0 or contact eMetric at
ctsupporti@emetric.net

") Verisign
Secured

VERIFY »

Browser Requirement:
- Internet Explorer® 6.0+
- g Pawered By
- Metscape Navigator® 7.0+ oMotric
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Substitute House Bill No. 5590

Special Act No. 08-5

AN ACT CONCERNING THE TEACHING OF CHILDREN WITH
AUTISM AND OTHER DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Assembly convened:

Section 1. (Effective from passage) (a) The Commissioners of
Education, Higher Education and Developmental Services and the
President of Southern Connecticut State University, or their designees,
jointly and in consultation with such state, local and other entities as
they deem appropriate, including, but not limited to, the constituent
units of the state system of higher education, as defined in 10a-1 of the
general statutes, independent colleges or universities, as defined in
section 10a-37 of the general statutes, the State Education Resource
Center, established under section 10-4q of the general statutes, and the
regional educational service centers established under section 10-66a of
the general statutes, shall define autism and developmental disabilities
for purposes of this section, and develop recommendations for a
comprehensive state-wide plan to incorporate methods of teaching
children with autism and other developmental disabilities into:

(1) Programs for teacher preparation pursuant to section 10-145a of

the general statutes;

(2) Requirements for candidates seeking an initial educator or
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provisional educator certificate pursuant to section 10-145b of the

general statutes;

(3) In-service training pursuant to section 10-220a of the general

statutes; and

(4) Training provided to school paraprofessionals pursuant to
section 10-155j of the 2008 supplement to the general statutes, related
service  professionals, early childhood certificate  holders,

administrators and parents.

(b) In developing recommendations pursuant to this section, the
commissioner and chancellor, or their designees, shall, at a minimum,
address the following issues related to the incorporation of methods of
teaching children with autism and other developmental disabilities
into the programs, requirements and training described in subsection

(a) of this section:

(1) Competencies for individuals described in subdivisions (2) and

(4) of subsection (a) of this section;

(2) Existing capacity to incorporate methods of teaching children
with autism and other developmental disabilities into the programs,
requirements and training described in subsection (a) of this section
and the extent to which new capacity is needed at the elementary and

secondary school levels and in institutions of higher education;

(3) The extent to which methods of teaching children with autism
and other developmental disabilities need to be implemented in school

readiness programs and grades kindergarten to twelve, inclusive;

(4) The availability of persons with expertise concerning the
methods of teaching children with autism and other developmental
disabilities;

Special Act No. 08-5 20f4
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(5) Collaborative partners who should be involved in the process of
the development of training concerning the methods of teaching

children with autism and other developmental disabilities;

(6) Best practices in pedagogy concerning the teaching of children
with autism and other developmental disabilities, including research-

based strategies that at a minimum address:

(A) Characteristics of students with autism and other

developmental disabilities;

(B) Curriculum planning, curricular and instructional modifications,

adaptations, and specialized strategies and techniques;
(C) Assistive technology; and

(D) Inclusive educational practices, including, but not limited to,

collaborative partnerships;

(7) The incorporation of methods of teaching children with autism
and other developmental disabilities into the programs, requirements
and training described in subsection (a) of this section that are in
compliance with requirements under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, 20 USC 1400 et seq., as amended from time to time;

(8) A budget and timeline for implementation of the plan developed

pursuant to this section; and

(9) Steps to assess the impact of the implementation of the plan
developed pursuant to this section on school readiness programs,
elementary and secondary schools and institutions of higher

education.

(c) Not later than February 1, 2009, the Commissioner of Education
and Chancellor of the Connecticut State University System, or their

designees, shall, in accordance with the provisions of section 11-4a of

Special Act No. 08-5 3of4
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the general statutes, report recommendations developed pursuant to

this section to the joint standing committees of the General Assembly

having cognizance of matters relating to education, public health and

higher education.

Approved June 5, 2008

Special Act No. 08-5
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

JuL 28 2008

Contact Persons
Name: Ruth Ryder - OSEP
Telephone: (202) 245-7513

OSEP 08-09

Purpose of Guidance

The Office of Special Education Programs issues this guidance to provide States
with information regarding the use of funds provided under Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act by local educational agencies (LEAs) to
develop and implement coordinated early intervening services (CEIS) for students
who are currently not identified as needing special education.

This CEIS guidance represents the Department’s current thinking on this topic. It
does not create or confer any rights for or on any person. This guidance does not
impose any requirements beyond those included under applicable laws and
regulations.

If you are interested in commenting on this guidance, please email your comments
to OSERSguidancecomments@ed.gov and include CEIS in the subject of your email
or write us at the following address: Patricia Guard, U.S. Department of Education,
Potomac Center Plaza, 550 12" Street, SW, room 4108, Washington, DC 20202.

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chief State School Officers
State Directors of Special Education

FROM:  William W. Knudsen et JU/ L

Acting Director
Office of Special Education Programs

SUBJECT:  Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS) Under
Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act amended the IDEA to
allow, and sometimes require, local educational agencies (LEAs) to use funds provided
under Part B of the IDEA for CEIS. This new provision, which is found in section 613()
of the IDEA (20 U.S.C. §1413(f)) and the regulations in 34 CFR §300.226 permit LEAs

400 MARYLAND AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202
www.ed.gov

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.
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to use Part B funds to develop and provide CEIS for students who are currently not
identified as needing special education. The rationale for using IDEA funds for CEIS is
based on research showing that the carlier a child’s learning problems or difficulties are
identified, the more quickly and effectively the problems and difficulties can be
addressed and the greater the chances that the child’s problems will be ameliorated or
decreased in severity. Conversely, the longer a child goes without assistance, the longer
the remediation time and the more intense and costly services might be.

From the perspective of the interests of the child, and for administrative, fiscal, and
instructional reasons, providing CEIS is a sound policy. As the Department stated in the
Analysis of Comments and Changes section in the final IDEA Part B regulations,
published on August 14, 2006, allowing schools to use some Part B funds for CEIS has
the potential to benefit both special education and general education. CEIS can benefit
general education by reducing academic and behavioral problems in the general
education environment. CEIS can also benefit special education by ensuring that
students are appropriately referred to special education, which would reduce referrals for
special education and related services for needs that could have been addressed with
relatively simple general education interventions. (71 FR 46540, 46626-46627 (Aug. 14,
2006)).

