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FFY 2006

Description of how NJOSEP Obtained ‘Broad Input’ from Stakeholders 
For

February 1, 2008 Submission of the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report
Description of the Process the New Jersey Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (NJOSEP) used to develop the APR and to discuss updates and revisions to the SPP, including revised targets.

State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC)
The SSEAC continued to receive periodic updates regarding the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report since the submission to the USDOE on February 1, 2007.  Specific issues discussed included the following:

· A review of USOSEP’s correspondence of  April 24, 2007 regarding Disproportionality of Racial-Ethnic Groups in Special Education, that provided clarification as to the requirements for identifying “Significant Disproportionality” and “Disproportionate Representation” necessitating a review of policies, procedures and practices.  Based upon a discussion of the memo, and agreement of the SSEAC, NJOSEP reviewed the data of those districts originally identified for review of policies, procedures, and practices (i.e., those districts reflected in the SPP – Indicator # 9 and Indicator # 10) and distinguished those with disproportionate representation and those identified as having “Significant Disproportionality” requiring the 15% allocation of IDEA funds to early intervening services.

· USOSEP’s June 15, 2007 correspondence regarding  acknowledgment of the timely submission of the New Jersey Department of Education’s Annual Performance Report (APR) and revised State Performance Plan (SPP) as well as the revisions to New Jersey ‘s SPP received on April 27, 2007. Additionally, USOSEP’s determination that New Jersey needs assistance in meeting the requirements of Part B of the IDEA were discussed; the determination letter and response table were disseminated to SSEAC members.

· Data collection issues and progress regarding Indicator 8 – Parent Involvement and Indicator 14 – Post school Outcomes
· Public Reporting Timelines and Format

· NJOSEP’s criteria for state determinations of local districts implementation of state and federal special education regulations 
Invitation to Stakeholders
At the December 20, 2007 meeting of the SSEAC, NJOSEP indicated that a stakeholder meeting would be held on January 11, 2008 to obtain stakeholder input into the development of the NJSPP/APR.  In addition, on December 31, 2007, NJOSEP requested that a representative from the following agencies and organizations participate in the January 11th stakeholder meeting:

· Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry, University Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service
· Garden State Coalition of Schools
· New Jersey Association of Pupil Personnel Administrators

· New Jersey Association of School Administrators
· New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education

· New Jersey Developmental Disabilities Council
· New Jersey Education Association
· New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
· New Jersey Protection and Advocacy
· New Jersey School Boards Association

· Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN)
Stakeholder Meeting – January 11, 2008

The stakeholder meeting was facilitated by Kristin Reedy, the Director of the Northeast Regional Resource Center. Dr. Reedy also served as the recorder of meeting discussions.  The meeting agenda included the following:

· Distribution of a “Summary Indicator Progress Chart” that listed each indicator and served as background information for a discussion of each indicator with respect to the following:  

What targets did we meet?
How much progress are we making?
· Discussion of Baseline and Setting Targets for Indicator 14, Postsecondary Transition (Facilitated by Kristin Reedy)
· Revising the Baseline and Targets – Indicator 18 – Dispute Resolution Kristin Reedy (Facilitated by Kristin Reedy)
· Status of Data Collection and Analysis, Indicator 8, Parent Involvement

· Status of Indicator 6, FAPE in the LRE, Students with IEPs, 3-5,USOSEP Revised Data 
      Collection Requirements
· Status of Data Collection, Indicator 7, Preschool Outcome 
The focus of the stakeholder discussions are also provided under each APR indicator.
The following were represented at the January 11, 2008 meeting:


New Jersey Association of Pupil Personnel Administrators


New Jersey Department of Children and Families, Office of Education


Statewide Parent Advocacy Network


New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education


New Jersey Protection and Advocacy


New Jersey Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services


New Jersey School Boards Association


Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry, University Center for Excellence in 
Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service

Eight State Special Education Advisory Council Members (6 Parent Representatives)
Description of How and When the State will Report Annually to the Public

The State’s Progress and/or Slippage in Meeting the

“Measurable and Rigorous Targets found in the SPP”

State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Plan – Public Report

Consistent with the requirements established in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA 2004), NJOSEP again made New Jersey’s State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Plan available to the public by the means indicated below.
Posting on the Website of the State educational agency:  The SPP and APR were posted on the New Jersey Department of Education’s website immediately after it was submitted to USOSEP on February 1, 2007.  It was posted again after its resubmission to USOSEP on April 27, 2007 with requested information regarding sampling plans. (http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/info/spp/resubmission.doc).  

USOSEP’s response to the SPP, dated June 15, 2007, that include the State’s determination of “Needs Assistance” in meeting the requirements of Part B of the IDEA was, and continues to be posted on the NJDOE’s website at:  http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/info/spp/usdoe_determination.pdf
NJOSEP will again post the SPP/APR on its website immediately after its February 1, 2008 submission to USOSEP.

Distribution to the Media:  NJOSEP, since its approval from the USDOE, made the SPP available to the media through the NJDOE website and referred the press to the SPP website when press inquires were relevant to the SPP indicators.  

In addition, a press release, discussing the federal requirements for the SPP and the public release of local district profiles detailing the performance of each local education agency located in the State on the targets in the SPP was released on December 19, 2007.  
The SPP/APR will again be distributed to the Media through posting on the NJDOE website. NJOSEP will again issue a press release that discusses the SPP/APR submissions, USOSEP’s determination of NJOSEP’s implementation of the IDEA requirements; and the posting of districts profiles

Distribution through public agencies:  NJOSEP distributed a memo to school districts, agencies, organizations and individuals concerned with special education, in accordance with the NJDOE’s mass mailing procedures.  The memo provided information with regard to:  Federal Determinations Regarding States implementation of the IDEA, including USDOE’s determination regarding NJOSEP’s implementation of IDEA requirements; the requirement for State determinations of local districts; and the requirements for annual public reporting of local district performance.  The memo included the SPP/APR website and the website for the USDOE’s determination letter. 

(see memo at: http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/memos/102207idea.pdf) 

Description of How and When the State will Report Annually to the Public 

The Performance of Each Local Educational Agency Located in the State on the  

 Targets in the SPP
Posting on the Website of the State educational agency:

NJOSEP prepared a profile of each local education agency that details its performance on the targets the SPP.   a press release, discussing the federal requirements for the SPP and the public release of local district profiles detailing the performance of each local education agency located in the State on the targets in the SPP was released on December 19, 2007.  

The SPP/APR will again be distributed to the Media through posting on the NJDOE website. NJOSEP will again issue a press release that discusses the SPP/APR submissions, USOSEP’s determination of NJOSEP’s implementation of the IDEA requirements; and the posting of districts profiles

 It is anticipated that the profiles will be prepared and posted on the NJDOE website by October 2008.
Distribution to the Media: 

Immediately after the posting on the NJDOE website, NJOSEP will prepare a press release that announces the posting of the profiles of each local education agency, detailing its performance on the targets in the SPP 

Distribution through public agencies:
NJOSEP will distribute a mailing to school districts, agencies, organizations and individuals concerned with special education, in accordance with the NJDOE’s mass mailing procedures. The memo will announce the posting of the profiles of each local education agency, detailing its performance on the targets in the SPP.

Indicator # 1:  Graduation Rates

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008.  NJOSEP reviewed graduation data for the 2006-2007 school year and informed the stakeholders that New Jersey had met the target for the graduation rate of students with disabilities. NJOSEP staff discussed the relationship between the four indicators that are focused on transition – Indicators 1, 2, 13 and 14.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Measurement Information

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

Note:  As indicated in the USDOE Memorandum issued November 16, 2007 regarding the Submission of the Part B Annual Performance Report and Revisions to the Part B State Performance Plan by February 1, 2008, “For Indicators 1 and 2, States are not required to report the percent of all youth graduating or dropping out.”
	Measurement: Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth.  
Explanation of the calculation used for measurement
State Level data was used to calculate the graduation rates.
Data to determine the graduation rate for students in general education are collected by dividing the total number of students graduating by the total number of students plus the total number that dropped out (grades 9 through 12) within the four year cohort for the students.
A similar methodology is used to determine the graduation rate for youth with IEPs.  Data regarding the number of students with disabilities who graduate are collected by dividing the total number of students with disabilities ages 17 – 21 graduating by the total number of students with disabilities graduating plus the number of dropouts for the current year and the total number of students with disabilities who dropped out (ages 14 – 16) within the three year cohort for the students.  



Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Graduation Rates:

There is only one State-endorsed high school diploma in New Jersey for all students, including students with disabilities.  In order to graduate with a State-endorsed diploma in New Jersey, students must satisfy several requirements.  Students must participate in a course of study of not fewer than 110 credits in courses designed to meet all of New Jersey’s Core Curriculum Content Standards.  State regulations at N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(a)1 delineate minimum required credit totals for language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, health and physical education, visual or performing arts, world languages, technological literacy and career education.  Methods for meeting the minimum credit requirement are also set forth at N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1.  

Local attendance and other locally established requirements must also be met in order to receive a State-endorsed diploma, as well as all statutorily mandated graduation requirements.  In addition, students must satisfy the statewide assessment requirements in order to receive a State-endorsed diploma.
Description of conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular diploma-if different from all youth
State law requires that students with IEPs must meet all of the graduation requirements detailed above,  unless exempted from a specific requirement through the IEP process.  In such an instance, the student must satisfy graduation standards through alternate proficiencies as specified in his or her IEP.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	 77% of students with IEPs will graduate with a regular diploma.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

78% of students with IEPs graduated with a regular diploma.  

Actual numbers used in the calculation:

13,486 total graduates/13,486 graduates + 2353 current year dropouts + 1516 three-year cohort dropouts x 100 = 78%
Description of current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target
The data reveal that the statewide graduation rate improved by 2.2 percentage points from the data reported in FFY2005.  The actual data are 1 % above the state target.  Therefore, New Jersey met its state target for graduation for FFY2006.  

Report of Progress/Slippage
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

     Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets:

As indicated above, NJOSEP made progress with regard to graduation rates.  Specifically, NJOSEP increased its graduation rate by 2.2 percentage points and exceeded the state target for FFY 2006 by 1%.  The relatively high graduation rate of students with disabilities is viewed as a factor contributing to the results of the Post School Outcome Study, reported in Indicator 14. The data from the post school outcomes study reveals that 79% of special education students who graduated, aged out or dropped out during the 2005-2006 school year have been engaged in competitive employment and/or pursued further education within one year following graduation.  
Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:       

NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

The following activities are relevant to the indicators linked to transition, specifically Indicators 1, 2, 13, and 14.

Policy/Regulation:  NJOSEP has continued to require that transition services be addressed in students’ Individualized Education Programs, beginning at age 14.  Specifically, N.J.A.C. 6A: 14 requires that… Beginning with the IEP in place for the school year when the student will turn age 14, or younger if determined appropriate by the IEP team, and updated annually, the IEP must include:

· a statement of the student’s strengths, interests, and preferences; 

· identification of a course of study and related strategies and/or activities that are consistent with the student’s strengths, interests, and preferences and are intended to assist the student in developing or attaining postsecondary goals related to training, education, employment and, if appropriate, independent living;

· as appropriate, a description of the need for consultation from other agencies that provide services to individuals with disabilities including, but not limited to, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services in the Department of Labor; and 

· as appropriate, a statement of any needed interagency linkages and responsibilities.

      (Activity 2006-2007)*** 

Self-Assessment/Monitoring:  Effective February 2007, NJOSEP realigned its self-assessment/ monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  Districts were selected for monitoring based on federal monitoring priorities – placement in the least restrictive environment and disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education.  The new system links compliance, data and programming by requiring districts to review compliance in areas related to SPP indicators and to examine their data compared to state targets.  Following the review conducted through self-assessment, districts must identify activities to correct noncompliance and activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets.  Districts are required to develop activities for continuous improvement in areas where their data do not meet state SPP targets.  

Monitoring activities in the areas of graduation rate, dropout rate and transition service needs are linked in the self-assessment.  Each district identified for self-assessment reviews their graduation and dropout rates against the state annual SPP targets, completes a protocol to identify needs for continuous improvement in transition planning and reviews related compliance requirements. Districts that self-identify noncompliance are required to correct noncompliance within one year.  If a district has identified noncompliance or their graduation and drop-out data do not meet state SPP targets, a verification visit will be conducted approximately six months following identification of noncompliance to review related requirements and verify correction of any noncompliance identified during self- assessment.  A review of implementation of activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets will also be conducted.  Improvement strategies include, but are not limited to:  

· District level data collection and analyses for graduation and dropout rates;

· Use of the state recommended model IEP form and notices;
· Program development to increase student engagement in learning and increase graduation rates including use of Structured Learning Experiences, Community-Based Instruction; Student Self- Advocacy Activities; Mentoring and Transition Planning from Middle to High School Programs as well as Transition Planning from School to Adult Life;

· Linkages to post-school agencies; 
· Parent – Family Involvement;
· Instructional supports and accommodations at the secondary level; and

· Positive Behavioral Supports.


Technical Assistance for Self-Assessment Districts: To assist districts in conducting their self-assessment and preparation of improvement plans regarding transition practices, NJOSEP conducted seven regional trainings for district teams participating in the 2006-2007 self-assessment.  Team composition included: special education administrators, general education administrators, child study team members, parents, guidance personnel and/or transition coordinators. Forty-seven districts participated in the training.  This training clarified regulatory requirements and described effective practices to enhance transition planning and services.  Using the transition protocol developed by NJOSEP, teams learned about student, family and transdisciplinary school involvement in IEP development and transition planning; interagency resources and linkages; and preparation for integrated employment, independent living, and postsecondary education. In addition, in-district technical assistance activities were provided, upon request. (Activity 2006-2007)*** 
State Level Capacity Building:  NJOSEP, through its “transition-related” initiatives, has emphasized

the importance of linking school experiences to post-school education, employment, self-advocacy and independence.  The development and implementation of these initiatives are frequently conducted in collaboration with other offices/units within the Department of Education as well as other agencies outside of the Department.  This focus is reflected in the activities listed below.


a.  Statewide Training and Technical Assistance:  To promote knowledge of effective practices for transition from school to adult life for students with disabilities, NJOSEP organized and provided statewide trainings as well as in-district technical assistance on a proactive and on a request basis. These activities were conducted for school districts, other offices within the Department of Education, other agencies, professional organizations, and parent organizations.  The purpose of the training and technical assistance was to clarify regulatory requirements and policy, share promising practices and resources, and provide guidance on transition program development and an improvement planning process. During the 2006-2007 school year, five regional proactive trainings were conducted statewide.  124 educators and parents from 85 secondary programs attended these proactive sessions.  Additionally, nine in-district trainings and three statewide presentations were conducted for other agencies, professional organizations and parent groups.  (Activity: 2006-2007)*** 

b. Student Leadership “Dare to Dream” Conferences:  To promote self-advocacy and self-determination among New Jersey youth with disabilities, NJOSEP organized and conducted five Student Leadership “Dare to Dream” conferences for students with disabilities in the spring of 2007.  These conferences were held regionally throughout the state on college campuses.  Approximately 1,400 high school students, parents, and school personnel were provided training and guidance in the areas of self-advocacy and legal rights and responsibilities.  The conferences featured presentations by youth and young adults with disabilities.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

c.  Interagency Collaboration - Structured Learning Experience/Career Orientation Educator:  NJOSEP continued to support implementation of regulations adopted by the New Jersey State Board of Education on March 2, 2005 that established a training requirement enabling certified teachers to serve as coordinators of career awareness, career exploration, and/or career orientation.  The regulation also established the requirement for a district to assign an individual to coordinate structured learning and career orientation experiences.  Structured Learning Experience (SLE) (N.J.A.C. 6A:19-1.2, NJDOE) means experiential, supervised educational activities designed to provide students with exposure to the requirements and responsibilities of specific job titles or job groups, and to assist them in gaining employment skills and making career and educational decisions. A structured learning experience may be either paid or unpaid, depending on the type of activities in which the student is involved. All structured learning experiences must adhere to applicable State and Federal child labor laws and other rules of the State Departments of Education and Labor. Structured learning experiences may include, but are not limited to: apprenticeships; community service; cooperative education; internships; job shadowing; school-based enterprises; volunteer activities; vocational student organizations; and the work experience career exploration program (WECEP).    

