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The State Performance Plan is prepared using instructions forwarded to the California Department of Education (CDE), Special Education Division (SED) by the U.S. Department of Education (DE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). For 2008-09, instructions were drawn from several documents:

•
California’s 2006-07 Compliance Determination letter and table (June 2008)

•
General Instructions for the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)

•
State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) Part B Indicator Measurement Table (Expiration Date 2/29/2012)

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

· OSEP Letter: Reporting on Correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individual with Disabilities Education Act (October 17, 2008) (OSEP 0902)

CDE staff and contractors collected data and made calculations for each of the indicators. Technical assistance was provided by several federal contractors – most notably the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC). SED management discussed each of the requirements, reviewed calculations and discussed improvement activities. Updated indicator language and measurement changes (baselines and targets) for the following indicators: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17.

During 2008-09 CDE disseminated information and solicited input from a wide variety of groups:

•
The CDE SED continued utilizing a broad stakeholder group, named Improving Special Education Services (ISES). This group was established to combine various existing stakeholder groups into one larger stakeholder constituency. Members include parents, teachers, administrators, professors in higher education, SELPA Directors, agencies, CDE special contracted staff for improvement activities, CDE staff across various divisions, and outside experts as needed. Two meetings were held to discuss SPP and APR calculations and improvement activities – in June 2009 and December 2009. Drafts of the APR and SPP sections were disseminated in late November 2009 for comments.

•
The SPP and APR requirements and results were presented at two separate California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) training sessions with the SELPA administrators and LEA/districts during the spring and fall of 2009.

· The SPP and APR requirements were presented at regular meetings of the California Advisory Commission on Special Education (ACSE) in November 2008-SPP and APR overview January 2009-detailed briefing on the 2007/08 SPP and submittal to the SBE prior to submittal to OSEP, February 2009-the ABC's of Disproportionality determination, May 2009-overview about the compliance determination process.

•
SPP requirements and APR data related to Preschool Assessment, Preschool Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), and Transition from Part B to Part C were presented and discussed at the Special Education Early Childhood Administrators Project (SEECAP) Symposium in February 2009 and at the North and South Infant Preschool Field Meetings Webinar in the May 2009. These meetings were open to staff and parents of all districts in California.

•
Selected SPP revisions and APR data have been reviewed at the regular monthly meetings of the Directors of the SELPAs and at the quarterly meetings of the Special Education Administrators of County Offices (SEACO). Drafts of SPP and APR were disseminated in late November 2009 for comments.

•
Instructions related to the SPP and APR were presented to the California State Board of Education (SBE) as information items in December 2009. The SPP and APR were approved at its January 2010 meeting.

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

•
LEA level postings for 2006-07 (including special tables for Indicators 11 and 12) may be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/ds/datarpts0607.asp. 

· A consolidated SPP reflecting changes made to date may be found at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/documents/consolspp.doc
General Notes:

Data Sources:  Indicators 1and 2 are gathered from CBEDS 2007-08 for graduation and dropout; 3 is from AYP Database and CASEMIS 2008-09’ 4 is gathered from CASEMIS 2007-08 and a special self review of policies and procedures and practices; 5 is derived from CASEMIS December 2008; 9, and 10 are collected through the CASEMIS December 2008, and June 2008-09 CBEDS. Data for indicators 11, 12, 13 are also gathered through CASEMIS submission December 2008, and June 2009, with an additional DDS Part C data set for 12. Monitoring data is derived from monitoring and procedural safeguard activities conducted from July 1, 2008, to June 30, 2009, reported in Indicator 15. Indicator 16 is gathered from the complaints data base from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009.Indicators 17, 18, and 19 are derived from OAH data from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009. Indictor 20 is gathered through office archives. 