The IDEA and its implementing regulations permit LEAs to use not more than 15 percent
of the amount the LEA receives under Part B of the IDEA, less any amount reduced by
the LEA pursuant to 34 CFR §300.205 (adjustment to local fiscal efforts), to develop and
implement CEIS. See 34 CFR §300.226. The regulations also specify:
e how CEIS funds may be spent;
e on whom CEIS funds may be spent;
e the reporting requirements for LEAs providing CEIS;
e the requirement for using CEIS funds by an LEA identified as having significant
disproportionality based on race or ethnicity; and
e the relationship of CEIS to maintenance of effort requirements (34 CFR
§§300.226, 300.646(b) and 300.205(d)).

The Department has received a number of requests to clarify the use of IDEA funds and
other Federal funds for CEIS, including the provision in 34 CFR §300.646 that requires
an LEA to reserve the maximum amount of funds available for comprehensive CEIS if
there is significant disproportionality based on race or ethnicity with respect to the
identification of children with disabilities; the identification of children in specific
disability categories; the placement of children with disabilities in particular educational
settings; or the incidence, duration, and type of disciplinary actions, including
suspensions and expulsions.

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide guidance on CEIS, including the use of
CEIS funds by LEAs identified as having significant disproportionality based on race or
ethnicity, and on the relationship of CEIS to response to intervention (RTI). In addition
to this guidance, the Department has available on its Web site, IDEA.ed.gov, several
resources that might be of assistance to States and LEAs in implementing CEIS,
including a topic brief, a video clip, questions and answers, and a professional
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development module created and disseminated in cooperation with the National
Dissemination Center for Children with Disabilities funded by the Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP).

Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS)
1. What are CEIS?

CEIS are services provided to students in kindergarten through grade 12 (with a
particular emphasis on students in kindergarten through grade three) who are not
currently identified as needing special education or related services, but who need
additional academic and behavioral supports to succeed in a general education
environment. The IDEA (20 U.S.C. §1413(f)(2)) and its regulations (34 CFR
§300.226(b)) identify the activities that may be included as CEIS: (1) professional
development for teachers and other school staff to enable such personnel to deliver
scientifically based academic and behavioral interventions, including scientifically based
literacy instruction, and, where appropriate, instruction on the use of adaptive and
instructional software; and (2) providing educational and behavioral evaluations,
services, and supports, including scientifically based literacy instruction.

For example, an LEA might use CEIS to provide behavioral interventions to nondisabled
students who receive a certain number of disciplinary office referrals, perhaps as a part of
a Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support (PBIS) initiative. CEIS also might be
used to help fund reading or math specialists to work with nondisabled students who have
not reached grade-level proficiency in those subjects, or to fund after-school tutoring for
nondisabled students who score below “basic” on Statewide assessments.

Section 613(f)(5) of the IDEA also states that CEIS funds may be used to carry out
services aligned with activities funded by and carried out under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), if IDEA funds are used to
supplement, and not supplant, funds made available under the ESEA for those activities.
Thus, if the IDEA funds do not supplant ESEA funds, they may be used to supplement
school improvement activities conducted under other programs, such as Titles I or III,
that are being implemented in an LEA. For more information on the supplement not
supplant requirements, please sec Question 24.

2. Who may receive CEIS?

Section 613(f)(1) of the IDEA permits LEAs to use IDEA funds for CEIS for students in
kindergarten through grade 12 (with a particular emphasis on students in kindergarten
through grade three) who are not currently identified as needing special education or
related services, but who need additional academic and behavioral support to succeed in a
general education environment. See also 34 CFR §300.226(a). Children who are not yet
in kindergarten may not receive CEIS. The preamble to the IDEA Part B regulations
clarifies that students who received special education in the past, but are not currently
receiving special education, are eligible to receive CEIS. (71 FR 46540, 46626 (Aug.14,
2006)).
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An LEA determines which students need additional support. For example, an LEA might
consider factors such as performance on reading or math assessments, disciplinary
referrals, or suspension and expulsions. If an LEA chooses to use CEIS funds to support
school-wide interventions,' it must be able to provide documentation that CEIS funds
were used to provide services only to students in need of additional support and that other
funds were used to fund the school-wide intervention for special education students and
students who do not need additional support.

3. When is provision of CEIS required?

Under 34 CFR §300.646(b)(2), if a State identifies significant disproportionality based on
race or ethnicity in an LEA with respect to the identification of children as children with
disabilities, the identification of children in specific disability categories, the placement
of children with disabilities in particular educational settings, or the taking of disciplinary
actions, the LEA must use the maximum amount (15 percent) of funds allowable for
comprehensive CEIS for children in the LEA, particularly, but not exclusively, for
children in those groups that were “significantly overidentified.”

4. May an LEA limit comprehensive CEIS solely to members of the racial or ethnic
group for which significant disproportionality was identified?

No. The requirement in 34 CFR §300.646(b)(2) is to provide comprehensive CEIS to
serve “children in the LEA, particularly, but not exclusively, children in those groups that
were significantly overidentified.” For example, assume an LEA’s data show significant
disproportionality in the identification of African-American students as children with
disabilities and that the majority of these students are identified in 4™ and 5™ grades in six
of the LEA’s 15 elementary schools. In this case, one appropriate way an LEA could
implement CEIS would be to direct CEIS funds to all nondisabled 3 and 4™ grade
children in need of additional academic or behavioral support in those six schools. It
would not be aé)propriate, however, for the LEA to limit eligibility for CEIS only to
nondisabled 3™ and 4™ grade African-American students in those schools who were in
need of additional academic or behavioral support. In this example, the services would
be provided to 3" and 4™ grade students in order to intervene prior to the grade when
significant disproportionality was identified.