A major benefit of this regulation is the flexibility for districts to assign staff to these positions and to increase the local school districts’ capacity to provide appropriate transition services through work-based learning. To support implementation of the structured learning experience requirements, NJOSEP, in collaboration with the Office of Vocational-Technical, Career and Innovative Programs, sponsored workshops that: (a) enable appropriate school staff to meet the training requirement; (b) encourage community-based instruction as a means of supporting the education of students with disabilities; and (c) relate opportunities for career awareness, career education, and career orientation to effective transition planning and program development.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

d.  Interagency Collaboration - Community-Based Instruction (CBI):  To promote the use of community-based instruction for students with disabilities, including a specific focus for students with significant disabilities, NJOSEP entered into a cooperative agreement with The Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey (UMDNJ) to conduct regional trainings for districts statewide that focus on the development and improvement of community-based instruction (CBI). Because the knowledge and support of district administration is critical to the development and/or expansion of the practice of CBI, 8 regional sessions for administrators were held across the state in February and April, 2007.  These sessions described quality components of CBI programs for students with disabilities, essential administrative supports to implement CBI, as well as upcoming staff training opportunities.  In order for staff to register for CBI trainings, administrators were required to attend these administrative sessions.  In attendance at these sessions were 155 administrators or their designees, representing 145 secondary programs.  

In April 2007, two-day staff training sessions were conducted regionally on the topics of CBI for students with severe disabilities and job development for all students in CBI. The training entitled CBI for Students with Severe Disabilities provided information on areas of instruction, the relationship between the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards (NJCCCS) and CBI, integrating school-based and community-based instruction, student assessment, support strategies for students with behavioral, physical, or medical challenges as well as planning for program development and implementation.  Job Development in Career Exploration for All Students provided information on the use of this approach for Career Exploration; linkages to Structured Learning Experience and strategies about how to locate and establish worksites in the community for students with disabilities ages 16-21 through partnerships with community businesses.   A total of 200 educators attended one or both of these training sessions from 65 secondary programs. Beginning in the fall of 2007, NJOSEP and the Boggs Center will follow-up with districts that participated in the trainings to determine the extent to which programs have been initiated or expanded, the number of students who are participating in these programs, factors contributing to the creation and/or expansion of these programs as well as the need for further technical assistance support. Technical assistance will be provided, upon request to these participating programs. (Activity: 2006-2007)***  
e.  Interagency Collaboration - Pathways to Adult-Life for Parents:  To promote interagency collaboration and support for parents of students with developmental disabilities (ages 14-19), the NJDOE, Office of Special Education Programs, organized and participated in an interagency parent training initiative along with the New Jersey Department of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services; the New Jersey Department of Human Services, Division of Disability Services and the Division of Developmental Disabilities; and The Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey (UMDNJ).  This training was designed for parents of students with developmental disabilities (ages 14-19) and provided specific information regarding referral, eligibility determination, and the range of service options available through the state agencies.  More than 400 parents participated in 12 regional sessions that were held throughout New Jersey.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***
f.
Interagency Collaboration - Councils/Committees:  To assist in the service coordination across state departments and agencies, and share the education perspective with others, representatives of the NJDOE, Office of Special Education Programs participated on the following statewide councils and committees:
· New Jersey Department of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services State Rehabilitation Council

· New Jersey Department of Human Services, Commission for the Blind and Visually Impaired State Rehabilitation Council

· New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, Commission on Recreation for People with Disabilities

· New Jersey Commission on Higher Education, Special Needs Advisory Group

· New Jersey Supported Employment Interagency Workgroup

· New Jersey State Agency Directors Forum

· New Jersey Department of Human Services, Division of Disability Services Interagency Stakeholder Group

· National Down Syndrome Society Transition and Higher Education Committee  

      (Activity:  2006-2007) ***
g.     Interagency Collaboration - Centers for Independent Living - Promoting Self Advocacy:  To promote self-advocacy for students and families, NJOSEP continued to support the Centers for Independent Living.  NJOSEP entered into an interagency cooperative agreement with the New Jersey Department of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services, enabling each of the twelve Centers for Independent Living in New Jersey to continue implementation of the Promoting Self-Advocacy project.  This project is focused on the following: 1) increasing the number of students, families, and school personnel that are aware of and use the resources and services of the Centers for Independent Living in New Jersey; 2) increasing students’ knowledge of rights, responsibilities and resources; 3) increasing students’ use of self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help skills in their daily lives; and 4) increasing students’ participation and decision making in the transition planning process with specific regard to postsecondary resources, services and linkages.  Each Center for Independent Living offers self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help programs and services to students with disabilities, their families and schools using current and effective materials and resources.  During the period between June 1, 2006 and October 31, 2006, the Promoting Self-Advocacy project assisted 585 students (ages 14-21) in developing and implementing an individualized plan to increase self-advocacy skills in the areas of independent living, community participation, employment, and/or recreation.  An additional 1,276 students received information and referral services during this period.   
Outcomes from the project include: increased numbers of students and school staff who have become aware of and use the services provided by the Centers for Independent Living; increased collaboration amongst the Centers of Independent Living throughout the State; and increased collaboration with school districts as evidenced by invitations to project staff into their classrooms to provide direct instruction to students with disabilities on their rights, responsibilities and resources. .  (Activity: 2006-2007, 2007-2008)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006
Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
Indicator # 2:  Drop-out Rates

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held January 11, 2008.  NJOSEP reviewed graduation data for the 2006-2007 school year and informed the stakeholders that New Jersey had met the target for the drop-out rate of students with disabilities. NJOSEP staff discussed the relationship between the four indicators that are focused on transition – Indicators 1, 2, 13 and 14.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE



Measurement Information


Indicator 2: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school compared to the percent of all youth 
in the State dropping-out of high school.
Note:  As indicated in the USDOE Memorandum issued November 16, 2007 regarding the Submission of the Part B Annual Performance Report and Revisions to the Part B State Performance Plan by February 1, 2008, “For Indicators 1 and 2, States are not required to report the percent of all youth graduating or dropping out.”

	Measurement: Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth.
Explain the calculation used for the measurement
State level drop-out data was used to calculate the baseline for drop-out rates.

Data to determine the drop-out rate for students in general education are collected by dividing the total number of students, grades 9 through 12 that dropped-out during the school year by the total number of students grades 9 through 12 enrolled for the school year. 

Data are collected annually through the Report of Children with Disabilities Exiting Special Education to determine the drop-out rate of students with disabilities.  On the exiting table, the number of students with disabilities that dropped-out for a given year is collected for students ages 14-21.  This number is then divided by the total enrollment of students with disabilities ages 14-21 for that year in order to determine what percentage of the total number of students with disabilities are students with disabilities that dropped-out. 

The calculation used to determine drop-out 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.

The calculation for determining the drop-out rate for students with disabilities and for nondisabled students is the same except the USDOE collects the information for students with disabilities by age and New Jersey collects the data for nondisabled students by grade.   



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	The drop-out rate for students with IEPs will be at or below 4.9%.


Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Dropout Rates

Description of what counts as dropping out for all youth
The New Jersey Constitution and statutes mandate that students ages 6 through 15 attend school either in public or private schools, or that they be home schooled during those ages.  At ages 16 and 17, students may drop out of school with parental consent.  Beginning at age 18, students may drop out of school without parental consent, unless the parents retain guardianship.  Student ages 16 and older are no longer considered truant if they fail to attend school. 
Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

The drop-out rate for students with IEPs was 4.8%.
Actual numbers used in the calculation:

2547 dropouts + 1229 moved not known to be continuing/ 78,659 total # of students with disabilities ages 14 -21 = 4.8% 

Description of current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target:

The FFY 2005 target for drop-out rate for students with IEPs was set at or below 5.0%. New Jersey’s data for the 2005-006 school year indicate that 5% of students with disabilities dropped-out and that New Jersey met its target.  The target for the 2006-2007 school year was set at or below 4.9%. The data reveal that New Jersey improved .2 percentage points from the previous school year and is .1 percentage point below the state target for FFY 2006.  
NJOSEP met its target drop-out rate for the 2006-2007 school year.  
Report of Progress/Slippage
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
     Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets

As indicated above, NJOSEP made progress in decreasing its drop-out rate by .2 percentage points from the previous school year and exceeded the state target by .1%.  

Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:

NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

The following activities are relevant to the indicators linked to transition, specifically Indicators 1, 2, 13, and 14.

Policy/Regulation:  NJOSEP has continued to require that transition services be addressed in students’ Individualized Education Programs, beginning at age 14.  Specifically, N.J.A.C. 6A: 14 requires that… Beginning with the IEP in place for the school year when the student will turn age 14, or younger if determined appropriate by the IEP team, and updated annually, the IEP must include:

· a statement of the student’s strengths, interests, and preferences; 

· identification of a course of study and related strategies and/or activities that are consistent with the student’s strengths, interests, and preferences and are intended to assist the student in developing or attaining postsecondary goals related to training, education, employment and, if appropriate, independent living;

· as appropriate, a description of the need for consultation from other agencies that provide services to individuals with disabilities including, but not limited to, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services in the Department of Labor; and 

· as appropriate, a statement of any needed interagency linkages and responsibilities.

      (Activity 2006-2007)*** 

Self-Assessment/Monitoring:  Effective February 2007, NJOSEP realigned its self-assessment/ monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  Districts were selected for monitoring based on federal monitoring priorities – placement in the least restrictive environment and disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education.  The new system links compliance, data and programming by requiring districts to review compliance in areas related to SPP indicators and to examine their data compared to state targets.  Following the review conducted through self-assessment, districts must identify activities to correct noncompliance and activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets.  Districts are required to develop activities for continuous improvement in areas where their data do not meet state SPP targets.  

Monitoring activities in the areas of graduation rate, dropout rate and transition service needs are linked in the self-assessment.  Each district identified for self-assessment reviews their graduation and dropout rates against the state annual SPP targets, completes a protocol to identify needs for continuous improvement in transition planning and reviews related compliance requirements. Districts that self-identify noncompliance are required to correct noncompliance within one year.  If a district has identified noncompliance or their graduation and drop-out data do not meet state SPP targets, a verification visit will be conducted approximately six months following identification of noncompliance to review related requirements and verify correction of any noncompliance identified during self- assessment.  A review of implementation of activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets will also be conducted.  Improvement strategies include, but are not limited to:  

· District level data collection and analyses for graduation and dropout rates;

· Use of the state recommended model IEP form and notices;
· Program development to increase student engagement in learning and increase graduation rates including use of Structured Learning Experiences, Community-Based Instruction; Student Self- Advocacy Activities; Mentoring and Transition Planning from Middle to High School Programs as well as Transition Planning from School to Adult Life;

· Linkages to post-school agencies; 
· Parent – Family Involvement;
· Instructional supports and accommodations at the secondary level; and

· Positive Behavioral Supports.


Technical Assistance for Self-Assessment Districts: To assist districts in conducting their self-assessment and preparation of improvement plans regarding transition practices, NJOSEP conducted seven regional trainings for district teams participating in the 2006-2007 self-assessment.  Team composition included: special education administrators, general education administrators, child study team members, parents, guidance personnel and/or transition coordinators. Forty-seven districts participated in the training.  This training clarified regulatory requirements and described effective practices to enhance transition planning and services.  Using the transition protocol developed by NJOSEP, teams learned about student, family and transdisciplinary school involvement in IEP development and transition planning; interagency resources and linkages; and preparation for integrated employment, independent living, and postsecondary education. In addition, in-district technical assistance activities were provided, upon request. (Activity 2006-2007)*** 
State Level Capacity Building:  NJOSEP, through its “transition-related” initiatives, has emphasized

the importance of linking school experiences to post-school education, employment, self-advocacy and independence.  The development and implementation of these initiatives are frequently conducted in collaboration with other offices/units within the Department of Education as well as other agencies outside of the Department.  This focus is reflected in the activities listed below.


a.  Statewide Training and Technical Assistance:  To promote knowledge of effective practices for transition from school to adult life for students with disabilities, NJOSEP organized and provided statewide trainings as well as in-district technical assistance on a proactive and on a request basis. These activities were conducted for school districts, other offices within the Department of Education, other agencies, professional organizations, and parent organizations.  The purpose of the training and technical assistance was to clarify regulatory requirements and policy, share promising practices and resources, and provide guidance on transition program development and an improvement planning process. During the 2006-2007 school year, five regional proactive trainings were conducted statewide.  124 educators and parents from 85 secondary programs attended these proactive sessions.  Additionally, nine in-district trainings and three statewide presentations were conducted for other agencies, professional organizations and parent groups.  (Activity: 2006-2007)*** 

b. Student Leadership “Dare to Dream” Conferences:  To promote self-advocacy and self-determination among New Jersey youth with disabilities, NJOSEP organized and conducted five Student Leadership “Dare to Dream” conferences for students with disabilities in the spring of 2007.  These conferences were held regionally throughout the state on college campuses.  Approximately 1,400 high school students, parents, and school personnel were provided training and guidance in the areas of self-advocacy and legal rights and responsibilities.  The conferences featured presentations by youth and young adults with disabilities.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

c.  Interagency Collaboration - Structured Learning Experience/Career Orientation Educator:  NJOSEP continued to support implementation of regulations adopted by the New Jersey State Board of Education on March 2, 2005 that established a training requirement enabling certified teachers to serve as coordinators of career awareness, career exploration, and/or career orientation.  The regulation also established the requirement for a district to assign an individual to coordinate structured learning and career orientation experiences.  Structured Learning Experience (SLE) (N.J.A.C. 6A:19-1.2, NJDOE) means experiential, supervised educational activities designed to provide students with exposure to the requirements and responsibilities of specific job titles or job groups, and to assist them in gaining employment skills and making career and educational decisions. A structured learning experience may be either paid or unpaid, depending on the type of activities in which the student is involved. All structured learning experiences must adhere to applicable State and Federal child labor laws and other rules of the State Departments of Education and Labor. Structured learning experiences may include, but are not limited to: apprenticeships; community service; cooperative education; internships; job shadowing; school-based enterprises; volunteer activities; vocational student organizations; and the work experience career exploration program (WECEP).    