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

In addition to these components of the QAP, there are four types of traditional monitoring review processes: Facilitated Reviews, Verification Reviews (VR), Special Education Self Reviews (SESRs), and Nonpublic School Reviews (both onsite and self reviews). Each of the formal review processes results in findings of noncompliance at the student and district level. All findings require correction. At the student level the district must provide specified evidence of correction within a 45-day time period. At the district level, the district must provide updated policies and procedures, evidence that the new policies and procedures have been disseminated and, in a six-month follow-up review, the district must demonstrate that no new instances of noncompliance in that area have occurred. CDE has a variety of sanctions available to use in situations in which noncompliance goes uncorrected (e.g., special grant conditions, withholding of funds, and court action). 
Compliance and Non-Compliance CDE has adjusted all of its monitoring data from an initiation year basis (e.g., VR initiated in 2006-07) to a notification year basis (e.g., the ABC school district review findings were notified of noncompliance in 2005-06). For the purpose of this and other indicators, compliance findings are reported in the year in which the district was notified of noncompliance. “On time” calculations are based on a span of one year from the date that the noncompliance finding was reported. As a result, noncompliance findings made in 2006-07 should be corrected within one year in 2007-08. For this reason, some of the finding totals cited in prior APRs may not match with this APR because they were reported by initiation date (date of the review) rather than notification date.
Improvement Activities across Multiple Indicators

In our work in California many of the improvement activities in the SPP address multiple indicators. Instead of listing a multitude of repetitive activities in each indicator, we have chosen to highlight those large-scale activities that cut across indicators and provide a brief description of what is being done and include Web links as appropriate. 

Improvement Planning 

Analysis and thoughtful planning of improvement activities for each of the indicators takes place in a variety of ways. A broad-based stakeholder group, ISES, provided CDE with feedback and recommendations for improvement activities based on data in the SPP and APR. In addition to the ISES work, SED staff has worked hard at identifying improvement activities for each indicator and has contributed to the analysis of effectiveness. For more information about ISES, please visit the California Services for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) Web site at http://www.calstat.org/sigPcse.html .

Monitoring – In 2007-08, CDE will begin the development of improvement planning modules to become a part of the Verification and SESR software. Currently, CDE software customizes a district’s review based on a monitoring plan that, when entered into the software, generates student record review forms, policy and procedure review forms, and parent and staff interview protocols. In the current software, all of the items are related to compliance requirements of state and federal law. Existing software draws on the compliance elements of all SPP indicators, whether they are compliance indicators or not. Over the next year, CDE will incorporate programmatic self review items related to the performance based indicators. These items will generate required, self study instruments for those districts that fall below the benchmark on performance based indicators such as Indicator 3, Assessment, or Indicator 5, LRE. Items for these self study instruments will be drawn from a variety of sources, but starting with those instruments prepared by the CDE and OSEP technical assistance contractors. Results of the self study will be entered into the software and, based on the results; the district will develop and enter an improvement plan that can be tracked as a part of the follow-up to the monitoring review.

SPP Technical Assistance System – The CDE is designing and developing a statewide SPP Technical Assistance System to assist local educational agencies (LEAs) to correct noncompliance findings in any one of the SPP indicators, initially focusing on the disproportionate representation by ethnicity and race of students receiving special education services. This design process will include: convening a Design Team of key professionals, holding a facilitated focus group to gain input on the draft design, identifying and training key content specialist and master trainer, launching the new SPP TA System by July 1, 2010.
Communication/Information and Dissemination 

Communication and dissemination of information for the SED is dispersed and presented in a variety of formats. A quarterly newsletter, The Special EDge, is published and sent out free of charge to personnel, parents, and the public. The Special EDge covers current topics in special education in California and nationally. The Division also takes advantage of technology by providing information and training through the Web site and Web casts. Training on California Modified Assessment and IEP Team Decisions, Early Childhood Inclusion, Self Review Process and CASEMIS were conducted in Web-based trainings statewide and archived for later access. Our consultants are available to the field by phone or e-mail to offer technical assistance and provide information.

Assessment 

Assessment activities cross over to several indicators in the SPP. CDE has developed statewide assessments for all students. They are apart of the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program and include the California Standards Test (CST) for all students. The California Modified Assessment (CMA) and the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) is provided for students with IEPs as determined by the IEP team. In addition to these three the STAR program also includes a Spanish assessment for students who speak Spanish. Data is gathered from these assessments to inform Indicator 3. Through the development of a series of training sessions and materials/resources IEP teams have been given extensive training on how students participate in statewide assessments to maximize student success.