5. How may an LEA use CEIS funds for professional development?

CEIS funds may be used to provide professional development to all personnel who are
responsible for students who need additional academic and behavioral supports to
succeed in a general education environment, but who have not been identified as needing
special education. Under limited circumstances personnel who are solely responsible for
students receiving special education services or students who do not need additional
support may participate in professional development funded with CEIS funds. These
personnel may participate so long as the cost of the professional development does not

! School-wide interventions, as used in this memorandum, are interventions that are implemented
throughout a school. The reference to school-wide interventions is not a reference to school-wide programs
under section 1114 of the ESEA.
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increase, the quality of the professional development does not decrease, and including
those personnel would not exclude other personnel who are responsible for students who
need additional support but have not been identified as needing special education.

6. What are the reporting requirements for CEIS?

The regulations require, in 34 CFR §300.226(d), each LEA that implements CEIS to
report to the State on the number of children who received CEIS and the number of those
children who subsequently received special education and related services under Part B
during the preceding two-year period (i.e., the two years after the child has received
CEIS). (71 FR 46540, 46628 (Aug. 14, 2006)). States and LEAs must maintain these
records for audit and monitoring purposes but are not required to report these data to the
Department unless requested to do so.

7. How should an LEA count and track students who received CEIS when funds are used
Jor professional development or a school-wide intervention initiative?

To ensure consistency across LEAs in a State, each State should develop a method for its
LEAs to count and track students who are served by personnel who participated in
professional development activities supported with CEIS funds. It would be appropriate
for an LEA to count, and subsequently track for two years, the number of students in
need of additional support who received instruction from personnel who participated in
the professional development program. It would not be appropriate to count every
student who was taught by these personnel if some of the students were not in need of
additional support or were recciving special education services. An LEA should only
count the students and the personnel who participated in the professional development
program in the year(s) of or the year(s) immediately after the training, rather than
counting the students and those personnel each year after the training. A similar method
might be used to count students who benefit from a school-wide intervention initiative
supported with CEIS funds. Students who meet the LEA’s criteria of being in need of
additional support and participate in the initiative should be counted as receiving CEIS in
the year(s) of or the year(s) immediately following the initiative and tracked for the
following two years. Students who participate in an initiative for more than one year
should be counted each year they participate.

8. How should an LEA count and track students who received CEILS when funds are used
to provide behavioral and educational evaluations?

LEAs may use CEIS funds to provide behavioral and educational evaluations to
determine the supports that are needed by students to succeed in a general education
environment. However, funds may not be used for evaluations that are intended for use
in determining eligibility for special education and related services. Students who are
evaluated to determine the supports necessary for success in a general education
environment should be counted as receiving CEIS in the year of or the year immediately
following the evaluation and tracked for the following two years.
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CEIS and Response to Intervention (RTI)
9. What is RTI?

There are a number of RTI frameworks, and while the Department does not endorse a
particular RTI framework, several core characteristics tend to be present in RTI. These
characteristics are: (1) high-quality, evidence-based instruction in general education
settings; (2) screening of all students for academic and behavioral problems; (3) two or
more levels (sometimes referred to as “tiers”) of instruction that are progressively more
intense and based on the student’s response to instruction; and (4) continuous monitoring
of student performance.

10. How may CEIS funds be used to implement RTI?

CEIS funds may be used to support RTI as long as the CEIS funds are used for services
to nondisabled students in need of additional academic or behavioral support and
supplement, not supplant, other funds used to implement RTI. For further information on
the supplement not supplant requirements for CEIS, please see Question 24. LEAs must
ensure that CEIS funds are used to provide services only to students who need additional
academic and behavioral support, and not to students who currently receive special
education and related services. See 34 CFR §300.226(a).

For example, one RTI framework includes a three-level continuum of instructional
support. In this framework, tier one applies to all students in a general education setting.
It would not be appropriate to use CEIS funds for tier one activities that support these
students becausc these activities are designed to provide high-quality instruction to the
entire class or school and not principally intended to address the needs of students who
are struggling. Tier two activities provide specialized small group instruction for
students determined to be at risk for academic and behavioral problems. It would be
appropriate to use CEIS funds to support these tier two activities for at-risk, general
education students. If students who are receiving special education and related services
participate in the small group instruction, it would not be appropriate for CEIS funds to
be used for these students as CEIS may not be provided to students that are currently
identificd as needing special education or related services. Tier three includes specialized
individualized instructional or behavioral support for students with intensive needs. As
in the case of tier two activities, CEIS funds could be used for activities that support
general education students at risk for academic and behavioral problems, but could not be
used for students who are receiving special education or related services.

CEIS and Significant Disproportionality

11. What are the requirements for determining significant disproportionality and the use
of IDEA funds for comprehensive CEIS?

Section 618(d) of the IDEA and the implementing regulations in 34 CFR §300.646
require States to collect and examine data to determine if significant disproportionality
based on race or ethnicity is occurring in States and LEAs with respect to the following:
(1) the 1dentification of children as children with disabilities; (2) the identification of
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children as children with a particular disability; (3) the placement of children with
disabilities in particular educational settings; and (4) the incidence, duration, and type of
disciplinary actions, including suspensions and expulsions. This requirement is different
from the requircment to determine disproportionate representation based on inappropriate
identification that is reported in the IDEA State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual
Performance Reports (APR) in Indicators 9 and 10.> One important difference is that the
determination of significant disproportionality does not include a review to determine
whether the disproportionality is the result of inappropriate identification, as does the
determination of disproportionate representation as the result of inappropriate
identification. In the case of a determination of significant disproportionality, a State
must require any LEA identificd as having significant disproportionality in any of the
four above-mentioned analysis categories to reserve the maximum amount of funds for
comprehensive CEIS.

12. How may States define significant disproportionality and disproportionate
representation?

OSEP’s April 24, 2007 memorandum, Disproportionality of Racial and Ethnic Groups in
Special Education,’® provides important guidance on the disproportionate representation
requirements in 34 CFR §300.600(d)(3) and the significant disproportionality
requirements in 34 CFR §300.646. States are required to provide a definition of
“disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification” in the
SPP pursuant to 34 CFR §300.600(d)(3).