A major benefit of this regulation is the flexibility for districts to assign staff to these positions and to increase the local school districts’ capacity to provide appropriate transition services through work-based learning. To support implementation of the structured learning experience requirements, NJOSEP, in collaboration with the Office of Vocational-Technical, Career and Innovative Programs, sponsored workshops that: (a) enable appropriate school staff to meet the training requirement; (b) encourage community-based instruction as a means of supporting the education of students with disabilities; and (c) relate opportunities for career awareness, career education, and career orientation to effective transition planning and program development.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

d.  Interagency Collaboration - Community-Based Instruction (CBI):  To promote the use of community-based instruction for students with disabilities, including a specific focus for students with significant disabilities, NJOSEP entered into a cooperative agreement with The Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey (UMDNJ) to conduct regional trainings for districts statewide that focus on the development and improvement of community-based instruction (CBI). Because the knowledge and support of district administration is critical to the development and/or expansion of the practice of CBI, 8 regional sessions for administrators were held across the state in February and April, 2007.  These sessions described quality components of CBI programs for students with disabilities, essential administrative supports to implement CBI, as well as upcoming staff training opportunities.  In order for staff to register for CBI trainings, administrators were required to attend these administrative sessions.  In attendance at these sessions were 155 administrators or their designees, representing 145 secondary programs.  
In April 2007, two-day staff training sessions were conducted regionally on the topics of CBI for students with severe disabilities and job development for all students in CBI. The training entitled CBI for Students with Severe Disabilities provided information on areas of instruction, the relationship between the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards (NJCCCS) and CBI, integrating school-based and community-based instruction, student assessment, support strategies for students with behavioral, physical, or medical challenges as well as planning for program development and implementation.  Job Development in Career Exploration for All Students provided information on the use of this approach for Career Exploration; linkages to Structured Learning Experience and strategies about how to locate and establish worksites in the community for students with disabilities ages 16-21 through partnerships with community businesses.   A total of 200 educators attended one or both of these training sessions from 65 secondary programs. Beginning in the fall of 2007, NJOSEP and the Boggs Center will follow-up with districts that participated in the trainings to determine the extent to which programs have been initiated or expanded, the number of students who are participating in these programs, factors contributing to the creation and/or expansion of these programs as well as the need for further technical assistance support. Technical assistance will be provided, upon request to these participating programs. (Activity: 2006-2007)***  
e.  Interagency Collaboration - Pathways to Adult-Life for Parents:  To promote interagency collaboration and support for parents of students with developmental disabilities (ages 14-19), the NJDOE, Office of Special Education Programs, organized and participated in an interagency parent training initiative along with the New Jersey Department of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services; the New Jersey Department of Human Services, Division of Disability Services and the Division of Developmental Disabilities; and The Boggs Center, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey (UMDNJ).  This training was designed for parents of students with developmental disabilities (ages 14-19) and provided specific information regarding referral, eligibility determination, and the range of service options available through the state agencies.  More than 400 parents participated in 12 regional sessions that were held throughout New Jersey.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***
f.
Interagency Collaboration - Councils/Committees:  To assist in the service coordination across state departments and agencies, and share the education perspective with others, representatives of the NJDOE, Office of Special Education Programs participated on the following statewide councils and committees:
· New Jersey Department of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services State Rehabilitation Council

· New Jersey Department of Human Services, Commission for the Blind and Visually Impaired State Rehabilitation Council

· New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, Commission on Recreation for People with Disabilities

· New Jersey Commission on Higher Education, Special Needs Advisory Group

· New Jersey Supported Employment Interagency Workgroup

· New Jersey State Agency Directors Forum

· New Jersey Department of Human Services, Division of Disability Services Interagency Stakeholder Group

· National Down Syndrome Society Transition and Higher Education Committee  

      (Activity:  2006-2007) ***
g.     Interagency Collaboration - Centers for Independent Living - Promoting Self Advocacy:  To promote self-advocacy for students and families, NJOSEP continued to support the Centers for Independent Living.  NJOSEP entered into an interagency cooperative agreement with the New Jersey Department of Labor, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services, enabling each of the twelve Centers for Independent Living in New Jersey to continue implementation of the Promoting Self-Advocacy project.  This project is focused on the following: 1) increasing the number of students, families, and school personnel that are aware of and use the resources and services of the Centers for Independent Living in New Jersey; 2) increasing students’ knowledge of rights, responsibilities and resources; 3) increasing students’ use of self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help skills in their daily lives; and 4) increasing students’ participation and decision making in the transition planning process with specific regard to postsecondary resources, services and linkages.  Each Center for Independent Living offers self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-help programs and services to students with disabilities, their families and schools using current and effective materials and resources.  During the period between June 1, 2006 and October 31, 2006, the Promoting Self-Advocacy project assisted 585 students (ages 14-21) in developing and implementing an individualized plan to increase self-advocacy skills in the areas of independent living, community participation, employment, and/or recreation.  An additional 1,276 students received information and referral services during this period.   
Outcomes from the project include: increased numbers of students and school staff who have become aware of and use the services provided by the Centers for Independent Living; increased collaboration amongst the Centers of Independent Living throughout the State; and increased collaboration with school districts as evidenced by invitations to project staff into their classrooms to provide direct instruction to students with disabilities on their rights, responsibilities and resources. .  (Activity: 2006-2007, 2007-2008)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006
Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
Indicator # 3:  Assessment 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008.  NJOSEP reviewed assessment data for 2006-2007 and informed the stakeholders regarding assessment targets that were met, targets that were not and progress in participation and performance from FFY 2005 to FFY 2006.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Measurement Information
Indicator 3:   Statewide Assessment - Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments:

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

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

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level standards and alternate achievement standards. 
     (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: 

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

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

Account for any children included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e above.
Overall percent = [(b +c + d + e) divided by (a)].
C. Proficiency rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

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

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

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



Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – State Assessment

The New Jersey state assessment system currently includes state assessments in grades 3 through 8 and 11.  These assessments are administered to measure achievement of the Core Curriculum Content Standards, our State’s academic standards, and to meet the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act.  The assessments are as follows:

Grade 3-7


New Jersey Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (NJASK3-7)

Grade 8


Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment (GEPA)

Grade 11


High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA)

Alternate

Assessment for

Grades 3-8 and 11

Alternate Proficiency Assessment (APA)

The vast majority of students with disabilities participate in the general state assessments.  Only students with the most significant disabilities may participate in the APA. Guidelines that address this participation criterion were disseminated statewide.  For each student participating in the APA, the portfolio submitted to the NJDOE must include a signed statement verifying that the student has a significant cognitive disability.  Participation in the APA statewide has not exceeded the 1.0% cap imposed by the USDOE.  Districts may apply for an exception to the cap if they meet specific criteria.  

Each student’s IEP team determines how the student will participate in state assessments – either the general assessment for the grade or age or the APA.  Decisions are made by content area affording the students the opportunity to participate in the general assessment for one content area and in the APA for another.  IEP teams also select accommodations and modifications for the general assessments, as needed, for students on an individual basis from a list developed by the Office of Evaluation and Assessment and the Office of Special Education Programs.  

Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted February 1, 2007

Issue 1

The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states: “The State did not include in its calculations the number of children in grades 5, 6, and 7 who would have participated in the Alternate proficiency Assessment (APA) because the decision to implement operational general assessments at grades 5, 6 and 7 was made after the initiation of the APA collection period for FFY 2005.  This was reported to OSEP during the verification visit in July 2006.  The State also reported during the verification visit that it would collect and report information on all children with disabilities in the tested grades in the future.  The State must report on all children with disabilities in the tested grades in the FFY 2006 APR due February 1, 2008. 
Response to Issue:

During FFY 2006, the APA was expanded to include grades 5, 6 and 7.  Currently, all students with disabilities are included in the statewide assessment system as required by section 612(a)(16)(A) of the IDEA.  Results for students with disabilities in all tested grades, in both the general state assessments and the APA, are included below for both participation and performance (Indicators 3 B and 3C).  
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	A.    100% of districts will meet the state’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup for mathematics and language arts literacy at each tested grade level.
B.     96.5% of students with IEPs in grades 3 through 8 will participate in the general assessment for their grade or age (New Jersey Assessment of Knowledge and Skills, Grads 3- or the Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment ) or the APA.

        96% of students with IEPs in grade 11 will participate in the High School Proficiency Assessment or the APA.

C.
The proficiency rate for children with IEPs measured against grade level standards and alternate achievement standards will equal or exceed the state AYP objectives for mathematics and language arts literacy at each tested grade level. 


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

The data presented below are derived from the data in the attached Table 6. 
A. Percent of Districts Meeting the State AYP Objectives for FFY 2006

	Table 3A1 AYP Objectives for Proficiency Rate for All New Jersey Students

	Content Area 
	Grade Level
	FFY 2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Language Arts Literacy
	3, 4 and 5
	75
	75
	82
	82
	82
	91

	
	6,7 and 8
	66
	66
	76
	76
	76
	87

	
	11
	79
	79
	85
	85
	85
	92

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mathematics
	3, 4 and 5
	62
	62
	73
	73
	73
	85

	
	6, 7 and 8
	49
	49
	62
	62
	62
	79

	
	11
	64
	64
	74
	74
	74
	86


Table 3A1 includes AYP objectives for performance on state assessments developed in accordance with the requirements of NCLB.  These AYP objectives are used to determine whether schools and districts meet AYP for all students and for each subgroup.  These objectives were also used in establishing targets for SPP Indicators 3A and 3C.

Calculation of the percent of districts meeting the AYP objectives for the disability subgroup was consistent with calculations used by the NJDOE to identify districts in need of improvement under NCLB.  Performance is measured against AYP objectives by grade span (grades 3-5, 6-8 and 11).  A district is considered meeting AYP objectives for the APR if the district has met the state’s minimum ‘n’ size and has met AYP objectives for the disability subgroup in one or more of the three grade spans. A total of 622 LEAs met the minimum “n” size for the disability subgroup in FFY 2006.  The table below provides the number and percent of districts that met AYP objectives for FFY 2006 for mathematics, language arts literacy and for mathematics and language arts literacy combined.  

	Content Area(s)
	Number/Percent of Districts Meeting Minimum “n” and AYP Objectives for FFY 2006

	Mathematics
	605/97.27%

	Language Arts Literacy
	608/97.75%

	Mathematics and Language Arts Combined Overall
	590/94.9%


B. Participation Rate

The following tables present participation data for New Jersey’s language arts literacy and mathematics assessments.  .Students who did not participate were either absent or their scores were invalidated during testing. Data are presented for each tested grade and for all students with disabilities across all tested grades for each content area.  

	Statewide 

Assessment 

2006-2007
	Table 3B1

Language Arts Literacy Assessment – Participation Numbers and Percents

	
	Grade

3
	Grade

4
	Grade

5
	Grade

6
	Grade

7
	Grade

8
	Grade

11
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a. 
	Children with IEPs
	15666
	16511
	17388
	17596
	17914
	18622
	15845
	119542
	

	b.
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	2851

(18.2%)
	2202

(13.3%)
	1669

(9.6%)
	1473

(8.4%)
	1372

(7.7%)
	1420

(7.6%)
	1920

(12.1%)
	12907
	10.8%

	c. 
	IEPs in regular assessement with accommodations
	11608

(74.1%)
	13031

(78.9%)
	14311

(82.3%)
	14729

(83.7%)
	15066

(84.1%)
	15690

(84.3%)
	12295

(77.6%)
	96730
	80.92%

	d.
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	e.
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	1000

(6.4%)
	1021

(6.2%)
	1071

(6.2%)
	1053

(6.0%)
	1036

(5.8%)
	1104

(5.9%)
	993

(6.3%)
	7278
	6.09%

	f. 
	Overall (b+c+d+e)
	15459

(98.7)
	16254

(98.4%)
	17051

(98.1%)
	17255

(98.1%)
	17474

(97.5%)
	18214

(97.8%)
	15208

(96.0%)
	116915
	97.80%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Invalid*
	140
	165
	240
	221
	260
	158
	192
	1376
	1.15%

	
	Absent*
	67
	92
	97
	120
	180
	250
	445
	1251
	1.05%


	Statewide

Assessment

2006-2007
	Table 3B2

Math Assessment  Participation – Numbers and Percents

	
	Grade

3
	Grade

4
	Grade

5
	Grade

6
	Grade

7
	Grade

8
	Grade

11
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a. 
	Children with IEPs
	15666
	16511
	17388
	17596
	17914
	18622
	15845
	119542
	

	b.
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	2851

(18.2%)
	2202

(13.3%)
	1669

(9.6%)
	1473

(8.4%)
	1372

(7.7%)
	1420

(7.6%)
	1920

(12.1%)
	12907
	10.8%

	c. 
	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	11608

(74.1%)
	13031

(78.9%)
	14311

(82.3%)
	14729

(83.7%)
	15066

(84.1%)
	15690

(84.3%)
	12295

(77.6%)
	96730
	80.92%

	d.
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	e.
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards
	1000

(6.4%)
	1021

(6.2%)
	1071

(6.2%)
	1053

(6.0%)
	1036

(5.8%)
	1104

(5.9%)
	993

(6.3%)
	7278
	6.09%

	f. 
	Overall (b + c + d + e)
	15459

(98.7)
	16254

(98.4%)
	17051

(98.1%)
	17255

(98.1%)
	17474

(97.5%)
	18214

(97.8%)
	15208

(96.0)
	116915
	97.80%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Invalid
	140
	165
	240
	221
	260
	158
	192
	1376
	1.15%

	
	Absent
	67
	92
	97
	120
	180
	250
	445
	1251
	1.05%


C. Proficiency Rate 

The tables below provide performance data for New Jersey’s disability subgroup on state assessments for FFY 2006.  

	Table 3C1

Language Arts Literacy  Proficiency

	Grade
	Number Proficient
	Number Advanced Proficient
	Total Number of Valid Scores
	Proficiency Rate

%

	
	
	
	
	

	3
	8420
	633
	15337
	59.03

	4
	7877
	515
	16185
	51.85

	5
	10458
	710
	17035
	65.56

	6
	6523
	605
	17262
	41.29

	7
	7719
	570
	17498
	47.37

	8
	5861
	585
	17961
	35.89

	11
	7063
	677
	15266
	50.70


	Table 3C2

Mathematics  Proficiency

	Grade
	proficient
	Advanced Proficient
	Total Number of Valid Scores
	Proficiency Rate

%

	
	
	
	
	

	3
	8191
	3067
	15459
	72.82

	4
	7090
	3470
	16254
	64.97

	5
	8439
	2016
	17051
	61.32

	6
	7545
	963
	17255
	49.31

	7
	4800
	766
	17474
	31.85

	8
	4827
	984
	18214
	31.90

	11
	4257
	760
	15208
	32.99


Comparison of Data from Multiple Years

The following tables provide proficiency rates for FFY 2004, 2005 and 2006.  The changes in proficiency rates from FFY 2005 to FFY 2006 are also provided.  