In addition, CDE has developed a statewide assessment for preschoolers called the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP). To provide an instrument to capture developmental progress on children with disabilities, the SED has developed the DRDP access. These preschool assessments inform Indicator 7 for child outcomes. How well students do on assessments also has an impact on graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE for school age and preschool, and eligibility evaluation. 

Closing the Achievement Gap

In December 2004, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Jack O’Connell, announced he was establishing a statewide California P-16 Council to examine ways to improve student achievement at all levels and to create an integrated, seamless system of student learning from preschool through the senior year of college. 
The goals of the Superintendent's California P-16 Council are to: 

1. Improve student achievement at all levels and eliminate the achievement gap. 

2. Link all education levels, preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education, to create a comprehensive, seamless system of student learning. 

3. Ensure that all students have access to caring and qualified teachers. 

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

The Superintendent's California P-16 Council was charged with examining ways to improve student achievement at all levels and link preschool, elementary, middle, high school, and higher education to create a comprehensive, integrated system of student learning. 

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

1. Access Subcommittee

2. Culture/Climate Subcommittee

3. Expectations Subcommittee

4. Strategies Subcommittee

We know all children can learn to the same high levels, so we must confront and change those things that are holding back groups of students. To address this, the SED has collaborated with the Culture/Climate Subcommittee of the P-16 Council and the Equity Alliance Center in the development of the Web-based Culturally Responsive Education Learning Strands.

In addition the SED in collaboration with the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd, is developing Web-based interactive training modules on Standards-based IEPs to address closing the achievement gap and improving standards-based instruction for students with disabilities.

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2)
RtI is emerging nationally as an effective strategy to support every student. The CDE is squaring the term RtI to Response to Instruction and Intervention (Rtl2) to define a GE approach of high quality instruction, early intervention, and prevention and behavioral strategies. Attached are the CDE’s definitions, philosophy, and core components of Rtl2. Rtl2 offers a way to eliminate achievement gaps through a school-wide process that provides assistance to every student, both high achieving and struggling learners. It is a process that utilizes all resources within a school and district in a collaborative manner to create a single, well-integrated system of instruction and interventions informed by student outcome data. Rtl2 is fully aligned with the research on the effectiveness of early intervention and the recommendations of the California P-16 Council’s theme of access, culture and climate, expectations, and strategies. 
CDE has formed an internal RtI2 Partnership Group that includes representatives from the School Improvement Division; Learning Support and Partnerships Division; Child Development Division; Secondary, Postsecondary, and Adult Leadership Division; Curriculum Framework/Instructional Resources Division; and SED. 

Eight expert teams of educators have been selected and each team will select 3 sites to implement RtI models in the first year. These eight teams will provide their regional sites technical assistance and training in the areas of developing professional learning communities, school-wide screening, progress monitoring, tiered service delivery, data-based decision making, research-based interventions, positive behavior supports, and parent involvement. Over the next 2 years data will be collected at these implementation sites on student outcomes such as proficiency on the CSTs (API & AYP data for all groups) and other outcomes such as High School Graduation rate, dropout rate, LRE and disproportionality. These teams are also addressing RtI²'s relationship to the indicators on graduation rate, dropout rate, statewide assessment data, least restrictive environment and parent involvement.

On November 4, 2008, Jack O’Connell, Superintendent of Public Instruction of CDE issued a letter on RtI² stating “Thus, the data gained during the implementation of an effective RtI² system can be part of the process to identify students with learning disabilities. Research shows that implementation of RtI² in general education reduces the disproportionate representation of certain groups of students identified as needing special education services. Together, we can close the achievement gap and open the door to a better future for every student, without exception. I look forward to continuing our work together”. This letter and a robust collection of resources can be found at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/index.asp. 