States have a separate obligation, under 34 CFR §300.646, to examine data to determine
whether significant disproportionality based on race or ethnicity is occurring, as
described above. While it is permissible for States to use the same or similar definitions
for both “disproportionate representation” and “significant disproportionality,” States’
definitions are usually different. For example, one possible way to set different, but
coordinated, definitions is through a multi-level approach in which one level could be any
numerical disproportionality; another level could be numerical disproportionality defined
by the State to be disproportionate representation, which triggers a review to determine
whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification;
and another level could be numerical disproportionality that the State defines as
significant disproportionality, which triggers the requirement to set aside the maximum
amount for comprehensive CEIS.

It is important to consider some distinct differences between the requirements of 34 CFR
§§300.600(d)(3) and 300.646. For example, under 34 CFR §300.600(d)(3), SPP
Indicators 9 and 10 only require States to look at identification data, including by
disability category, and are only concerned with disproportionality that is the result of
inappropriate identification. In contrast, for purposes of determining whether an LEA

* More information on Indicators 9 and 10 of the SPP and APR can be found in the SPP and APR forms,
available online at: http://www.cd.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/monitor/index.html.

3 This memorandum is available online at:

http://www.rricnetwork.org/images/stories/FRC/spp_mat/2007 October/dr%20memorandum¥%20final%20
4-24%20signed.doc.
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must set aside 15 percent of its IDEA funds for comprehensive CEIS under 34 CFR
§300.646(b)(2), States must examine the numerical data in four analysis categories --
identification of children with disabilitics, identification of children with disabilities in a
particular impairment category, placement of children in particular educational settings,
and the taking of disciplinary actions. Further, 34 CFR §300.646 requires the
identification of all significant disproportionality, whether or not it is the result of
inappropriate identification.

13. Should States consider both overrepresentation and underrepresentation of racial
and ethnic minorities when determining significant disproportionality under 34 CFR
$§300.6467

No. For purposes of §300.646, it is acceptable for States to consider only
overrepresentation by race or ethnicity, rather than underrepresentation by race or
ethnicity. During its deliberations on section 618(d) of the 2004 amendments to the
IDEA, Congress expressed concern with the overrepresentation of racial and ethnic
minorities in the identification, placement, or discipline of children with disabilities. The
House Committee Report, H.R. Rep. No. 108-77, at 122 (2003), stated, “...the
Committee’s desire to see the problems of overidentification of minority children
strongly addressed....” Additionally, in drafting the language in section 618(d)(1) of the
Act, Congress expressly provided that States must require LEAs identified with
significant disproportionality to reserve the maximum amount of funds under section
613(f) to provide comprehensive CEIS to children in the LEA, “particularly, but not
exclusively, children in those groups that were significantly overidentified.”

Based on Congress’ expressed desire to address the issue of overrepresentation, States’
resources may be better spent (1) collecting and analyzing data only on significant
disproportionality that constitutes overrepresentation based on race or ethnicity in the
identification, placement, or discipline of children with disabilities, and (2) ensuring that
where such overrepresentation exists, the policies, practices, and procedures are reviewed
and revised to comply with the Act, and LEAs use 15 percent of their Part B funds to
provide comprehensive CEIS.

14. What must States consider in the analysis of significant disproportionality in the
identification and placement of children with disabilities required in 34 CFR §300.6467?

In each of its LEAs, a State must examine data to determine if significant
disproportionality based on race or ethnicity exists in each of the four analysis categories
required by 34 CFR §300.646. When examining data to determine if significant
disproportionality exists with respect to the identification of children with particular
impairments, it is acceptable for a State to examine the data with regard to children with
impairments in only the following six disability categories: specific learning disabilities,
mental retardation, specch or language impairments, other health impairments, autism,
and emotional disturbance. Because the remaining disability categories typically have
very small numbers of children, the Department does not deem disproportionality in the
number of children with these disabilities to be significant. However, if a State has
identified a problem or has reason to believe that there are issues with other disability
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categories (i.c., through written complaints, due process filings, etc.), then the State
should explore the problems with those categories.

Additionally, with regard to data on placement of children with disabilities in particular
educational settings, a State, using the data it collects for reporting under section 618 of
the IDEA must, at a minimum, examine data for three of the section 618 reporting
categories: children who received educational and related services in the regular class no
more than 79 percent of the day and no less than 40 percent of the day; children who
received special education and related services in the regular class for less than 40
percent of the day; and children who received special education and related services in
separate schools and residential facilities. A State is not required to examine data for
children who received special education and related services in homebound or hospital
settings, correctional facilities, or in private schools (as a result of parental placement of
the child in a private school) because those numbers are typically very small and an LEA
generally has little, if any, control over these placements. Additionally, a State is not
required to examine data for children who received special education and related services
in the regular class for more than 79 percent of the day because the IDEA requires
children with disabilities to be placed in the least restrictive environment and, thercfore,
presumes that placement in the regular classroom is the preferred educational setting.

15. What must States consider in the collection and examination of disciplinary data in
34 CFR §300.646?

The regulations in 34 CFR §300.646(a)(3) require States to annually collect and examine
data to determine if significant disproportionality based on race or ethnicity is occurring
with respect to the incidence, duration, and type of disciplinary action, including
suspensions and expulsions. We interpret the term “incidence” to refer to the number of
times children with disabilities ages 3 through 21 were subject to disciplinary actions.
We interpret the term “duration” to refer to the length of suspensions or expulsions. The
type of disciplinary action refers to, at a minimum, data on both in-school and out-of-
school suspensions and expulsions, but could also include other disciplinary actions (e.g.,
exclusion from extracurricular activities). In order to determine if significant
disproportionality exists for discipline, a State must consider all three areas (incidence,
duration, and disciplinary actions) when examining its data. For example, a State could
meet this requirement by determining whether significant disproportionality based on
race or ethnicity is occurring in: the number of out-of-school suspensions of 10 days or
less; the number of out-of-school suspensions (including expulsions) of greater than 10
days; the number of in-school suspensions of 10 days or less; the number of in-school
suspensions of greater than 10 days; and the total number of disciplinary removals.