	Table 3C3

Language Arts Literacy (LAL)

	Grade
	FFY 2006 Target
	Proficiency Rate FFY 2004 (%)
	Proficiency .Rate FFY 2005 (%)
	Proficiency .Rate FFY 2006 (%)
	Change from FFY 2005

	3
	75
	58.58
	54.19
	59.03**
	+4.84

	4
	75
	50.69
	50.21
	51.85
	+1.64

	5
	75
	***
	57.83
	65.56**
	+7.73

	6
	66
	***
	37.30
	41.29
	+3.99

	7
	66
	***
	44.69
	47.37
	+2.68

	8
	66
	31.33
	34.81
	35.89
	+1.08

	11
	79
	48.0
	46.05
	50.70
	+4.65


	Table 3C4

Mathematics 

	Grade
	FFY 2006

Target
	Proficiency Rate FFY 2004 (%)
	Proficiency Rate FFY 2005 (%)
	Proficiency Rate FFY 2006 (%)
	Change from last year

	3
	62
	65.63
	72.00*
	72.82*
	+.82

	4
	62
	56.90
	61.03**
	64.97*
	+3.94

	5
	62
	***
	53.90
	(62.00)**
	+8.10

	6
	49
	***
	33.47
	49.31*
	+15.84

	7
	49
	***
	26.93
	31.85
	+4.92

	8
	49
	25.41
	27.95
	31.90
	+3.95

	11
	64
	34.8
	33.80
	32.99
	-0.81


*SPP target (AYP objective) was met for this grade 

**SPP target (AYP objective) was met for this grade using a 95% confidence interval.  
***The APA was not administered in this grade in FFY 2004 resulting in an inability to calculate total proficiency rate for this grade for that year.
Report Progress/Slippage

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

Description of current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target

A. New Jersey did not meet the NCLB and SPP target of 100% of districts; however, even with the increase in the number of LEAs included in the calculation of Indicator 3A, the rate of districts meeting AYP objectives for both mathematics and language arts literacy combined increased significantly from 83% to 94.9%.  The number of LEAs that were included in the calculation of the percent of LEAs meeting AYP objectives for the disability subgroup increased from 368 in FFY 2005 to 622 in FFY 2006.  The implementation of the APA in grades 5, 6 and 7 increased the number of students with disabilities participating in state assessment and the number of students with disabilities included in the accountability system.   

B. SPP targets for participation in state assessment were achieved in all grade spans in both mathematics and language arts literacy.  The implementation of the APA in grades 5, 6 and 7 expanded opportunities for participation in the state assessment system for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities to all tested grades.  Participation rates for all tested grades and content areas exceeded NCLB requirements. 
C. NJOSEP, with the support of stakeholders has maintained NCLB AYP targets as the performance targets for the APR to maintain one standard of performance for all students.  Although the AYP objectives are very rigorous, targets were achieved in mathematics in language arts literacy in grades 3 and 5 and in mathematics in grades 3 through 6.  This is an improvement over FFY 2005 scores when no performance targets were achieved in language arts literacy and only in grades 3 and 4 in mathematics.  Tables 3C3 and 3C4 indicate an increase in proficiency rates in all grades in both content areas except for mathematics in grade 11.  
Improvement Activities implemented during FFY 2006:


NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***

      I.    Targeted Activities 

NJOSEP is collaborating with other offices within the Department of Education to address the low performance of students with disabilities on state assessment through the following monitoring and improvement planning activities as well as through targeted training and technical assistance activities:
     a. Collaborative Assessment and Planning for Achievement (CAPA): The New Jersey Department of Education has instituted a review process for schools in need of improvement entitled, Collaborative Assessment and Planning for Achievement (CAPA).  This process has established performance standards for schools related to school leadership, instruction, analysis of state assessment results, and use of assessment results to inform instruction for all students in the content standards.  Through a collaborative effort between the Division of Student Services and the Abbott Division, the CAPA process includes a review of the inclusion of students with disabilities and special education staff members in school-based initiatives focused on improving results for students. Individuals with knowledge of special education are part of the CAPA review teams and a protocol for interviewing teachers and administrators relative to the needs of special education students within school-based improvement initiatives has been developed and implemented.  Findings from completed reports and improvement plans applicable to special education include: analysis of student data to inform instruction; inclusion of special education staff in curriculum articulation meetings; collaborative lesson planning for co-taught classes; training on differentiated of instruction, modifications for students with disabilities and other research-based practices; and supervision of staff to verify monitor and evaluate instruction This information will be used as part of our monitoring process and for decisions related to training and technical assistance activities. (Activity: 2006-2007)***
 b. Intensive Early Literacy Initiatives (K-4) and Collaboration with the Office of Language Arts Literacy Education and the Office of Reading First 

             Collaboration among NJDOE Offices:  During 2005-2007, the Office of Language Arts Literacy Education, Office of Reading First and Office of Special Education Programs have collaborated in the design and delivery of training and technical assistance to districts participating in the early literacy initiatives to promote consistency in research-based practices.  

Meetings between the NJDOE offices are held on a monthly basis to review results of on-site technical assistance activities and collaboratively plan based on this review. (Activity 2006-2007)***

Special Education Literacy Resource Coaches (SELRCs) The NJDOE offices of literacy and special education have collaborated to provide special education coaching services (SELRCs) through cooperative grant agreements to 40 districts including Abbott and other low performing and economically disadvantaged districts.  The SELRCs provide in-district training and coaching focused on students with disabilities.  SELRCs also serve on district and building level teams to plan activities and monitor progress of students with disabilities.  SELRCs meet on a monthly basis with NJDOE staff for training and technical assistance provided by NJDOE, which they turnkey in their districts.  The literacy model that these districts are supporting is a tiered system of assessment and intervention that promotes inclusive practices.  The model emphasizes a co-teaching model of support and promotes providing literacy instruction to students with disabilities, first within general education programs.  The model also supports additional instructional beyond the literacy block for any student, including students with disabilities, who requires more systematic, focused instruction. (Activity 2006-2007)***

             Targeted Technical Assistance:  Based on student performance data and follow-up visits, districts participating in the Intensive Early Literacy, IDEAL and Reading First initiatives have been targeted for more intensive on-site assistance by NJDOE.  The Office of Language Arts Literacy Education and the Office of Reading First in collaboration with the Office of Special Education Programs conduct on-site building walkthroughs and meetings with building and district personnel.  Based on findings, recommendations for improvements have been made.  Follow up meetings are held to verify implementation of recommendations. (Activity 2006-2007)***
             District training: During 2005-2007, NJDOE has trained teams, including Special Education Literacy Resource Coaches (SELRCs), participating in NJDOE’s early literacy initiatives in research-based assessment and instructional practices including: organization and structure of intensive early literacy programs; 4 levels of assessment- screening, ongoing, summative and diagnostic assessment; Scientifically based reading research (SBRR) instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, comprehension and fluency; and writing process instruction.  District teams are provided resources to turnkey this information within their districts.  Districts, in turn, report their turnkey activities as well as changes in practices to NJDOE. (Activity 2006-2007)***   

                         Outcomes:  Participating districts are reporting programmatic and instructional changes which include: greater collaboration between general and special education in literacy learning; changes to organization and structure of literacy practices  such as the provision of a minimum of 90 minutes of an uninterrupted literacy block; use of benchmarking and ongoing assessment practices; provision of guided reading and targeted skill instruction; additional instructional time beyond the block for students significantly below grade level; access to core and supplemental materials on students’ reading levels; and, involvement of special education teachers in professional development activities.  

             c. Middle School Literacy Initiative/Secondary Education Initiative:  Literacy is Essential to Adolescent Development and Success (LEADs) model (Grades 4-8).   During the summer of 2005, NJDOE began to pilot a middle school literacy initiative within three Abbott school districts.  The performance of middle school students, including students with disabilities, within Abbott districts is very discrepant from state averages.  This initiative emphasized research-based assessment and instructional practices including a 120 minute uninterrupted literacy block, thematic and cross disciplinary instruction, use of diverse texts, reading-writing connections through problem based learning and targeted interventions including guided reading and targeted skill instruction for students reading two or more years below grade level.  NJOSEP collaborated with the Office of Literacy to review the model and to ensure that students with disabilities and special education teachers were part of this initiative.  During 2006-2007 school year, six additional districts received training and began to implement the LEADs model. (Activity 2006-2007)***  
d. Abbott Secondary Education Initiative (Grades 6-12): The Abbott Division is conducting a three-year project intended to strengthen the academic performance of Abbott district students in grades six through 12.  Four Abbott districts are participating initially as pilot sites.  These districts were selected through an application process and are intended to serve as demonstration sites following implementation of new practices.  These districts are receiving training to transform their high schools into smaller learning communities, designed to create a more rewarding learning environment for students and teachers and ensure that students have stronger connections to the school and community.  As part of this initiative, districts are receiving training in instructional practices designed to engage and motivate diverse learners and to promote high standards of achievement.  During 2006-2007 emphasis is being placed on better middle school preparation for English I and Algebra I courses.  NJOSEP is collaborating in discussions to ensure that special education teachers and students with disabilities are included in these activities.  NJOSEP is also collaborating on plans for staff training to be conducted in 2007-2008 focused on addressing the needs of students with disabilities. (Activity 2006-2007)***      

e. Targeted Middle School Math Initiative:  Implementing New Curricular Learning With Universally Designed Experiences (INCLUDE) Project:  During 2006-2007, the Office of Educational Technology and NJOSEP collaborated in the development of a multi-year targeted grant focused on middle grades (5th through 8th) math curriculum.  The grant was available to districts designated as “high need” in terms of student achievement.  The INCLUDE project is designed to ensure that all students in the general education classroom, including those with mild to moderate disabilities, struggling students and English language learners, are provided access to math instruction through the use of educational technology, thereby improving their mathematics achievement.  Through this grant, teachers will receive specialized training in differentiation and effective use of educational technology to support the different learning styles, languages and disabilities of ALL students using a Universal Design for Learning approach. (Activity 2006-2007)***     
f. Family Literacy Initiative:  During 2006-2007, in collaboration with the Office of Reading First and the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN), NJOSEP continued a family literacy initiative K-3. This initiative was targeted to Reading First districts as these districts are among those with the greatest need for improvement in students’ literacy performance and as these districts was required by Reading First to conduct activities related to family involvement in literacy practices. Since 2004-2005, three cohorts of districts have participated in this initiative.  Districts send teams of educators and parents to participate in a series of training sessions on activities to support family involvement in literacy. As a requirement of their participation, teams plan, implement and report on family literacy activities they have conducted within their districts.  (Activity 2006-2007)***  
State Level Capacity Building 
a.  NJQSAC  The New Jersey Quality Single Accountability (NJQSAC) is a system for evaluating and monitoring public school districts throughout New Jersey to determine the extent to which public school districts are providing a thorough and efficient education.  The NJQSAC system through the use of the District Performance Review (DPR) focuses on five key components of school district effectiveness – instruction and program, personnel, fiscal management, operations, and governance.  Within the NJQSAC components are the standards and indicators designed to assess for all students achievement in literacy and mathematics, progress toward proficiency, local capacity, and the need for support and assistance.  The results of the NJQSAC monitoring will be used to review district practices and to coordinate program improvement planning with an emphasis on student achievement for students with disabilities. (Activity 2006-2007***

b.  New Jersey Policy Implementation and Guidance Regarding State Assessments

 Alternate Proficiency Assessment (APA): Annual training sessions for all teachers administering the APA and administrators were conducted statewide in September and October, 2006.  Training agenda items included criteria for participation, IEP decision making, instruction in grade-level academic content standards activities, APA administration procedures and a walk-through of sample APA entries. Procedures for administering the APA include a framework for instructing all students in the Core Curriculum Content Standards.  Examples of instructional activities, based on grade-level standards, were provided during training to assist teachers in modifying instructional activities to address the needs of students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. Sample framework activities were also distributed.

The NJ Alternative Proficiency Assessment Advisory Committee met throughout 2006-2007 school year to determine needed revisions to the APA in response to the federal Peer Review.  During 2007-2008 the APA will be revised and training will be conducted statewide on approaches to aligning instruction and assessment of students with significant disabilities with grade level content standards. (Activity 2006-2007***

General Statewide Assessments: Training sessions regarding general assessments and the participation of students with disabilities in general state assessments were conducted for school personnel statewide by the Office of Assessment and Evaluation.  Test manuals, which include the participation criteria for general assessments and the APA and guidance regarding accommodations and modifications, were distributed for each assessment.  Technical assistance materials are available in districts and on the NJDOE web site.  These materials include the skills and skill clusters assessed for each assessment, sample items, sample scored items for reference, scoring rubrics and information on holistic scoring for writing.   Staff members from approved private schools for the disabled, special services school districts, educational services and jointure commissions and regional day schools participate in training activities and have access to instructional resources.  

Training for receiving schools, that were not previously approved test sites for general assessments, was conducted in November, 2006. This improves conditions for testing students with disabilities who otherwise would have to return to district for general assessment participation or be tested by an unfamiliar staff member from their district of residence.  (Activity 2006-2007)*** 
c. LRC Proactive Trainings on Differentiated Instruction: 
During the 2006-2007 school year three workshops on differentiated instruction were conducted at each of the four regional Learning Resource Centers.  Two of the workshops were content focused: one on early literacy and one on middle/secondary science.  The third workshop provided instruction on differentiation strategies for middle school students that could be applied across the content areas.  Each two-day workshop was designed to support the instruction of students with disabilities in the general education classroom, increase access to the NJ Core Curriculum Standards for all students, and improve scores on the state standardized assessment.  The trainings provided an opportunity for participants to learn new strategies, apply them in their classrooms, and return to share, receive feedback and learn additional techniques.  Participant evaluations indicated that participants were implementing strategies taught in their classrooms.   The following trainings were offered:

· Differentiating Instruction in the Literacy Block for Elementary Teachers (Grades K-4)

· Differentiating Science Instruction in the General Education Classroom (Grades 6-12)

· Differentiated Instruction in the Classroom:  Grades 4-8   
(Activity 2006-2007)***
d. Assistive Technology 

The New Jersey State Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, is supporting a statewide initiative to ensure that Assistive Technology (AT) is considered during the IEP process and that AT devices and services are made available to students with disabilities, ages 3 to 21 years, if required, as part of the students’ special education, related services or supplementary aides and services. This initiative is collaboration between NJSOSEP and the Department of Human Services, Office of Children and Families (DCF).  The following activities are being implemented:  
· Training for District Personnel: During 2006-2007, NJOSEP through the Learning Resource Center Network in collaboration with the New Jersey Department of Human Services, Office of Children and Families, conducted one day trainings plus a follow-up session for district teams on Integrating Assistive Technology into the Educational Process for Students With Disabilities.  These trainings are part of a larger initiative to facilitate district use of assistive technology that began five years ago through the State Improvement Grant.  These trainings provided guidance on how to consider a student’s need for assistive technology (AT) and how to integrate the use of AT into a student’s program to enhance student’s access to the general education curriculum as well as to address other learning needs.  At the end of 2007, 306 district teams comprised of 2,200 educators had attended the training statewide. (Activity 2006-2007)***
· Training for Parents on AT:  A training was developed in conjunction with the NJ Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) for parents of students with disabilities.  A total of 200 parents attended the training sessions which were available during the day, evening and weekend throughout the regional LRCs.  Additionally, this presentation was provided at the SPAN Annual conference as well as two additional parent organizations, as requested.  Parents and family members that attended this training were also invited to the AT Vendor Fair. (Activity 2006-2007***
· AT Vendor Fair:  An AT Vendor Fair was held in June, 2006 and May, 2007 targeted to district and school personnel who had attended the DOE sponsored AT trainings.  This activity provided an opportunity for participants to explore a variety of AT devices and speak directly with NJ state vendors regarding various devices to support students’ educational needs.  A total of 469 individuals attended the Vendor Fair representing 149 districts and family members.)
·  AT Support Team: Through a collaboration with the Department of Human Services, Office of Children and Families (DCF) district personnel and families who attended the NJOSEP training sessions were provided technical assistance through on-site, phone or email, upon request.  A total of 95 technical assistance activities were conducted during this period.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
· Draft AT Guidelines:  The AT Support Team and NJOSEP personnel collaborated on the development of AT Guidelines based on the training activities, input from the AT Work Group, feedback from participants and current best practices in the field.  The draft guidelines are under review by NJOSEP and will be available by the end of the 2007-2008 school year. (Activity 2006-2007)***

e. Self-Assessment/Monitoring:  Effective February 2007, NJOSEP realigned its self-assessment/ monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  Districts were selected for monitoring based on federal monitoring priorities – placement in the least restrictive environment and disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education.  The new system links compliance, data and programming by requiring districts to review compliance in areas related to SPP indicators and to examine their data compared to state targets.  Following the review conducted through self-assessment, districts must identify activities to correct noncompliance and activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets.  Districts are required to develop activities for continuous improvement in areas where their data do not meet state SPP targets.  
In the new monitoring cycle, each district identified for self-assessment reviews their state assessment performance and participation rates against the state annual SPP targets, complete a protocol to identify needs for continuous improvement in curriculum and instruction and review compliance requirements related to participation in state assessments.  Other related requirements, such as IEP required components, are also reviewed.  Districts that self-identify noncompliance will be required to correct noncompliance within one year.  Verification of progress toward correction will be conducted within six months of identification of noncompliance by monitors and supervisors of child study.  Districts that have performance or participation rates below the state annual SPP target will be required to develop and implement improvement strategies to make progress toward the next year’s SPP target.  Improvement strategies will include, but not be limited to:  