NIMAS/NIMAC

The National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard (NIMAS) and the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Center (NIMAC) were mandated for the first time in the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004. As a result, states are mandated to adopt a standard electronic file format for instructional materials. The creation of a standard electronic file format will help to ensure that students with print disabilities will have timely access to print materials. This will allow for expanded learning opportunities for all students in the LRE. This will lead to a greater number of students with print disabilities to be better prepared to participate in the state assessments. Additionally, a greater number of students with print disabilities can be expected to graduate with a regular diploma.

The NIMAC serves as a national repository for NIMAS files. It is also the conduit through which the NIMAS files are made available to authorized users so that the files can be converted into accessible textbooks. Since California has opted into NIMAC, publishers of K-8 State adopted textbooks will be required to send NIMAS files to the NIMAC. The SED will work closely with the Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT) in ensuring that all LEAs become familiar with NIMAS and NIMAC.

NIMAS and NIMAC contribute to improvement activities across several indicators including graduation, dropout, assessments, LRE and post secondary. Providing students with visual impairments with access to the core curriculum with supports greatly enhances their success. 

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media and Translations (CSMT)

The Clearinghouse for Specialized Media & Translations (CSMT) helps to close the achievement gap by providing instructional resources in accessible formats to students with disabilities in California. It is a part of the Curriculum Frameworks and Instructional Resources of the California Department of Education (CDE). The CSMT produces accessible versions of textbooks, workbooks and literature books adopted by the State Board of Education. Products and services are provided pursuant to California law, Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Sections 504 and 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Production and dissemination of materials include Braille, large print, recordings, and American Sign Language Video-books are funded by California's Instructional Materials. CSMT also assists in providing devices such as monoculars to view the curricula. Funds to purchase specialized books, materials, and equipment are provided by the Instructional Materials Fund (IMF) for qualified students with hearing or vision impairments, severe orthopedic impairments, or other print disabilities. The work of this unit contributes to several SPP indicators including assessments, LRE, improved graduation rates, access to the core curriculum and post secondary outcomes.
Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) and Personnel Development

California’s teacher workforce is the largest in the country with more that 320,000 teachers serving a student population of over six million. The CDE serves more than 9,920 schools under the local control of more than 1,073 school districts. 

Over the past decade California’s public education system has undergone unprecedented change. The state’s standards-based reform movement has transformed the focus and goals of public education, challenged schools to set higher expectations for all students, and hold everyone from superintendents to students accountable for academic performance. Policymakers have focused on improving California’s educational system by lowering class sizes in the primary grades, establishing standards across the curriculum, and initiating a standards-based assessment and accountability system. The state’s accountability system includes the CSTs, the new CMA, the CAPA and the CAHSEE.

Ensuring that there is an adequate supply of highly qualified and effective teachers and administrators, in general education and special education, who are prepared to meet the challenges of teaching California’s growing and diverse student population has been a priority. The state must also ensure the equitable distribution of the most well-prepared teachers and administrators throughout the state, particularly in low-performing schools that serve a disproportionate number of poor and minority students, English learners, and special education students. Recruiting, preparing and retaining HQTs and administrators is the most important investment of resources that local, state, business, and community leaders can make in education. 

SED has spent time and effort on the development of highly qualified special education teachers’ guidance on ESEA/IDEA, and related state regulations. The California Commission on Teacher (CTC) Credentialing convened a task force to make recommendations for the revision of the special education credentials eliminating redundancy, increasing program access, expanding multiple entry points for teacher candidates, and streamlining the credential process. This effort seeks to increase the number of special education teachers that meet the ESEA teacher requirements. CTC approved the regulations implementing the task force recommendations at their December 2008 meeting. Many universities will be accredited to offer the new special education credentials by 2011. 

Professional development activities have been carried out state- and district-wide throughout the state to address HQT requirements and training. These activities impact student performance and many of the SPP indicators. 

The first statewide action plan: The Strategic Plan for Recruiting, Preparing, and Retaining Special Education Personnel, was issued in 1997 in anticipation of a predicted shortage in the years to come. Many robust activities were successful with current focus areas as: a) school climate, b) administrative support and c) working conditions. In November 2009, the Special Education Supports Module was added to the web-based California School Climate Survey adding questions in four areas that address reasons why special education personnel prematurely leave the profession. Many stakeholders, including state and national technical assistance centers, are assisting in this effort.