16. What funds must be reserved by the LEA for comprehensive CEIS if a State
determines significant disproportionality?

A State must determine significant disproportionality annually and require any LEA that
is found to have significant disproportionality based on race or ethnicity to reserve the
maximum amount of funds under section 613(f) of the IDEA (15 percent) for
comprehensive CEIS either from the funds awarded following the date on which
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significant disproportionality was determined or from funds awarded from the
appropriation for a prior Federal fiscal year (FFY).

The following examples illustrate how funds could be reserved. (Note: The Department
expects to begin making awards from FFY 2009 funds on July 1, 2009. FFY 2009
funds, which will begin to become available on July 1, 2009, will be available for
obligation at the State and LEA levels until September 30, 2011.)

a. The State uses data on discipline collected for school year 2007-08, and which is
reported in November 2008, to make a determination in February 2009 (prior to
when FFY 2009 funds begin to become available on July 1, 2009) that an LEA
must set aside funds for comprehensive CEIS. The LEA has three options. The
LEA may set aside: (1) 15 percent of the funds that it receives from the FFY
2009 appropriation (available for obligation from July 1, 2009 through September
30, 2011); (2)15 percent of the funds that it received from the FFY 2008
appropriation (available for obligation from July 1, 2008 through September 30,
2010); or (3) 15 percent of the funds that it received from the FFY 2007
appropriation (available for obligation from July 1, 2007 through September 30,
2009).

b. The State uses data on enrollment or placement collected as of some time
between October 1 and December 1, 2008, and which is reported in February
2009, to make a determination in August 2009 (after FFY 2009 funds begin to
become available on July 1, 2009) that an LEA must set aside funds for
comprehensive CEIS. In this case, the LEA has four options: the three options
described above plus one additional option. Because the determination was not
made until August, after the funds from the FFY 2009 appropriation have been
awarded, the LEA may sct aside 15 percent of the funds that it receives from the
FFY 2010 appropriation (available for obligation from July 1, 2010 through
September 30, 2012).

17. May multiple years of data be used to determine significant disproportionality?

A State must determine significant disproportionality annually. It is appropriate for a
State’s determination of significant disproportionality to be based on multiple years of
data. While a State may aggregate previous years’ data or look at trend data, the analysis
must include data for the most recent fiscal year as described in Question 16.

18. May a State calculate significant disproportionality differently for the four analysis
categories?

It is permissible for a State to use different calculation methods to determine significant
disproportionality in the four analysis categories so long as the State can justify the
calculation methods for each of the analysis categories and demonstrate that the methods
are statistically sound. We recognize that there may be small numbers of students
counted in some of the analysis categories, which might impact the reliability and validity
of a calculation method. In such cases, a State might need to use a method of identifying
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significant disproportionality that is different from the method used for another analysis
category. For cxample, a State might choose to use a “risk-ratio formula” to identify
significant disproportionality in placement data and a “composition index” to identify
significant disproportionality in identification data. In addition, a State may set its risk
ratio or composition index at different points for the four analysis categories. For
cxample, a State might decide to use a risk ratio for placement data that is higher than its
threshold for discipline data as long as these differences can be justified. The
Department encourages States to use the guidance provided by the Department on
methods for calculating disproportionality. This guidance is found at:
http://www.ideadata.org/docs/Disproportionality%20Technical%20Assistance%20Guide.

pdf.

Additionally, if data appear not to be representative in a district that provides services for
students with certain disabilities who come from several surrounding districts, it would
be appropriate when calculating significant disproportionality to count those students in
the “sending district” (i.e., the district that is responsible for ensuring that the student’s
individualized education program (IEP) is implemented) and not in the district that is
providing services.

19. May a State change its definition of significant disproportionality over time?

Yes. There are circumstances in which it may be appropriate for a State to modify its
definition of significant disproportionality over time. For example, a State may make its
definition broader as its LEAs improve in the areas of analysis, in order to identify more
disproportionality than in previous years. If a State chooses to modify its definition of
significant disproportionality for the analyses required under 34 CFR §300.646, the State
1s not required to recalculate data from previous years based on the revised definition.

20. Should States report on significant disproportionality in the SPP and APR?

States are not required to report on significant disproportionality and CEIS in the
SPP/APR unless required by OSEP to do so because of previously identified
noncompliance. As described above, the analysis of data to determine significant
disproportionality required in 34 CFR §300.646 and the reservation of funds for
comprehensive CEIS are separate from the requirement in 34 CFR §300.600(d)(3), which
1s the basis for Indicators 9 and 10 in the SPP and APR.

Some Fiscal Considerations when Implementing CEIS
21. What amount of IDEA funds may an LEA use for CEIS?

It is important to consider that many of the following fiscal considerations relating to
CEIS only apply when an LEA is required to reserve funds for comprehensive CEIS
following the identification of significant disproportionality, pursuant to 34 CFR
§300.646(b)(2). If a State identifies significant disproportionality in an LEA, the LEA
must reserve the maximum amount of funds for comprehensive CEIS. The funds must be
used during the period of their availability for obligation and must be used for
comprehensive CEIS regardless of whether the significant disproportionality is resolved
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during the time that the funds are available. If significant disproportionality is not
identified and an LEA chooses to use funds for CEIS, the LEA may use up to the
maximum amount allowed for CEIS (15 percent) and may reallocate any unspent funds
during the time that the funds arc available for obligation.

22. Should the 15 percent be calculated prior to reductions based on other IDEA
requirements?

Funds awarded to an LEA under both sections 611 and 619 of the IDEA must be included
when calculating the 15 percent. An LEA may not reduce the amount it uses for this
calculation by any other amount required by the IDEA. For cxample, an LEA may not
deduct funds for equitable services for students parentally-placed in private schools
before calculating the 15 percent. An LEA that is required to use funds for
comprehensive CEIS because of significant disproportionality must use 15 percent of the
total Part B funds awarded to the LEA. An LEA that is not identified as having
significant disproportionality but chooses to use Part B funds for CEIS may use up to 15
percent of the total amount, less any funds reduced by the LEA pursuant to 34 CFR
§300.205. See 34 CFR §300.226(a).