· Data collection and analyses of student performance data by district, building, and grade level for subject areas of literacy and mathematics- for all students, general education students and students with disabilities;

· Self-assessment of organizational, curricular and instructional practices using CAPA and/or CUSAC protocols;

· IEP development aligned with the NJCCCS;

· Use of assessment data to design instruction;  research-based practices for literacy and mathematics instruction aligned with the NJCCCS; differentiated instruction; use of instructional and testing adaptations; use of assistive technology; and co-teaching; 

· Parent – Family Involvement; and

· Development and use of targeted interventions, as appropriate (e.g.  specialized materials/programs)

Based on the results of the self-assessment, NJOSEP will determine the type and extent of technical assistance needed, if any, to develop and implement improvement strategies. (Activity 2006-2007)***
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006
[If applicable]
Not Applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
Indicator # 4A:  Suspension/Expulsion 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:
A stakeholder meeting was conducted on January 11, 2008.  The methodology for calculating significant discrepancy was reviewed with the stakeholders.  Difficulties in the current system were discussed and an alternate methodology was proposed.  A revised baseline was proposed and accepted by the stakeholders and targets for subsequent school years were reset.  

NJOSEP explained that comparable data for general education students are not collected.  Stakeholders believed that as part of the “drill down” process, NJOSEP should review available data for general education students, since it may inform the targeted review process of determining reasons for excessive suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year.
	Monitoring Priority:    FAPE in the LRE


Measurement Information
Indicator 4A:  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.

	Measurement:  

4A:  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 divided by the # of districts in the State times 100.
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” - Revised
“Significant discrepancy” is defined as a suspension rate of greater than five times the baseline statewide average (i.e., a rate of more than 3%)



Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Suspension/Expulsion

In March of 2000, districts began reporting incidents of disciplinary action directly to NJDOE over the Internet on the Electronic Violence and Vandalism Reporting System (EVVRS).

The collection of data for general education students relates only to the four categories of violence, vandalism, weapons and substance abuse.  The collection of data with respect to students with disabilities is the same information required by Table 5, Section A, Columns 3A, 3B and 3C of the Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days of the Annual Report of Children Served. 

      The data collection for students with disabilities is not limited to the four categories of violence, vandalism, weapons and substance abuse.  Rather, this collection includes disciplinary action for any violation of the school’s code of conduct that results in removals summing to more than 10 days or for a single episode that results in a removal for more than 10 consecutive days.

The following information is collected:

· The number of removals summing to 10 school days in a year

· The number of removals of more than 10 (consecutive) school days in a year

· The unduplicated count of students with disabilities 
· The racial and ethnic background of the students.

   Comparison Used to Examine Suspension and Expulsion Data:  Given the differences in the two data collections described above, NJOSEP compared suspension and expulsion data among local educational agencies within the State, using data from the Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days of the Annual Report of Children Served.

Description of methods used to determine significant discrepancies and the criteria used to identify a significant discrepancy
Methods and Criteria: 

NJOSEP used a set number of times above the state average to determine significant discrepancy.  This method was used by seven other states as stated in the Analysis of Part B State Performance Plans (SPP) Summary Document, Compiled 8/01/07, provided to the State’s by USOSEP – page 68.
Specifically, first, NJOSEP calculated the baseline state average (i.e., a rate of .6%).  Second, NJOSEP used a multiple of the baseline statewide average (i.e. more than 5 x the state average) to determine local districts demonstrating a significant discrepancy.  Third, NJOSEP determined that a minimum enrollment of greater than 75 students with disabilities (i.e. 76 and greater) would be used to identify the districts with a significant discrepancy.  A minimum number of more than 75 students with disabilities was used as small numbers of students with disabilities were found to distort percentages.  In summary, school districts with more than 75 school-age students with disabilities that had a suspension rate of more than 3% percent were identified as having significant discrepancy in their rate among LEAs. 
Description of how the data were examined to determine whether significant discrepancies have occurred in long-term suspension and expulsion rates

NJOSEP examined the data of each local district with an enrollment of school-age students with disabilities that was greater than 75 (i.e. 76 students with disabilities).  School districts with more than 75 school-age students with disabilities that had a suspension rate of 3% percent or higher were identified as having significant discrepancy in their rates of long-term suspensions/expulsions among LEAs.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below 3.2%


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

3.8% of districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion.
Actual numbers used in the calculation

 0.6 (Baseline State Average) x 5 = 3% 

24 districts with significant discrepancy /625 districts of residence = 3.8%
Report of Progress and Slippage
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
Description of current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target
NJOSEP did not meet the target for FFY 2006; however there was progress towards the target in comparison with last year.  When the data for FFY 2005 were recalculated according to the new methodology, 27 of 627
 districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy.  Thus, the percent of districts with significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion for last year was 4.3%.  A .7% drop was noted from last year to this year. 
Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted 

February 1, 2007
Response Table:  The FFY 2005 SPP/APR Response Table required New Jersey to “describe 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: (1) the LEAs identified as having significant discrepancies in the FFY 2005 APR; and the LEAs identified as  having significant discrepancies in the FFY 2006 APR.”
Status of Noncompliance Identified in LEAs with significant discrepancies for FFY 2004: As reported in the FFY 2005 APR, there were 15 findings of noncompliance identified in the 13 LEAs with significant suspension/expulsion discrepancies in FFY 2004.  A total of 11 of the 15 findings have been corrected.  Two LEAs currently have 2 findings of uncorrected noncompliance with regard to discipline procedures.  
Status of Noncompliance Identified in LEAs with significant discrepancies for FFY 2005:  For LEAs identified with suspension/expulsion discrepancies for FFY 2005, there were 11 findings of noncompliance identified as part of the onsite review process.  All LEAs with identified noncompliance are within one year of identification of the noncompliance.  Verification of correction will occur within one year of identification dates.  
Description of how the State reviewed, and if appropriate revised (or required the affected LEAs to revise) its policies, practices, and procedures relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards (if significant discrepancies are identified)
Describe the Analysis Used To Determine Where Noncompliance Occurred: Targeted Reviews -  For FFY 2005, 17 districts were identified as having a significant discrepancy.  An onsite targeted review of compliance and policies, procedures and practices regarding development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards was conducted in each district.  The review included record review, interviews with general and special education staff members, review of written policies, procedures and practices and review of district discipline and suspension data.  District data, reported through the EVVRS, were reviewed and analyzed to identify the schools where most suspensions over 10 days occurred.  School-based discipline practices and tracking data were analyzed to identify noncompliance and patterns of suspension. The NJOSEP Learning Resource Center special education consultants accompanied monitors on selected visits to identify patterns of practice regarding the implementation of positive behavioral interventions and supports in discrepant districts. Districts where data, interviews and record review indicated that policies, procedures and practices were not consistent with IDEA and NJAC requirements related to suspension and expulsion were identified as noncompliant.    

Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted 

February 1, 2007
Response Table:  The FFY 2005 SPP/APR response table states that “the review for LEAs identified in the FFY 2006 APR may occur either during or after the FFY 2006 reporting period so long as the State describes the review in the FFY 2006 APR.”  

The targeted review referenced above will be conducted in March, 2008 in the 24 districts identified for FFY 2006 as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days.  

Describe the Reasons for Noncompliance:  In the districts identified for FFY 2005, the majority of findings of noncompliance related to the determination of a change in placement and conducting meetings for manifestation determination.  The main reason for the noncompliance was the lack of knowledge of procedures for required activities for students suspended for more than 10 days.  Staff members also reported needs for professional development for conducting functional behavioral assessments and the development of effective behavioral intervention plans based on those assessments.
What the state did to require revision of policies, procedures and practices/Steps the state took to correct noncompliance: For each district identified with a significant discrepancy in the suspension/expulsion rate for FFY 2004 and/or FFY 2005, following the onsite targeted review, a report was generated that included an analysis of the district suspension/expulsion data reported in the EVVRS, an analysis of data obtained during the onsite review and any findings of noncompliance.  For each finding of noncompliance, a corrective action(s) was directed by the NJOSEP that included a timeline for completion or submission of documentation.  Corrective actions included revisions of written policies, procedures, training for staff, activities related to implementation of procedures and/or ongoing oversight of implementation.  Timelines in the reports were established to ensure correction within one year of identification. The reports were sent to the chief school administrator. 
During the onsite visits, technical assistance was provided, as needed, with regard to policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.  Districts were provided with resources, as needed, for additional information on compliant policies, procedures and practices related to positive behavioral interventions and supports, school-wide behavioral systems and federal and state regulations.  A brochure outlining the IDEA and NJAC requirements related to suspension/expulsion, developed by NJOSEP, was also disseminated to district staff.  

Desk audits of documentation required as part of the corrective actions and onsite verification visits were conducted to determine the status of correction of noncompliance in the districts identified as significantly discrepant for FFY 2005.  These activities will also be conducted for the districts identified for FFY 2006 that were identified with significant discrepancies. 
Enforcement Actions
LEAs with noncompliance identified through targeted reviews continue to receive onsite verification visits.  Technical assistance is provided as needed. Of the two districts with uncorrected noncompliance from FFY 2004, one LEA has been identified as in need of assistance.  The other LEA has been identified for self-assessment and monitoring for the 2007-2008 school year.  

Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:      
NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

Targeted Technical Assistance   
Targeted Review of Discipline Practices:  During 2006-2007, NJOSEP technical assistance state accompanied the NJOSEP monitors on visits to districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion.  These visits were conducted to perform a targeted review of discipline policies, procedures and practices.  NJOSEP staff reviewed records and held discussions with directors of special education, principals and child study team members to identify problems with current practices and to recommend changes.  (2006-2007 Activity) ***
 Information Dissemination: Revised Discipline Requirements
     a.
 Policy/Regulatory Changes: Changes in disciplinary requirements were incorporated into state regulations (N.J.A.C. 6A:14) which became effective on September 5, 2006 (2006-2007 Activity)  
  b. Discipline Requirements Brochure:  In 2006-2007 NJOSEP revised and distributed a two-page brochure outlining requirements for disciplinary action. The revisions were made to clarify the discipline process consistent with IDEA 2004 and state requirements. (2006-2007 Activity)***
 c. 
Statewide Training on Discipline Requirements: Training on discipline requirements was conducted statewide for local school district directors of special education and directors of private schools between December 2006 and February 2007. These sessions reviewed discipline requirements and appropriate procedures.  The training was designed so that directors could turnkey this information with their staff.  Approximately 800 participants from public school districts, charter schools, approved private schools for students with disabilities, and representatives from SPAN, the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network attended the trainings in regional locations across the state. In addition, the discipline training was provided on-site to 3 large urban school districts; approximately 120 educators attended these sessions.  A training on discipline requirements was also conducted for higher education.  The discipline training was posted on the web in March 2007.   (2006-2007 Activity)
         State Capacity Building:  NJOSEP is continuing to expand the use of positive behavior supports   statewide through training and technical assistance initiatives conducted in collaboration with the Elizabeth M. Boggs Center, UMDNJ and through the efforts of NJOSEP’s Learning Resource Center Network.  Activities include: A Positive Behavior Support in Schools (PBSIS) Initiative conducted in collaboration with the New Jersey Association of School Psychologists (NJSAP); statewide training and technical assistance for new and existing school teams in PBSIS practices; PBSIS network of schools; and, information/resource dissemination activities.   During 2006-2007, 36 schools from 24 districts were implementing components of PBSIS in New Jersey.  An additional group of 16 schools from 10 districts received training in 2006-2007 to begin implementation in 2007-2008.  

a. New Jersey Association of School Psychologists (NJASP) PBSIS Network: In 2005-2007, NJOSEP and the Boggs Center entered into a collaboration with the New Jersey Association of School Psychologists (NJASP) to expand the number of participating school districts and to develop the technical skill of school psychologists in school-wide Positive Behavior Supports. Schools were recruited through the efforts of NJASP to participate in a two year training and technical assistance initiative to implement the three tiers of PBSIS.  Each school designated a school-wide team facilitated by a school coach to participate in the training and lead the implementation of PBSIS in their school. During the second year, 2006-2007, school teams received further training and technical assistance as they began to implement these practices.

Twelve schools from six districts were recruited for the NJASP PBSIS initiative. Participants included elementary, middle and high school programs. Training was provided on: school-wide positive behavior supports, secondary (targeted small group) interventions, and functional behavioral assessment/behavior implementation plans (for individual students).  Training and technical assistance for this cohort of schools will continue through 2008. (Activity: 2006-2007)***
   b.  Statewide Training and Technical Assistance for Positive Behavior  Supports:  Training and technical assistance were provided to new and existing PBSIS school/district teams statewide through the Boggs Center’s Statewide Team for PBSIS in collaboration with the Learning Resource Center (LRC) Network.  
· FBA/BIP:  During 2006-2007, the Boggs Center’s PBSIS State Team conducted regional two day training at the LRCs for child study team personnel on functional behavioral assessment and the development of behavioral intervention plans.  88 team members from 26 districts attended these trainings. 

· School-wide PBS:  In addition, during 2006-2007, LRC staff, in collaboration with the Boggs Statewide Team provided regional training and technical assistance sessions for districts/school teams that were interested in developing or expanding school-wide positive behavior support practices.  The first training and technical assistance sessions conducted in 2006-2007 were foundational sessions for school-based teams to implement school-wide interventions.  17 school teams from 15 districts participated in these foundational trainings. 