Subject Matter Verification for Secondary Teachers in Special Settings - an advanced certification option:

California’s Revised State Plan of Action for ESEA: HQT was approved by the SBE on November 2006, and by the United states Department of Education on December 2006. In that plan, a commitment is made to develop a new subject matter verification process for secondary alternative education and secondary special education teachers as a means to provide an opportunity for them to meet ESEA HQT requirements. A series of web-based professional development modules from San Diego County Office of Education were developed and delivered in 2008-2009. 
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	 Monitoring Priority:  Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in the LRE


Indicator 7:  Preschool Assessment

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

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

C.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

	Measurement:

Outcomes:

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.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

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

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

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

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes (use for FFY 2008-2009 reporting):

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

Measurement for Summary Statement 1:

Percent = # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d) divided by [# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d)] times 100.

Summary Statement 2:  The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: 

Percent = # of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus [# of preschool children reported in progress category (e) divided by the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e)] times 100.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The California Department of Education (CDE) has been developing a statewide system of progress assessment for young children since the mid-1990s. This system - the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP) Assessment System - includes a set of Desired Results (DR) and a method for assessing child progress known as the DRDP. Children with disabilities have been included in the development of the DRDP since its inception. A set of adaptations for children with disabilities (accommodations) acceptable for use when using the DRDP, have been developed and field-tested along with the base instrument. In 2001, the DRDP was re-conceptualized to provide greater psychometric integrity and a wider range of development, creating a birth-five instrument (DRDP access). Children with disabilities are assessed on the DRDP-R or the DRDP access as determined by the IEP team.

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

Assessments are completed on preschoolers with disabilities two times per year, once in the fall and once in the spring to comply with the SPP and statewide assessment requirements. SELPAs report data to the CDE, Special Education Division (SED) by direct entry or bulk upload to a web-based data system, the Special Education Desired Results System or SEDRS. For more information about the data system, training activities and products see www.dracess.org.

1. Exit from preschool special education refined. SELPAs report to CDE on the enrollment status of all children receiving preschool special education services. SELPAs indicate in this report children who have exited preschool special education services. This enrollment variable was linked to the assessment data collected to select children who should be reported as exiting in 2008-09. 

2. Category a definition revised. As a result of recommendations from the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO), we revised our definition of Category a last year to: “The percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning includes children that did not show an increase of at least one level on any of the measures included in the indicator.” This year, we further refined the Category a definition. We removed children from Category a who have entered within the typically developing range and exited within the typically developing range but did not show an increase of at least one level on any of the measures included in the indicator and coded them into Category e. 

The following tables (7a-c) show progress data for children who exited in the 2008-09 reporting period who had both entry and exit data and who received early childhood special education (ECSE) services for at least six months between entry and exit.

Table 7a

Progress data for OSEP Outcome A Results for 2008 – 2009

	A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):
	Number of Children
	Percent of Children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	89
	1.9%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	367
	7.9%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	398
	8.6%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	779
	16.8%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	3013
	64.9%

	Total
	4646
	100.1%


Table 7b

Progress data for OSEP Outcome B Results for 2008 – 2009

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

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	53
	1.2%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	419
	9.4%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	333
	7.4%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	753
	16.8%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2920
	65.2%

	Total
	4478
	100.0%


Table7c

Progress data for OSEP Outcome C Results for 2008 – 2009

	C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:
	Number of Children
	Percent of Children

	a.
Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning 
	94
	2.0%

	b.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 
	342
	7.3%

	c.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
	572
	12.2%

	d.
Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	703
	15.0%

	e.
Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 
	2963
	63.4%

	Total
	4674
	99.9%


For the children with entry-exit pairs, the most frequent trajectory of progress across the three outcomes was trajectory e - preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers. The second most frequent trajectory of progress across the outcomes was trajectory d - preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers. The third most frequent type of progress across Outcomes A and C was trajectory c – preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same aged-peers but did not reach it. For Outcome B, the third most frequent type of progress was trajectory b – preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers. The 2008-09 exiter data was based on statewide data collection.
Tables 7d and 7e describe the demographics of the 5,134 children included in the current progress data report as well as the corresponding percentages statewide. Twelve percent of the exiters were three years old, 68 percent were four years old, and 21percent were five years old. Sixty nine percent of exiters were male and 31percent were female. 