23. How does an LEA’s use of IDEA funds for CEIS affect its maintenance of effort
obligation under IDEA?

If an LEA is required or chooses to use part of its Part B funds for CEIS, it must consider
the cffect that the decreasc in the available Part B funds might have on the LEA’s
maintenance of effort obligation. States and LEAs should review the requirements in 34
CFR §§300.205(d) and 300.226(a), and the examples provided in Appendix D to the Part
B regulations, to better understand how CEIS and maintenance of effort calculations
might affect one another. If an LEA uses additional local funds, or State and local funds,
for special education and related services for children with disabilitics in place of the Part
B funds that are being used to provide CEIS to children who have not been identified as
children with disabilities, the higher level of local, or State and local, expenditures
becomes the LEA’s new maintenance of effort base for the subsequent year.

24. What are the supplement not supplant requirements for CEIS funds?

The general non-supplant requirement for IDEA funds in 34 CFR §300.202(a)(3) states
that funds provided to LEAs under Part B of the IDEA must be used to supplement State,
local, and other Federal funds and not to supplant those funds. This requirement applies
to all Part B funds including any used for CEIS. In addition, 34 CFR §300.226(e) states
that CEIS funds may be used to carry out CEIS aligned with activities funded and carried
out under the ESEA if those funds are used to supplement, and not supplant, funds made
available under the ESEA for the activities and services assisted using CEIS funds. The
Department will presume that an LEA is in violation of the IDEA’s supplement not
supplant provisions if it uses IDEA funds in one of the following ways: (1) to provide
services that are otherwise required by Federal, State or local law; or (2) to provide
services that were paid for with other funds in a prior year, including, if the IDEA funds
are used for CEIS activities coordinated with activities funded under the ESEA, and the
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IDEA funds are used to provide services that were paid for with ESEA funds in the prior
year. CEIS may not include services that were provided with other funds in a prior year,
including services that were paid with ESEA funds. An LEA might be able to rebut these
presumptions through the presentation of ¢vidence that, even without CEIS funds, the
other funds would not have been used in the current year for the activities now paid for
with CEIS funds. Additional supplement not supplant provisions apply to Federal funds
provided under Titles I and I of the ESEA.* If an LEA chooses to use CEIS funds for
activities aligned with activities funded under Titles I and III, it must meet those
requirements.

Conclusion

The Department recognizes the complexities of implementing the requirements related to
CEIS. We encourage States to utilize the technical assistance resources developed by the
Department and available at IDEA.ed.gov. If you have further questions about CEIS and
RTI or CEIS and significant disproportionality, please contact your OSEP Part B State
contact. As noted above, we welcome your comments on this guidance.

Return to Bureau Bulletin

* See section 1120A of Title I and sections 3111 and 31 15(g) of Title III regarding the supplement not
supplant provisions.
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Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)

Part B Indicator Measurement Table®

State

Return to Bureau Bulletin

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

1.

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

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

Data Source:
State data source and measurement.
Measurement:

Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same
measurement as for all youth. Explain calculation.

If State uses 618 data sampling is not allowed.
States must use State-level graduation data.
A State must provide the following:

e A narrative that describes 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. If there is a difference,
explain why.

e The calculation used to determine graduation
rate for youth with IEPs and all youth.
Measurement for youth with disabilities should
be the same measurement as for all youth. If
not, indicate the difference and explain why
there is a difference.

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

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

Data Source:
State data source and measurement.
Measurement:

Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same
measurement as for all youth. Explain calculation.

If State uses 618 data sampling is not allowed.
States must use State-level dropout data.
A State must provide the following:

e A narrative that describes what counts as
dropping out for all youth and, if different, what
counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs. If
there is a difference, explain why.

e The calculation used to determine dropout rate
for youth with IEPs and all youth. Measurement
for youth with disabilities should be the same
measurement as for all youth. If not, indicate
the difference and explain why there is a

! Monitoring Priorities, indicators, and measurements included on the Part B Indicator Measurement Table are to be used to populate designated sections of the SPP and APR Templates.
Populated templates can be found at http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/bapr/index.html

Part B SPP/APR
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009)
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission]

Part B SPP/APR Indicator/Measurement Table — Page - 1
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

difference.

Participation and performance of children
with disabilities on statewide
assessments:

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

disability subgroup.

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

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

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

Data Source:

Data source is assessment data collected for
purposes of determining AYP. Participation and
performance data to be taken from data collected for
reporting under section 618 (Annual Report of
Children Served); Table 6 (Section 618) is to be
attached to this APR.

Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of districts meeting the State’s AYP
objectives for progress for the disability subgroup
(children with IEPs)) divided by the (total # of
districts that have a disability subgroup that
meets the State’s minimum “n” size in the State)]
times100.

B. Participation rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. Proficiency rate =

Sampling from State’s 618 data is not allowed.

States should use the same assessments used for
reporting under NCLB.

States should report the percent of districts meeting
the State’s AYP objectives by content area (across
all grades) and overall (across grades and content
area), and comply with NCLB requirements that a
district must meet AYP targets in both content areas
to be counted as having made overall AYP.

States must attach Table 6 of their 618 submission.
Participation and proficiency calculations in this APR
report must report participation and proficiency rates
by content area for each of the grades shown in
Table 6.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

States are encouraged to present their APR
information in summary tables and include multiple
years of data for comparison purposes.

Part B SPP/APR
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009)
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission]
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected for reporting under section 618.
Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing
rates for children with disabilities to rates for
nondisabled within a district or by comparing among
LEAs for children with disabilities in the State.

Measurement:

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

B. Percent = [(# of districts identified by the State as

Sampling from State’s 618 data is not allowed.

States must use the data that were reported for
Table 5, in Section A, Column 3B. Table 5 can be
found at
https://www.ideadata.org/documents.asp#collection .

Describe the results of the State’s examination of
data, including data disaggregated by race and
ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are
occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and
expulsions of children with disabilities, as required at
20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The States examination
must include one of the following comparisons:

¢ Among local educational agencies within the
State, or

Part B SPP/APR
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009)
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

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

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

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”

e To the rates for nondisabled children within the
agencies.