· Secondary Interventions:  During 2006-2007, 148 participants from 38 districts received training on targeted small group/individual interventions.  Follow-up technical assistance was provided on request.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
c.   PBSIS Network of Districts and Schools:  Since the beginning of the PBSIS initiative, 42 schools from 31 districts have been trained on PBSIS practices.   In order to maintain and extend PBSIS practices within these schools, technical assistance support is provided through email and phone support by both the LRCs and the Boggs Center’s PBSIS State Team.  In addition, these schools have been invited to further trainings to enhance practices including training on small group interventions and FBA/BIP.  Follow-up with these districts indicated that schools who were implementing PBSIS practices reported improved school climate, reduced office discipline referrals and increased use of data to plan effective school-wide interventions.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
d.   Resource and Information Dissemination:  To provide information statewide on PBSIS practices, NJOSEP’s supports the development and maintenance of a PBSIS website operated by the Boggs Center PBSIS State Team.  The website contains information on promising practices in New Jersey as well as materials, tools and resource information.   There is a special section for parents to provide information on PBSIS practices. (Activity 2006-2007)***
        Outcomes:   As a result of the PBSIS Initiative training and technical support was provided.
· Many of the schools who are implementing foundational components of PBSIS report that 
annual office discipline referral rates decreased.
· 11 of the original 13 PBSIS schools continue to implement components of the program.  
Notably one of the sites has a received statewide recognition award for implementing PBSIS.  

· All 13 schools from NJASP have expressed satisfaction with the program and are currently 
implementing the elements of school-wide PBSIS. 

· 12 Schools that received proactive LRC training in elements of school-wide PBS in 2006-2007 
(e.g., Defining and Teaching) are currently implementing the school-wide foundational 
components of PBSIS.

· Detailed curriculum, lesson plans, and various PowerPoint scripts and presentations have been 
developed on key components of school-wide PBSIS: an introduction to school-wide positive 
behavior supports, reviewing and revising office discipline referral procedures, school-wide 
assessment of behavioral issues, developing behavioral expectations, developing a recognition 
system  and creating the instructional event with lesson plans.

· A detailed training curriculum, training materials and forms for implementing Behavior Skills 
Support Program (secondary intervention) have been developed for grades 5-10.
· A two-day training curriculum, training materials and forms have been developed for Functional 
Behavioral Assessment and Behavior Intervention Plans.

· Examples of materials, lesson plans, posters, letters to families, etc. have been collected and 
disseminated through the PBSIS website and the training modules.
· Resources, examples of district materials and information on all components of school-wide PBS are available on the NJPBSIS website.
Activities Initiated FFY 2006:
Self-Assessment and Monitoring:  NJOSEP has realigned its self-assessment/ monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  Annually, districts are selected for monitoring based on federal monitoring priorities – placement in the least restrictive environment and disproportionate representation of students with disabilities in special education.  The new system links compliance, data and programming by requiring districts to review compliance in areas related to SPP indicators and their data compared to state targets.  Following the review, conducted through self-assessment, districts must identify activities to correct noncompliance and activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets.  
In the new monitoring cycle, districts identified for self-assessment that have not been identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsion of students with disabilities for the previous year, complete a protocol comparing their policies, procedures and practices relative to best practice in positive behavioral interventions and supports to identify needs for continuous improvement and review compliance requirements related to discipline. Other related requirements, such as IEP provisions, are also reviewed.  Districts that self-identify noncompliance will be required to correct noncompliance within one year.  Verification of progress toward correction will be conducted within six months of identification of noncompliance by monitors and supervisors of child study.  Districts that identify needs for continuous improvement will be required to develop and implement improvement strategies to make progress toward the next year’s SPP target.  Improvement strategies include, but are not limited to:  
· District and building Level Data Collection and Analyses for suspension and expulsion rates as well as for Office Discipline Referrals;

· Review and revision of discipline policies and practices consistent with compliance requirements;
· Review of suspension notices, Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBAs), and IEPs to determine how challenging behavior of suspended students is being addressed;
· Review and revision of code of conduct to include positively stated expectations and recognition system;
· Development of building-wide system of positively stated expectations and recognition system;
· Development of targeted interventions for areas/programs with high rates of discipline problems

· Development of consistent classroom management strategies;

· Development of functional behavioral assessments and design of student intervention programs;
· Development of targeted small group interventions focused on development of alternative skills and/or student support systems (e.g. mentoring/check in check out systems);
· Parent – Family Involvement;
· Linkages to support systems within and beyond the school (family and/or student support); and
· Instructional Supports and Accommodations – (e.g. IEP accommodations, curricular modifications).
Based on the results of the self-assessment, NJOSEP determines the type and extent of technical assistance needed, if any, to develop and implement improvement strategies.  In accordance with USDOE reporting timeline requirements, noncompliance identified by the first cohort of districts participating in the new monitoring system will be reported in accordance with APR requirements.

Targeted Training and Technical Assistance on Positive Behavior Supports in Schools (PBSIS):  NJOSEP’s technical assistance and monitoring staff met to review statewide district data and identify those districts who might benefit from implementing a tiered system of school-wide positive behavioral supports.  Districts included those who had two years of high rates of suspension/expulsion, high rates student placements in separate special education settings, or   disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education and related services.  An Administrative Overview Session was  held for invited districts to learn about an opportunity to participate in NJOSEP’s training and technical assistance initiative on positive behavior supports in schools (PBSIS).

The Administrative Overview provided information on the three tiered PBSIS system of intervention, the nature of the two years of PBSIS training and technical assistance support as well as district/school commitments to support the development and implementation of PBSIS.  Interested districts submitted an application describing how this initiative was consistent with their district/building goals as well as specific ways they would support the development and implementation of program components.  
Sixteen schools from 10 districts completed applications and were accepted to participate in this PBSIS cohort. Training and technical assistance to school teams and coaches began in the fall of 2007 and will continue through 2009.
Participating districts/schools receive the following training and technical assistance support:
· School-wide practices (Tier 1) - Training and support for school-wide teams and building coaches who will lead the implementation of school-wide positive behavior practices within their buildings including training on:

· school-wide assessment of building climate and behavior to establish priorities for interventions;

· developing staff, community and student buy-in for PBSIS;

· proactive practices for teaching and recognizing positive behavior;

· Analysis of Office Discipline Referral procedures and forms for intervention decisions and monitoring effectiveness of PBSIS interventions;
· School-wide targeted interventions based on data analysis; and

· Effective classroom management strategies that promote inclusive classroom environments.

· Targeted student interventions (Tiers 2 and 3)

· Proactive targeted interventions for students with challenging behavior; and

· Best practices for FBA and BIPs.

In addition to training and materials, participating schools receive the following support in order to promote successful implementation of the three-tiered system of positive behavior supports:

· Regional technical assistance, e-mail and phone support through the PBSIS State Team from the Boggs Center, UMDNJ;

· Reimbursement for the use of substitute teachers for up to 5 teachers to participate in regional training and on-site technical assistance; and

· Stipend for the parent member of the school-wide PBS team.

In addition, districts in this cohort will be eligible to receive up to $10,000 to support the implementation of PBSIS practices in each participating school during the 2008-2009 school year. Eligibility to receive this funding is based on completion and documentation of a set of activities to establish PBSIS in their school and the submission of a building plan and prior NJDOE approval for the funding. (Activity 2007-2008)***
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006

FFY 2006 SPP Justification for revision to baseline data and targets

Over the last three reporting periods, the continued use of a standard deviation proved to be an unsatisfactory measure of significant discrepancy.  As districts improve their performance by reducing the number students with disabilities suspended or expelled beyond 10 days, there is less variance among the districts.  With the mean and standard deviation reducing, more rather than fewer districts are identified as having a significant discrepancy.  For this reason, a new methodology is needed to ensure that significant discrepancy is measured appropriately and that districts with a significant discrepancy are accurately identified.  

FFY 2006 SPP Update to State Performance Plan Development – Stakeholder Involvement in Revision to Definition of Significant Discrepancy, Baseline, and Targets

A stakeholder meeting was conducted on January 11, 2008.  The methodology for calculating significant discrepancy was reviewed with the stakeholders.  Difficulties in the current system were discussed and an alternate methodology was proposed.  A revised baseline was proposed and accepted by the stakeholders and targets for subsequent school years were reset.  

FFY 2008 Update – Revision to definition of “Significant Discrepancy”
“Significant discrepancy” is defined as a suspension rate of greater than five times the baseline statewide average (i.e., a rate of more than 3%)

FFY 2006 Rationale for Revision of Significant Discrepancy: To determine the percentage of school districts that were identified as having significant discrepancies in the rate of suspension/expulsions of students with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year, the districts were stratified into four groups by student enrollment according to the following:    

· Under 2,000 students enrolled

· 2,000 to 5,000 students enrolled

· Over 5,000 to 10,000 students enrolled

· Over 10,000 students enrolled

The mean and standard deviation were calculated for each group using the unduplicated count of children with disabilities suspended or expelled for more than 10 school days. Significant discrepancy was defined as one standard deviation above the mean within each of four enrollment groups.  

Over the last three reporting periods, the continued use of a standard deviation proved to be an unsatisfactory measure of significant discrepancy.  As districts improve their performance by reducing the number students with disabilities suspended or expelled beyond 10 days, there is less variance among the districts.  With the mean and standard deviation reducing, more rather than fewer districts are identified as having a significant discrepancy.  For this reason, a new methodology is needed to ensure that significant discrepancy is measured appropriately and that districts with a significant discrepancy are accurately identified.  

NJOSEP used a set number of times above the state average to determine significant discrepancy.  This method was used by seven other states as stated in the Analysis of Part B State Performance Plans (SPP) Summary Document, Compiled 8/01/07, provided to the State’s by USOSEP – page 68.
Specifically, first, NJOSEP calculated the baseline state average (i.e., a rate of .6%).  Second, NJOSEP used a multiple of the baseline statewide average (i.e. more than 5 x the state average) to determine local districts demonstrating a significant discrepancy.  Third, NJOSEP determined that a minimum enrollment of greater than 75 students with disabilities (i.e. 76 and greater) would be used to identify the districts with a significant discrepancy.  A minimum number of more than 75 students with disabilities was used as small numbers of students with disabilities were found to distort percentages.  In summary, school districts with more than 75 school-age students with disabilities, that had a suspension rate of more than 3%, were identified as having significant discrepancy in their rate among LEAs. 
February 2006 Update to Baseline Data      
Revision to Baseline Data (REVISED) - 2004-2005:
1171 students with disabilities suspended beyond 10 days/194963 students with disabilities
 = 0.6% x 5 = 3% 
20 districts with significant discrepancy/626
 districts of residence = 3.2% of districts have significant discrepancy  
February 2006 Update to Measurable and Rigorous Target
	FFY
	Revised  Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below 3.2%.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below 3.2%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below  3.2%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below 3.0%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below 2.8%.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion will be at or below 2.6%.


Indicator # 5:  School Age LRE

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

Placement data for students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 was discussed with stakeholders in relation to     Stakeholders commented that it was not clear as to whether progress was made regarding Indicator 5B, since the overall intent is to see an increase in 5A and a decrease is 5B and 5C.  A suggestion was made for the purpose of communicating progress, to use bar graphs to display both state and local data.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Measurement Information

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



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



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



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


Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – FAPE in the LRE – 6 through 21:

New Jersey regulations at Chapter 6A:14 require that all students be educated in the least restrictive environment, and that the first consideration for placement of all students shall be the general education classroom.  Determination of restrictiveness of placement is in accordance with the above measurements. 

Data analyzed for this indicator was based on the 618 Education Environments data collected December 1, 2006.  
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006
	A.     42.1 percent of students with disabilities will be removed from regular class less than 21% of the day.  

  B.     18.0 percent of students with disabilities will be removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day.                                
C.    10.0 percent of students with disabilities served in public or private schools, residential placements or homebound or hospital placements.


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006
:

A.  
43.3 percent of students with IEPs were removed from the regular class less than 21% of the day.       


Actual numbers used in the calculations:  93,421 / 215,539 = 0.433 X 100 = 43.3%
         B.  

17.7 percent of students with IEPs were removed from the regular class greater than 
60% of the day.    
  
         Actual numbers used in the calculations:  38,106 / 215,539 = 0.177 X 100 = 17.7%

    C. 

10.2 percent of students with IEPs were served in public or private schools, residential 




placements or homebound or hospital placements.

 
             Actual numbers used in the calculations:    7,282 + 12,800 + 377 + 1,136 + 395 = 







          21,990 = 0.102 X 100 = 10.2%
Description of current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target:
The current data reveal that by 1.2%, New Jersey exceeded the target with respect to the percent of students with IEPs removed from the regular classroom less than 21% of the day.  
	School

Year
	Removed

< 21% 

#
	%
	 Removed

>60%

#
	%
	Separate Settings

#
	%
	# of SWD

	02-03
	84,425
	41.2
	35,948
	17.5
	21,055
	10.3
	205,077

	03-04
	86,869
	41.6
	36,108
	17.3
	21,469
	10.3
	208,804

	04-05
	88,870
	41.9
	37,769
	17.8
	21,848
	10.3
	212,258

	05-06
	90,370
	42.0
	38,367
	17.8
	21,452
	10.0
	215,004

	06-07
	93,421
	43.3
	38,106
	17.7
	21,990
	10.2
	215,539


 Report of Progress/Slippage
     Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

     Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets
New Jersey has made progress in educating more students with disabilities within general education settings as evidenced by trend data for changes in placement within district programs.

With respect to target A of this indicator, districts are making progress in including more students in general education classes for more than 80% of the day.  In 2006-2007, three thousand and fifty one (3.051) more students were educated in this setting than the previous year.  New Jersey exceeded the target of 42.1% for 2006-2007 by 1.2%.
	Placement 
	05-06
	06-07
	Difference

	>80%
	90,370
	93,421
	↑ 3,051

	40% to 80%
	63,893
	61,095  
	↓ 2,798

	>60%
	38,367
	38,106
	↓   261


Accompanying the significant increase in the number and percentage of students with disabilities within general education programs for more than 80% of the day, there has been a substantial decrease in the number and percentage of students with disabilities removed from general education programs for a greater period of time within the district.  In 2006-2007, two thousand, seven hundred and ninety eight (2,798) fewer students were educated in 40-80% settings than the previous year. Additionally, there was a reduction in the number of students and percentage of with disabilities removed from general education settings for more than 60% of the day (Indicator 5B).  Looking at these three settings, it is clear that there is a pattern of movement for placement in less restrictive settings within districts.

New Jersey had slippage of .2% of students with disabilities being served in public or private schools, residential 
placements or homebound or hospital placements during 2006-2007.  New Jersey is working to address this situation through targeted work with districts that have the greatest number and percent of students in separate special education public and/or private settings.  Beginning in 2006-2007, New Jersey targeted eighteen school districts for self-assessment due to the high percentage of students with disabilities placed in separate public and/or private settings. These districts account for 22% of 21,990 students with disabilities placed in separate settings.  These districts are required to complete a self-assessment of LRE practices addressing both compliance and best practices.  They are to then correct compliance issues within the year. In addition, they are required to develop a continuous improvement plan to build capacity to educate more students within the district programs and to transition students back from out-of-district settings as well as to move students within district along the continuum of less restrictive placements.  NJOSEP is providing these districts with technical assistance to conduct their self-assessment and develop improvement plans.  In 2007-2008, these districts will be monitored on site.  During this time continued technical assistance to transition students to less restrictive environments will be provided, with a focus on separate special education public and /or private settings.

Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:


NJOSEP met the target for Indicator 5: the percent of students with disabilities removed from regular class less than 21% of the day.  However, the percent of students with disabilities in separate public and/or private settings has remained relatively stable.  NJOSEP’s plan to meet the state targets involves policy, a data-driven self-assessment/monitoring and improvement planning process, and a focus on enhancing state and local district capacity to educate students with disabilities in general education programs with appropriate supports and services.
Policy/Regulation:

NJOSEP has continued to implement a consistent policy regarding placement of students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment, with first consideration given to placement in the general education program with appropriate supports.  This policy has been reflected in NJOSEP’s special education regulations, monitoring process, personnel development initiatives, and grant opportunities.


a.   Regulations:  On September 5, 2006, the State Board of Education adopted the following 

regulations to facilitate placement in the LRE: 
· When a student is placed in a separate setting, activities necessary to transition the student to a less restrictive placement must be considered annually;

· Students may not be removed from the general education classroom solely based on needed modifications to the general education curriculum;
· Clarification that the restrictiveness of a program option is based solely on the amount of time a student is educated outside the general education setting; 
· Clarification was provided that all students shall be considered for education in the general education class with supplementary aids and services including:
· Curricular or instructional modifications;
· Individual instruction;
· Assistive technology;
· Teacher aides;
· Related services;
· Integrated therapies;
· Consultation services; and 
· In-class resource programs.
· Supplemental aids and services must be provided in the general education classroom to enable students with disabilities, to the greatest extent possible, to be educated with non-disabled peers;
· Teacher aides may provide supplementary support in areas including:
· Prompting, cuing and redirecting student participation;
· Reinforcing of personal, social, behavioral, and academic learning goals;
· Organizing and managing materials and activities; and 
· Implementation of teacher-designed follow-up and practice activities. 
             b. Implementation of Adopted Regulations:  During October, November and December of 2006, the NJOSEP conducted a series of trainings for the directors of special education of all school districts and charter schools.  The training included (but was not limited to) new requirements with respect to placement in the LRE, supplemental aids and services, and IEP development.  

                   Self-Assessment/Monitoring and Improvement Planning: NJOSEP has realigned its self-assessment/ monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  The new system links compliance, data and programming by requiring districts to review compliance in areas related to SPP indicators and their data compared to state targets.  Following the review, conducted through self-assessment, districts must identify activities to correct noncompliance and activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets. A required component of improvement plans will be the development and implementation of a process for planning the transition of students with disabilities to less restrictive environments.  A summary of the Self-Assessment/Monitoring and Improvement Planning process is provided below.

Summary of Self-Assessment/Monitoring and Improvement Planning Process
	State identification of local districts for self/assessment
	      As pa As part of the new monitoring cycle, NJOSEP reviewed eligibility and placement data to identify districts demonstrating the greatest percentage of students with disabilities being educated in separate special education public and/or private settings. Additionally, districts identified as having disproportionality representation of specific racial/ethnic groups with respect to placement in separate special education public and/or private school settings were also targeted for the special education self-assessment process.  Identification of districts with the highest percentage of students with disabilities being educated in separate special education placements will continue throughout the monitoring cycle.

	Data verification and analyses 
	Each district identified for self-assessment is reviewing their pl  placement data against the state annual SPP targets.  Local di  districts are required to participate in the following:  

· Review data charts for students 6-21 and for preschool students from the information 
provided by NJDOE. Ensure that the data is accurate.

· Analyze the district’s placement patterns for students with IEPs ages 6 through 21, for 


2004, 2005 and 2006 school years, by age and/or  

      grade or grade ranges as well as the nature of the 

      students’ disabilities for the following placement  

      categories:

Removed from the general education class less than 21% of the day;

Removed from the general education class greater than 60% of the day; and

Educated in separate public or private schools.

· Analyze the district’s placement patterns for preschool students with disabilities for 2004, 2005 and 2006 school years for the following placements:

Early childhood general education settings;

Early childhood special education settings; and

Separate public and private schools.

· Identify placement trends: i.e. the district has a pattern of placing students with behavioral    challenges in public or private separate settings; preschoolers with disabilities are usually placed in separate settings.

· Analyze data by CST to identify team trends in placement.  



	Review Monitoring Reports from other NJDOE Units    
	   Each district is required to review reports from any CAPA reviews conducted during the 2005-2006 school year in schools within the district and the QSAC review, if completed.  Insert any findings related to placement of students in general education programs.  Review complaint and due process history to identify patterns of concern regarding placement.  

	Compliance Review and Correction of Noncompliance:  
	Each district is required to conduct a review of compliance requirements for placement in the least restrictive environment and, where non-compliance is identified, provide activities to correct the noncompliance including revision to procedures, staff training, and the implementation of an administrative oversight mechanism to ensure correction of noncompliance and to enable ongoing compliance.   .  Districts that self-identify noncompliance will be required to correct noncompliance within one year.  Verification of progress toward correction will be conducted within six months of identification of noncompliance by monitors and supervisors of child study.  

	Review of Practices for Continuous improvement 
	Each district is required to complete a protocol focused on continuous improvement.  In this regard the following practices are reviewed:

· Adaptations and Supports for General Education Programs

· Differentiated instructional practices and supplementary aides and services within each building

· IEP Decision Making Process

· School Community Integration

· Collaboration Within General Education Programs

· Parental Involvement

· Transition Planning

	Plan for Continuous Improvement for LRE/Activities for Continuous Improvement
	Each district is required to develop a plan for continuous improvement, based on the data analysis and review of practices, that includes the following:

· Identifies barriers that have prevented the identified population(s) from being educated in general education programs/general education settings.

· Identifies the gaps in special education programs and services that have prevented the identified populations from being educated in general education programs/general education settings.

· Identifies activities to address barriers and gaps in special education programs and services.

· Activities to transition students with disabilities from separate public or private programs to general education settings.

· Activities to transition students with disabilities from special class programs to less restrictive environments.



	Targeted Technical Assistance for LRE Improvement Plannng
	NJOSEP Learning Resource Center staff accompanied by NJOSEP monitors and County Child Study Supervisors met with districts that had been selected for self-assessment/monitoring due to high rates of students in separate special education public and/or private settings.  The purpose of these sessions was to provide technical assistance on the development of improvement plans for Least Restrictive Environment.  At these meetings districts received assistance in reviewing their current placement data and practices, identifying their needs, and considering strategies to build capacity to educate students with disabilities within general education programs/settings..  Consideration was also given to strategies for transitioning students back from separate special education public/private settings.  The continuous improvement review protocol of practices developed by NJOSEP to support students within general education settings was used as the basis of the improvement planning discussions.   (Activity: 2006-2007)***



State Capacity Building:  NJOSEP is implementing several initiatives to increase and enhance the capacity of local school districts to educate students with disabilities in general education programs with appropriate supports and services.
a.  Local Capacity Building and Improvement Grants:  

   Between July 1, 2006 and August 31, 2007, NJOSEP continued implementation of its Local Capacity Building and Improvement Grant initiative.  The grants covered two cadres over a five-year span each. Cadre I (2001-2006) included 25 districts for the first 3 years and 20 districts for the remaining 2 years.  Cadre II (2002-2007) included 15 districts for the first 3 years and 14 districts for the remaining 2 years.  The grants were intended to initiate systemic change in local school districts with a resident enrollment of 1,000 or greater that had a significant percentage of students with disabilities educated in separate educational programs and facilities.  The focus was on transitioning students with disabilities, ages 6-21, from special classes, as well as from separate special education facilities, to general education programs for at least 40% of the school day and to implement effective inclusive practices involving administrative leadership, building-level support systems, and program modifications.

At the beginning of the 2006-2007 school year, the 20 LEAs in Cadre I that were awarded the Expanding the Local Capacity Building and Improvement Grants for the period October 1, 2004 - September 30, 2006 submitted their final reports and student data, highlighting their success with the following: building-wide accommodation plans, collaborative planning, restructuring of building schedules for inclusive programming, use of inclusion facilitators, behavior specialists, and classroom aides to support staff and students, reallocation of staff to reconfigured programs, outreach activities for parents, and professional development through agreements with separate specialized service providers/consultants on topics such as differentiated instruction, assistive technology, and positive behavioral supports.       

Outcomes for Cadre I:  During the five-year grant initiative in the targeted buildings, the Cadre I districts transitioned a total of 2,775 students to general education programs at least 40% of the school day. Included in that total are 214 students who previously were placed in separate special education public and/or private settings.  

The 14 LEAs in Cadre II that were awarded the Expanding Grant began their projects on October 1, 2005. The Cadre II districts continued their project activities through the 2006-2007 school year. Their grant period end date was September 30, 2007, with final reports due  November, 2007.  In addition to the focus on administrative leadership, building-level support systems, and program modifications, Cadre II districts were required to develop district-wide action plans for expanding and sustaining the inclusive practices and program components.

Outcomes for Cadre II:  During the five-year grant initiative in the targeted buildings, the Cadre 


II districts transitioned a total of 1,204 students to general education programs at least 40% of the day.  Included in the 1204 students, are 268 who returned from out-of-district placements.
Additionally, the Cadre II LEAs reported using a variety of successful inclusive strategies, similar to those used by Cadre I.  In regard to sustaining inclusive practices, districts reported the following changes in practice and supports: co-teaching, common planning time, reallocation of staff and services, differentiated instruction, low- and high-t assistive technology, and building-wide accommodation plans

b. The Governor’s Initiative on Autism:  The Governor’s Initiative on Autism provides funds dedicated to the development of public school programs and services for students ages 3 to 21, identified as eligible for special education and related services, and diagnosed as a student with autism spectrum disorder (ASD).   Specifically, the New Jersey Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (NJOSEP), in collaboration with the Governor’s Office, offered a 15-month grant program for the period April 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008 to: (a) build state capacity for enriching the continuum of public school program options for students with autism spectrum disorder and (b) facilitate, where possible, cross-district planning in order to have an effective and efficient multi-district approach to meeting the needs of students with ASD.  Fifty-five (55) awards included 22 grants to establish new programs, 14 grants to expand programs and services, and 19 awards to enhance services and supports for students with ASD.  Approximately a quarter of the districts are partnering with other local education agencies to share services involving specific programs and professional development training.  The majority of programs being implemented through this grant are being implemented in settings providing inclusive opportunities.

c.  The Governor’s Initiative: Enhancing and Expanding In-district Program Options for Students with Disabilities: This grant opportunity provides funds dedicated to the development and implementation of in-district public school program options in general education settings for students with disabilities, ages 3-21. Specifically, the New Jersey Department of Education, in collaboration with the Governor’s Office, offered a  25-month grant program to: (a) organize and implement enhanced and/or expanded in-district public school program options that afford opportunities for students with disabilities to participate in academic, non-academic, and extra-curricular programs with nondisabled peers and (b) encourage, where possible, cross-district planning in order to have an effective and efficient multi-district approach to meeting the needs of students with disabilities.  This 25-month grant program period is from June 1, 2007 through June 30, 2009.  Twenty-eight (28) districts received the grant awards. The majority of the grants are being implemented within general education settings. 
d.  Inclusive Support Options:
    Positive Behavior Supports in Schools:
· New Jersey Association of School Psychologists (NJASP) Network:  In collaboration with the Boggs Center, UMDNJ, NJOSEP and NJASP, have been working together to extend positive behavior supports practices in New Jersey. Twelve schools from six New Jersey school districts have received three days of training on Positive Behavior Supports in Schools, two days of training on Functional Behavior Assessment and two days of training on small group interventions. In addition, technical assistance has been provided on-site, through phone and email contact.  Last year, this initiative began with one school in each district and has extended this year to a second school. The first school and its coach are working with the second school’s coach to build the leadership capacity of these schools for implementing the school-wide system of positive behavioral supports. These districts may serve as models of positive behavioral support strategies to targeted districts that need to develop improvement planning strategies to address high rates of suspension and expulsion and/or increase the inclusion of students with challenging behavior within general education programs/settings.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
· Positive Behavior Support State Team:  In collaboration with the Boggs Center, UMDNJ, NJOSEP is supporting a state team to conduct training and technical assistance for targeted districts as well as districts statewide to implement positive behavioral support strategies. These staff members have been involved in providing training and technical support to school districts in the New Jersey PBSIS network and the NJASP cohort of schools.  Districts who have implemented positive behavior supports in schools for at least two years report   improved school climate, improved safety, reduction in office discipline referrals and increased ability to support the education of  students with challenging behavior within public school settings.  (Activity 2006-2007)*
· Statewide Training: Statewide training and follow-up technical assistance on the three Tiers of Positive Behavior Supports is being provided through the NJOSEP Learning Resource Center Technical Assistance Network with the support of the Boggs State team.  Topics include: functional behavioral assessment and design of behavior intervention plans, defining and teaching behavioral expectations school-wide and small group targeted skills.   (Activity 2006-2007)***

· PBSIS Website – Through collaboration with the Boggs Center a website on Positive Behavior Supports in Schools (PBSIS) has been developed.  The website contains information on the three Tiers of positive behavior supports, examples of practices occurring in New Jersey schools and training opportunities through the Learning Resource Centers.  In addition, a special section for parents was added this. To date the website has received over 51,520 hits.  (Activity 2006-2007)***

      Guidelines for Distinguishing the Role of Paraeducators from Teachers in General Education Programs – Guidelines have been developed to distinguish the roles of paraeducators and teachers in providing support to students with disabilities in general education programs.  These guidelines will assist districts to expand their array of general education supports.  The guidelines will be released in the winter of 2008 and will be incorporated into NJOSEP personnel development activities. (Activity 2006-2007)***

      Use of Assistive Technology: The New Jersey State Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, is supporting a statewide initiative to facilitate the consideration of  Assistive Technology (AT) during the IEP process and the use of AT to support the education of students with disabilities in general education settings. This initiative is being implemented by NJOJSEP in collaboration with the Department of Human Services, Office of Children and Families (DCF).  The following activities are being implemented:  
· Training for District Personnel: During 2006-2007, NJOSEP through the Learning Resource Center Network in collaboration with the New Jersey Department of Human Services, Office of Children and Families, conducted one day trainings plus a follow-up session for district teams on Integrating Assistive Technology into the Educational Process for Students with Disabilities.  These trainings are part of a larger initiative to facilitate district use of assistive technology that began five years ago through the State Improvement Grant.  These trainings provided guidance on how to consider a student’s need for assistive technology (AT) and how to integrate the use of AT into a student’s program to enhance student’s access to the general education curriculum as well as to address other learning needs.  At the end of 2007, 306 district teams comprised of 2,200 educators had attended the training statewide. (Activity 2006-2007)
· Training for Parents on AT:  A  training was developed in conjunction with the NJ Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) for parents of students with disabilities.  A total of 200 parents attended the training sessions which were available during the day, evening and weekend throughout the regional LRCs.  Additionally, this presentation was provided at the SPAN Annual conference as well as two additional parent organizations, as requested.  Parents and family members that attended this training were also invited to the AT Vendor Fair.
· AT Vendor Fair:  An AT Vendor Fair was held in June, 2006 and May, 2007 targeted to school personnel and families who attended the DOE sponsored AT trainings.  This activity provided an opportunity for participants to explore a variety of AT devices and speak directly with NJ state vendors regarding various devices to support students’ educational needs.  A total of 469 individuals attended the Vendor Fair representing 149 districts and family members. (Activity 2006-2007)
· AT Support Team: Through collaboration with the Department of Human Services, Office of Children and Families (DCF) district personnel and families who attended the NJOSEP training sessions were provided technical assistance through on-site, phone or email, upon request.  A total of 95 technical assistance activities were conducted during this period.  (Activity 2006-2007)
· Draft AT Guidelines:  The AT Support Team and NJOSEP personnel collaborated on the development of AT Guidelines based on the training activities, input from the AT Work Group, feedback from participants and current best practices in the field.  The draft guidelines are under review by NJOSEP and will be available by the end of the 2007-2008 school year. (Activity 2006-2007)***