Table 7d

Demographic Information for the 5,134 Children Included in the Progress Data Report

	Descriptive Statistics on Exiters

	
	N
	Percent
	Percent Statewide

	Age

	3 year-olds
	590
	11.5
	38.3

	4 year-olds
	3466
	67.5
	53.2

	5 year-olds
	1078
	21.0
	8.5

	Gender

	Male
	3521
	68.6
	n/a

	Female
	1613
	31.4
	n/a

	Primary Disability*

	Speech or Language Impairment
	4048
	78.8
	65.1

	Autism
	438
	8.5
	13.1

	Mental Retardation
	172
	3.4
	6.0

	Specific Learning Disability
	152
	3.0
	5.6

	Orthopedic Impairment
	85
	1.7
	3.0

	Other Health Impairment
	85
	1.7
	3.1

	Hard of Hearing
	39
	<1
	1.1

	Multiple Disabilities
	36
	<1
	1.2

	Established Medical Disability
	34
	<1
	<1

	Deafness
	20
	<1
	<1

	Visual Impairment
	14
	<1
	<1

	Emotional Disturbance
	7
	<1
	<1

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	4
	<1
	<1

	Total
	5134
	100.0
	100.0


                   *Calculated as five year (2004-09) average statewide.

As shown in Table 7d, speech and language impairment represents the most common primary disability reported at 78.8 percent. Autism, mental retardation, and specific learning disabilities represented the second, third, and fourth most common primary disabilities reported at 9.5 percent, 3.9 percent, and 3 percent respectively. For primary disability, statewide percentages were calculated based on all three-, four-, and five-year old children receiving special education services averaged across the last five years (2004-2009).

Table 7e

Ethnicity Information for the 5,134 Children Included in the Progress Data Report

	Ethnicity
	Number
	Percent
	Percent Statewide

	Hispanic or Latino 
	2407
	46.9
	49.2

	White 
	1938
	37.7
	32.2

	Black or African-American 
	301
	5.9
	10.9

	Asian 
	281
	5.5
	4.7

	Filipino 
	116
	2.3
	1.6

	American Indian or Alaska Native 
	37
	0.7
	0.9

	Other
	35
	0.7
	0.0

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
	19
	0.4
	0.5

	Total
	5134
	100.1
	100.0


Table 7e provides information related to the ethnicity of the 5,134 children included in the progress report. The most common ethnicity reported was Hispanic or Latino at 46.9 percent. White and Black or African-American were the second and third most commonly reported at 37.7 percent and 5.9 percent, respectively.

Baseline Summary Statements for Preschool Children Exiting 2008-09

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

Table 7f

Summary Statements - Baseline Data for Preschool Children Exiting 2008-09

	Summary Statements


	Number of children
	Percent of children

	Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships), N=4646



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (c+ d)/( a + b + c +d)
	(398 + 779)/(89 + 367 + 398 + 779)


	72.2%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program  (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e)
	(779 + 3013)/(89 + 367 + 398 + 779 + 3013)
	81.6%

	Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy), N=4478

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (c+ d)/( a + b + c +d)
	(333 + 753)/(53 + 419 + 333 + 753)


	69.5%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e)
	(753 + 2920)/(53 + 419 + 333 + 753 + 2920)
	82.0%

	Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs, N=4674



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (c+ d)/( a + b + c +d)
	(572 + 703)/(94 + 342 + 572 + 703)


	74.5%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program (d + e)/(a + b + c+ d + e)
	(703 + 2963)/(94 + 342 + 572 + 703 + 2963)
	78.5%


Measurable and Rigorous Targets:

The targets for 2009-10, shown in Table 7g, were set by calculating the average of the percentages in the five categories for each OSEP Outcome for 2007-08 and 2008-09. The targets for 2010-11 are 0.5 percent above the baseline for each summary statement within each of three OSEP Outcomes.