In the description, specify which method the State
used to determine possible discrepancies and
explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

If discrepancies occurred, describe how the State
education agency reviewed and, if appropriate,
revised (or required the affected local educational
agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and
practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and
procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies,
procedures, and practices comply with this
requirement.

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected for reporting under section 618
(Annual Report of Children Served).

Measurement:

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

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

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

Sampling from State’s 618 data is not allowed.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

6. Percent of preschool children with IEPs
who received special education and
related services in settings with typically

Data Source:

Data collected for reporting under section 618

Sampling from State’s 618 data is not allowed.

States should describe the results of the calculations

Part B SPP/APR
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

developing peers (i.e., early childhood
settings, home, and part-time early
childhood/part-time early childhood special
education settings).

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

(Annual Report of Children Served).
Measurement:

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

and compare the results to their target.

Percent of preschool children with IEPs
who demonstrate improved:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet
their needs.

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

Data Source:
State selected data source.
Measurement:

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

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

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

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

d. Percent of preschool children who improved
functioning to reach a level comparable to
same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children
who improved functioning to reach a level

Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When
sampling is used, a description of the sampling
methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and
reliable estimates must be submitted to OSEP. (See
General Instructions page 2 for additional instructions on
sampling.)

In presenting their results, States should provide
their criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged
peers.” If a State is using the ECO Child Outcomes
Summary Form (COSF), then the criteria for defining
“comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined
as a child who has been scored as a 6 or 7 on the
COSF.

In addition, States should list the instruments and
procedures used to gather data for this Indicator,
including if the State is using the ECO COSF.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Part B SPP/APR
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

comparable to same-aged peers) divided by
the (# of preschool children with IEPs
assessed)] times 100.

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

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

B.

a.

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

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

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

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

Percent of preschool children who improved
functioning to reach a level comparable to
same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children

Part B SPP/APR
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009)
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission]

Part B SPP/APR Indicator/Measurement Table — Page - 6






Part B — SPP /APR (2)

State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

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

€. Percent of preschool children who

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

Ifa+b+c+d+ e does not sumto 100%, explain the
difference.

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their

needs:

a. Percent of preschool children who did not

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

b. Percent of preschool children who improved

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

C. Percent of preschool children who improved

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

d. Percent of preschool children who improved

functioning to reach a level comparable to
same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children

Part B SPP/APR
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

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

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

Ifa+b+c+d+ e does not sumto 100%, explain the
difference.

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

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

Data Source:
State selected data source.
Measurement:

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

Sampling of parents to receive the survey is allowed.
When sampling is used, a description of the sampling
methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and
reliable estimates must be submitted to OSEP. (See
General Instructions page 2 for additional instructions on
sampling.)

States may wish to utilize information/surveys
developed by the National Center for Special
Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) or
the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO).
States must submit a copy of any survey used for
this indicator.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected for reporting under section 618
(Annual Report of Children Served).

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate
representation of racial and ethnic groups in special
education and related services that is the result of

Sampling from State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for
children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA.
Provide these data for all children with disabilities.

The data analyzed must be the same data reported
to OSEP on the Report of Children with Disabilities
Receiving Special Education Under Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Child

Part B SPP/APR
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of
districts in the State)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate
representation.”

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

Count). Tables for the child count (Table 1) of the
Annual Report of Children Served can be found at
https://www.ideadata.org/documents.asp#collection.

States should consider using multiple methods in
calculating disproportionality to reduce the risk of
overlooking potential problems. If a State chooses to
use risk ratios, Westat has developed an electronic
spreadsheet that calculates both weighted and
unweighted risk ratios for State and district-level
data. States can request a copy of this file by
sending a message to IDEAdata@westat.com or
phoning 1-888-819-7024. Describe the method(s)
used to determine disproportionality in the cell
labeled Baseline/Trend Data.

Targets must be 0%.

If the State has previously identified significant
disproportionality, describe how the State addressed
the disproportionality, including review of policies,
procedures and practices and revisions, as
appropriate.

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected for reporting under section 618
(Annual Report of Children Served).

Measurement:

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

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate
representation.”

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

Sampling from State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for
children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA.
Provide these data at a minimum for children in the
following six disability categories: mental retardation,
specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance,
speech or language impairments, other health
impairments, and autism. If a State has previously
identified a problem, or if a State has reason to
believe that there are issues with other disability
categories (i.e., through written complaints, due
process filings, etc.), then the State should explore
the remaining disability categories as necessary.

The data analyzed must be the same data reported
to OSEP on the Report of Children with Disabilities
Receiving Special Education Under Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Child
Count). Tables for the child count (Table 1) of the
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

618(d), etc.

Annual Report of Children Served can be found at
https://www.ideadata.org/documents.asp#collection.

States should consider using multiple methods in
calculating disproportionality to reduce the risk of
overlooking potential problems. If a State chooses to
use risk ratios, Westat has developed an electronic
spreadsheet that calculates both weighted and
unweighted risk ratios for State and district-level
data. States can request a copy of this file by
sending a message to IDEAdata@westat.com or
phoning 1-888-819-7024. Describe the method(s)
used to determine disproportionality in the cell
labeled Baseline/Trend Data.

Targets must be 0%.

If the State has previously identified significant
disproportionality, describe how the State addressed
the disproportionality, including review of policies,
procedures and practices and revisions, as
appropriate.

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B

Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find

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

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

a.

b.

Data Source:

Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data
system and must be based on actual, not an
average, number of days. Indicate if the State has
established a timeline and, if so, what is the State’s
timeline for initial evaluations.

Measurement:

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

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

# determined eligible whose evaluations were
completed within 60 days (or State established

When data is taken from State monitoring, States must
describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring.

This indicator is referring to “initial” eligibility
determination.

Targets must be 100%.

Part B SPP/APR
(OMB NO: 1820-0624 / Expiration Date: 08-31-2009)
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission]

Part B SPP/APR Indicator/Measurement Table — Page - 10




https://www.ideadata.org/documents.asp#collection

mailto:IDEAdata@westat.com



Part B — SPP /APR (2)

State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

timeline).

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

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

Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

12

. Percent of children referred by Part C

prior to age 3, who are found eligible for
Part B, and who have an IEP developed
and implemented by their third birthdays.

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

Data Source:

Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data
system.

Measurement:

a. # of children who have been served in Part C and
referred to Part B for eligibility determination.

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

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

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

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

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

When data is taken from State monitoring, States must
describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring.

Targets must be 100%.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

13.

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

Data Source:

Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data
system.

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of youth with disabilities aged 16 and
above with an IEP that includes coordinated,

When data is taken from State monitoring, States must
describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring.

Targets must be 100%.
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

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

measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services
that will reasonably enable the student to meet the
post-secondary goals) divided by the (# of youth with
an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.

14.

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

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

Data Source:
State selected data source.
Measurement:

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

Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in
secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, a
description of the sampling methodology outlining how the
design will yield valid and reliable estimates must be
submitted to OSEP. (See General Instructions page 2 for
additional instructions on sampling.)

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Address all youth who left school including those
who graduated, dropped out, aged out, etc.
Describe how the above leavers are included in the
sample.

Data must be collected annually between April and
September, inclusive. States must include students
who completed school during the prior school year,
who dropped out during the prior school year or who
were expected to return but did not return for the
current school year.

A State must provide the following:

e A narrative that defines competitive
employment, including whether the work is
full-time (35 or more hours per week) or
part-time (less than 35 hours per week).
OSEP encourages States to use the
Rehabilitation Act definition of competitive
employment which reads: Competitive
employment means work- (i) In the
competitive labor market that is performed
on a full-time or part-time basis in an
integrated setting; and (ii) For which an
individual is compensated at or above the
minimum wage, but not less than the
customary wage and level of benefits paid
by the employer for the same or similar work
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State

Monitoring Priorities and Indicators

Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

performed by individuals who are not
disabled. (Authority: Sections 7(11) and
12(c) of the Act; 29 U.S.C. 705(11) and
709(c)).

e A narrative that defines postsecondary
school, including: (&) type of school,
education, or training; and (b) whether
enrollment is full- or part-time. Describe
what constitutes full-time enroliment.

Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

15. General supervision system (including

monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.)
identifies and corrects noncompliance as

soon as possible but in no case later than

one year from identification.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(B))

Data Source:

Data to be taken from State monitoring, complaints,
hearings and other general supervision system
components. Indicate the number of agencies
monitored using different components of the State’s
general supervision system.

Measurement:

Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year
of identification:

a. # of findings of noncompliance.

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

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

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

States must describe the process for selecting LEAs for
monitoring.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Targets must be 100%.

States should reflect monitoring data collected
through the components of the State’s general
supervision system, including on-site visits, self-
assessments, local performance plans and annual
performance reports, desk audits, data reviews,
complaints, due process hearings, etc.

Areas of noncompliance should be grouped by
monitoring priority areas and other topical areas.
The State should describe the topical areas.

States are not required to report data at the LEA
level.

16.

Percent of signed written complaints with
reports issued that were resolved within

60-day timeline or a timeline extended for
exceptional circumstances with respect to

a particular complaint.

Data Source:

Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection
1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part
B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).

Measurement:

Sampling is not allowed.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Targets must be 100%.

States are not required to report data at the LEA
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Data Source and Measurement

Instructions for Indicators/Measurement

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

Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100.

level.

Complete Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-
0677 and submit a copy of completed table with the
FFY 2007 (2007-2008) APR due February 2, 2009.
An electronic copy of Information Collection 1820-
0677 can be found at
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/bapr/inde
x.html

17.

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection
1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part
B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).

Measurement:

Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100.

Sampling is not allowed.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Targets must be 100%.

States are not required to report data at the LEA
level.

Complete Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-
0677 and submit a copy of completed table with the
FFY 2007 (2007-2008) APR due February 2, 2009.
An electronic copy of Information Collection 1820-
0677 can be found at
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/bapr/inde
x.html

18.

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection
1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part
B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).

Measurement:
Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.

Sampling is not allowed.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

States are not required to establish baseline or
targets if the number of resolution sessions is less
than 10. In a reporting period when the number of
resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, the State
must develop baseline, targets and improvement
activities, and report them in the corresponding APR.

A target of 100% for this indicator may not be
appropriate for all States. In looking at data on other
forms of alternate dispute resolution, the consensus
among practitioners is that 75-85% is a reasonable
rate of mediations that result in agreements and is
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consistent with national mediation success rate data.
However, a higher resolution session target may be
appropriate for some States.

States are not required to report data at the LEA
level.

Complete Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-
0677 and submit a copy of completed table with the
FFY 2007 (2007-2008) APR due February 2, 2009.
An electronic copy of Information Collection 1820-
0677 can be found at
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/bapr/inde
x.html

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

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

Data Source:

Data collected on Table 7 of Information Collection
1820-0677 (Report of Dispute Resolution Under Part
B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).

Measurement:

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

Sampling is not allowed.

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

States are not required to establish baseline or
targets if the number of mediations is less than 10.
In a reporting period when the number of mediations
reaches ten or greater, the State must develop
baseline, targets and improvement activities, and
report them in the corresponding APR.

A target of 100% for this indicator may not be
appropriate for all States. The consensus among
mediation practitioners is that 75-85% is a
reasonable rate of mediations that result in
agreements and is consistent with national mediation
success rate data. However, a higher mediation
target may be appropriate for some States.

States are not required to report data at the LEA
level.

Complete Table 7 of Information Collection 1820-
0677 and submit a copy of completed table with the
FFY 2007 (2007-2008) APR due February 2, 2009.
An electronic copy of Information Collection 1820-
0677 can be found at
http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/quid/idea/bapr/index
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.html

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

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

Data Source:

State selected data sources, including data from
State data system, assessment system, as well as
technical assistance and monitoring systems.

Measurement:

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

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

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

States should describe the results of the calculations
and compare the results to their target.

Targets must be 100% for timeliness and accuracy.

States are not required to report data at the LEA
level.

To help determine if data are reported in an accurate
manner, States are encouraged to reference Data
Accuracy: Critical Elements for Review of SPPs.
This document can be found at
http://www.rrfcnetwork.org/content/view/248/358/
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