Table7g

Summary Statements - Targets for Preschool Children Exiting in 2009-10 and 2010-11

	Summary Statements
	Targets FFY 2009 (percent of children)
	Targets FFY 2010 (percent of children)

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



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	63.6%
	72.7%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	69.5%
	82.1%

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

	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	62.6%
	70.0%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	69.9%
	82.5%

	Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs



	1. Of those children who entered the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	65.8%
	75.0%

	2. The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program
	65.4%
	79.0%


Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:

	CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide ongoing technical assistance and support 
	Ongoing
	CDE staff and contractors 

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training DE staff and contractors

	Collect entry and exit data on 3, 4, and 5 year olds
	Yearly Fall and Spring
	LEAs and SELPAs

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

	Provide ongoing technical assistance and training statewide on ECSE and assist CDE in monitoring and activities assessment 
	2005-2011
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

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

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

	Develop Web-based modules for training and instruction related to the DRDP instruments and data reporting system to build local capacity for support, technical assistance and mentoring
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

	Enhance the web-based SEDRS data reporting system to improve timeliness, completeness and quality of data submission
	Yearly
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training

	Optimize SEDRS, develop quality assurance measures for optimal user support
	Ongoing
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets/Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources for 2008 (2008-09)

	ADDED ACTIVITIES

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Complete additional missing data analysis to enhance data quality and completeness 
	Fall 2009-Fall 2010
	CDE staff, contractor(s)

Type: Monitoring, Special Project, Technical assistance and training


Attachment 1:  Acronyms

	Acronym
	Full Name

	§
	Section

	ACSE
	California Advisory Commission on Special Education

	APR
	Annual Performance Report

	AYP
	Adequate Yearly Progress

	BEST
	Building Effective Schools Together

	CAHSEE
	California High School Exit Examination

	CAPA
	California Alternate Performance Assessment

	CELDT
	California English Language Development Test

	CASEMIS
	California Special Education Management Information System

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CMA
	California Modified Assessment

	CMM
	Complaints Management and Mediation Unit

	COE
	County Offices of Education

	CoP
	Community of Practice

	CST
	California Standards Test

	DE
	U.S. Department of Education

	DR
	Desired Results

	DRDP
	Desired Results Developmental Profile

	DRDP-R
	Desired Results Developmental Profile Revised

	EDD
	Employment Development Department

	ELA
	English Language Arts

	ELL
	English Language Learners 

	ESEA
	Elementary and Secondary Education Act

	FAPE
	Free Appropriate Public Education

	FEC
	Family Empowerment Centers

	FFY
	Federal Fiscal Year

	FMTA
	Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance

	GE
	General Education

	HQT
	Highly Qualified Teacher

	IDEA
	Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

	IEP
	Individualized Education Program

	IFSP
	Individualized Family Service Plan

	ISES
	Improving Special Education Services

	KPI
	Key Performance Indicators

	LEA
	Local Educational Agency

	LRE
	Least Restrictive Environment 

	NASDSE
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education

	NCCRESt
	National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems

	NIMAC
	National Instructional Materials Accessibility Center

	NIMAS
	National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard

	OAH
	Office of Administrative Hearing

	OSEP
	Office of Special Education Programs

	PI
	Program Improvement

	PTI
	Parent Training and Information Centers

	QAP
	Quality Assurance Process

	RtI
	Response to Intervention

	SBE
	State Board of Education

	SEACO
	Special Education Administrators of County Offices

	SED
	Special Education Division

	SEDRS
	Special Education Desired Results System

	SELPA
	Special Education Local Plan Area

	SESR
	Special Education Self Review

	SIG
	State Improvement Grant

	SILC
	California State Independent Living Council

	SPP
	State Performance Plan

	SSPI
	State Superintendent of Public Instruction

	STAR
	Standardized Testing and Reporting

	VR
	Verification Reviews

	WRRC
	Western Regional Resource Center
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