Literacy and Inclusive Practices Initiatives

· Special Education Literacy Resource Coaches (SELRCs) The NJDOE Offices of Literacy and special education have collaborated to provide special education coaching services (SELRCs) through cooperative grant agreements to 40 districts including Abbott and other low performing districts. The SELRCs provide in-district training and coaching focused on students with disabilities.  SELRCs also serve on district and building level teams to plan activities and monitor progress of students with disabilities.  SELRCs meet on a monthly basis with NJDOE staff for training and technical assistance provided by NJDOE, which they turnkey in their districts.  The literacy model that these districts are supporting is a tiered system of assessment and intervention that promotes inclusive practices.  The model emphasizes a co-teaching model of support and promotes providing literacy instruction to students with disabilities, first within general education programs.  The model also supports additional instructional beyond the literacy block for any student, including students with disabilities, who requires more systematic, focused instruction. (Activity 2006-2007)***

· Targeted Technical Assistance:  Based on student performance data and follow-up visits, districts participating in the Intensive Early Literacy, IDEAL and Reading First initiatives have been targeted for more intensive on-site assistance by NJDOE.  The Office of Language Arts Literacy Education and the Office of Reading First, in collaboration with the Office of Special Education Programs, conduct on-site building walkthroughs and meetings with building and district personnel.  Based on findings, recommendations for improvements have been made.  Follow up meetings are held to verify implementation of recommendations. (Activity 2006-2007)***

· District training: During 2005-2007, NJDOE has trained teams, including Special Education Literacy Resource Coaches (SELRCs), participating in NJDOE’s early literacy initiatives in research-based assessment and instructional practices including: organization and structure of intensive early literacy programs; 4 levels of assessment- screening, ongoing, summative and diagnostic assessment; Scientifically based reading research (SBRR) instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, comprehension and fluency; and writing process instruction.  District teams are provided resources to turnkey this information within their districts.  Districts, in turn, report their turnkey activities as well as changes in practices to NJDOE. (Activity 2006-2007)*** 
                            Outcomes:  Participating districts are reporting programmatic and instructional changes which include: greater collaboration between general and special education in literacy learning; changes to organization and structure of literacy practices  such as the provision of a minimum of 90 minutes of an uninterrupted literacy block; use of benchmarking and ongoing assessment practices; provision of guided reading and targeted skill instruction; additional instructional time beyond the block for students significantly below grade level; access to core and supplemental materials on students’ reading levels; and, involvement of special education teachers in professional development activities.  

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

 Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
Indicator # 6:  Preschool LRE
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

Not Required FFY 2006

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

Explanation: The General Instructions to the Part B State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report for FFY 2006 state:  “The instructions for collecting preschool least restrictive environment (LRE) data under section 618 State-reported data requirements were revised for the 2006-2007 school year.  The new preschool LRE 618 collection is significantly different from the previous collection, and not consistent with Indicator 6; therefore States need not report on Indicator 6 for FFY 2006.  OSEP will propose changes to Indicator 6 consistent with the revised 618 State-reported data requirements regarding preschool LRE.  (Part B SPP/APR Instruction Sheet – Section 1-1)
NJOSEP staff explained the change in the preschool LRE 618 data collection at the stakeholder meeting on January 11, 2008.  Handouts were provided that detailed the past and current preschool placement data reporting categories.
	Monitoring Priority:    FAPE in the LRE


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




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	(Insert FFY)
	(Insert Measurable and Rigorous Target.)


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2006

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006
Indicator # 7:  Preschool Outcomes

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006 

Not Required FFY 2006

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

Explanation: The General Instructions to the Part B State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report for FFY 2006 state: “By February 1, 2008, States must submit……progress data and improvement activities for Indicator 7.  In addition, the State must indicate where, on the Web site, a complete copy of the State’s revised SPP is available. (Part B SPP/APR Instruction Sheet – Section 1-1)
A complete copy of the State’s revised SPP can be found on the New Jersey Department of Education’s website at:  http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/info/spp/.  
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE/ Early Childhood Special Education Outcomes


Indicator #7:   Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

                          (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):

a. Percent of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = # of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers divided by the # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improve functioning = # of preschool children who improved functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

c. 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.

If children meet the criteria for a, report them in a. Do not include children reported in a in b or in c. If a+b+c does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy):

a. Percent of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = # of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers divided by the # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improve functioning = # of preschool children who improved functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

c. 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.

If children meet the criteria for a, report them in a. Do not include children reported in a in b or in c. If a+b+c does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:

a. Percent of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = # of preschool children who reach or maintain functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers divided by the # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improve functioning = # of preschool children who improved functioning divided by # of preschool children with IEPs assessed times 100.

c. 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. If children meet the criteria for a, report them in a. Do not include children reported in a in b or in c. If a+b+c does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	    TARGETS ARE NOT REQUIRED IN THE 2008 SUBMISSION



	2006

(2006-2007)
	    TARGETS ARE NOT REQUIRED IN THE 2008 SUBMISSION



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

As instructed by OSEP, progress data and improvement activities for this indicator were updated in the State Performance Plan (SPP).

Indicator # 8:  Parent Involvement

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

NJOSEP met with stakeholders on January 11, 2008 to discuss the data collection and analysis.  Stakeholders were reminded that NJOSEP was not able to complete the collection of baseline data last year due to difficulties with contract requirements and difficulties obtaining parent mailing information from districts.  However, NJOSEP was able to resolve these difficulties this year permitting the collection of baseline data.  In addition to the discussion concerning data collection and analysis, NJOSEP presented response rate data to the stakeholders; however the data analysis was not complete at the time of the stakeholder meeting.  

NJOSEP discussed the targets with the stakeholders, which had been set last year, in the absence of baseline data. These targets called for an increase of 1 % over baseline for each successive year.  This rate of improvement had been submitted and approved by USOSEP in last year’s SPP for this indicator. With regard to targets, NJOSEP also indicated that prior to the submission of the FFY 2007 APR NJOSEP would present two years of parent involvement data for stakeholders’ review.  Based upon that information, stakeholders would again review the proposed targets and could make recommendations for revision.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)

Baseline Data
	80.6% 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.




Actual Target Data for 2006:
NJOSEP had not been able to complete baseline data for FY 2005 due to difficulties with contracting requirements and difficulties obtaining mailing information from districts.  Nevertheless, baseline data was collected for FY2006 and is reported here.  NJOSEP is following an approved sampling plan in which a representative sample of districts is selected each year, for five years.  Over the next five years, all families of students with disabilities, ages 3-21, will have an opportunity to participate in the survey. Mailing addresses will be provided to NJOSEP by participating districts and NJOSEP will mail the surveys to families of students with disabilities.
Baseline Data for FFY 2005 

Using the National Post-School Outcomes (NPSO) sampling calculator, NJOSEP identified the sample of districts that will participate each year in the parent survey.  All districts within the state are grouped within one of these five cohorts.  Cohorts are representative of the state as a whole and each contain both urban and rural districts, districts of varying size and demographic characteristics. Over a 5-year cycle all parents of students with disabilities within all New Jersey districts will have the opportunity to respond to a parent survey.  
For year 1, 106 districts were originally generated for the sample.  Due to difficulties with contract requirements and difficulties in obtaining mailing information from districts, NJOSEP was unable to conduct baseline data collection in FFY 2005, resulting in revised timelines for data collection.  However, NJOSEP was able to complete collection of baseline data for FFY 2006.  NJSOEP was able to obtain useable electronic mailing information from 71 of the original 106 districts.  The 71 districts are referred to as Cohort I.  An analysis of representativeness was conducted for these 71 districts using the National Post-school Outcomes (NPSO) sampling calculator.  Though developed for another indicator, this tool is designed to select a sample of districts that are similar to the state population.  Characteristics examined included: district size, number of students with disabilities, disability type, gender, race/ethnicity and Abbott status.  The analysis found that these districts were representative of the state and thus NJOSEP proceeded with the collection of baseline data.
Data Collection:

NJOSEP used two surveys.  The 25 item NCSEAM 619 preschool survey and the 25 item NCSEAM school age survey. In addition to the survey items, 8 additional items were included on each survey to capture demographic information.  Each survey was translated into both English and Spanish and disseminated with a cover letter from the State Director, Office of Special Education Programs, written in both English and Spanish. Respondents had a choice to complete the survey in English or Spanish. The cover letter explained to parents the purpose of the survey and highlighted the importance of their feedback to NJOSEP.  A copy of each survey is attached (See Appendices).  
NJOSEP requested and obtained useable mailing information from 71 local districts to disseminate the surveys to parents of preschool age children and parents of school-age students.  Mailing files were shared with Piedra Data Services and Scantron for preparing and mailing surveys to families.  A total of 25,500 surveys were mailed to all families of students with disabilities in the 71 districts participating in the cohort 1 data collection.  This number included: 2,285 preschool surveys and 23,215 school-age surveys.
Surveys were mailed providing a four week window for response.  Once the survey window was closed, surveys were scanned and data files were developed for analysis by Piedra Data Systems and then provided to the NJOSEP.  NJOSEP worked with consultants through the Northeast Regional Resource Center to conduct the data analysis reported herein.  

Response Rate for Baseline Data
A total of 2,277 preschool and school-age surveys were returned for a combined response rate from both surveys of 10.67%.   2,285 preschool surveys were returned for a return rate of 12.43%.  23,215 school-age surveys were returned for a return rate of 10.5%.  A number of surveys were returned to NJOSEP due to incomplete addresses.  NJOSEP will meet with districts in next year’s cohort in an effort to obtain more complete, accurate mailing information for the next data collection as well as to enlist their assistance in publicizing the surveys to increase response rate. Only a small number of surveys were returned that were not useable due to incomplete information.  Response rate was calculated by dividing the number of complete surveys returned (F) by the number of surveys mailed (A) as indicated below:
	Survey Dissemination and Response Rate 

Cohort 1: Baseline FY2006

71 Districts

	
	Preschool
	School-Age
	Combined

	A
	Surveys mailed 
	2,285
	23,215
	25,500

	B
	Surveys returned undeliverable  
	49
	638
	687

	C
	Surveys returned “completed”
	299
	2,486
	2,785

	D
	“Completed” surveys but less than 50% complete and therefore excluded
	4
	33
	37

	E
	“Completed” surveys excluded for incorrect student age 

· 11  preschool surveys reported on child age 7 or older.

· 15 school age surveys reported on child age 4 or younger.
	11
	15
	26

	F
	Completed, clean and analyzed surveys 
	284
	2,438
	2,722

	
	Preschool Response Rate                 ( F / A )
	12.43%
	
	

	
	School-age Response Rate     ( F / A )
	
	10.50%
	

	
	Combined Response Rate       ( F / A )
	
	
	10.67%


Representativeness of Respondents:
Representativeness of respondents to families of all students with disabilities in cohort I districts was analyzed using the response calculator developed by the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPS0) for indicator # 14. Characteristics examined included: disability type, gender, minority and Abbott status.  Because New Jersey does not have a student database, demographic data on the population of special education students in cohort I districts was obtained using district data from the federally required Annual Data Report.  Because NJOSEP does not collect demographic data on preschool students by subtypes of disability, the analysis of representativeness was conducted by comparing information for school-age students, ages 6-21, in cohort 1 districts to demographic information provided by respondent families of students ages 6-21. The assumption was made that the characteristics of preschool students were comparable to school-age students from the same districts. Because families of school-age students represented the substantial majority of the respondents, NJOSEP considered this analysis appropriate.  
The sample of respondents very closely matched the target leavers for: gender and for the disability categories of emotional disturbance and mental retardation. Differences were found for disability categories of learning disabilities, other categories of disabilities, as well as for Abbott and minority students. Differences among some subgroups are not unexpected due to the low return rate. Improvement activities will seek to increase response rates for successive cohorts, particularly among Abbott districts in which a large number of minority students reside.  
Representativeness of Respondents

	
	Overall
	LD
	ED
	MR
	AO
	Female
	Minority
	Abbott

	Target Population

Cohort 1
	23,957
	10,395
	1112
	667
	11783
	8096
	10645
	2,767?



	Respondents

Cohort 1
	2437
	910
	128
	40
	1359
	798
	797
	171

	

	Target population representation
	
	43.39%
	4.64%
	2.78%
	49.18%
	33.79%
	44.34%
	11.15%



	Respondent Representation
	
	37.34%
	5.25%
	1.64%
	55.77%
	32.75%
	32.70%
	7.01%

	Difference
	
	-6.05%
	0.16%
	1.14%
	6.58%
	-1.05%
	-11.73%
	-4.14%


Note: A difference of greater than +/- 3% is considered a statistical difference.  

FFY 2006 Update to Baseline Data

Baseline Data: 2006-2007
NJOSEP analyzed the surveys as follows: surveys were included in the analysis only if 50% or more of the items had been answered. Each completed survey was scored to determine the number and % of items that had been rated as “agree, strongly agree or very strongly agree”.  Each survey for which a majority of items (≥51%) had been rated in one of the three agreement responses, was counted as agreement with “schools facilitating parental involvement”.  The number of respondent surveys that indicated this level of “agreement” were used as the numerator in the analysis of outcome data.  The denominator was the total number of respondent surveys.  
Of the 2,722 completed and analyzed surveys received from both preschool and school-age parents, 80.6% (2,195) of parents agreed that “schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for their children with disabilities.”  
	Percent of Parents That Reported Schools Facilitated Parent Involvement

 as a Means of Improving Services and Results for Children with Disabilities 

	
	Preschool
	School Age
	Combined

	Completed, clean and analyzed surveys
	284
	2,438
	2,722

	

	

	Surveys with a majority of items rated as agree, strongly agree or very strongly agree agreeing (> 4) 
	240
	1,955
	2195

	Percent of parents with a majority of items rated as agree, strongly agree or very strongly agree
	84.5%
	80.2%
	80.6%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2006:
I.  Regulations

     a. The department proposed regulations on November 2, 2005 requiring each district board of education to ensure that a special education parent advisory group is in place in the district to provide input to the district on issues concerning students with disabilities.  This requirement was adopted on September 5, 2006.  (Activity 2006-2007)*

     b. During the 2006-2007 school year, NJOSEP will conduct county level trainings for directors of special education regarding highlighting new special education regulations.  The requirement for the establishment of a special education parent advisory group will be among the regulations discussed at the training sessions.  (Activity: 2006-2007).
II.   Self-Assessment/Monitoring Process

     a.  NJOSEP has realigned its self-assessment /monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  Section V. of the NJOSEP self-assessment/monitoring process is Parent Involvement and is related to SPP Indicator #8. This section requires local districts to review input from parents collected through sources such as a local survey, parent group input, stakeholder meetings and interviews and to conduct a compliance review for Parental Involvement.  Parent involvement is also a component of Section VI. Disproportionate Representation of Racial and Ethnic Groups in Special Education review of policies, procedures, and practices.  Additionally, as part of the self-assessment process, each LEA must form a steering committee that includes a minimum of two parents of students with disabilities, one of which must be a representative of the district’s special education parent advisory group. (Activity: 2006-2007 through 2010-2011)

III.   Personnel Development   

 NJSIG Partnership with the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN)
Between September 1, 2006 and August 31, 2007, NJOSEP continued its SIG partnership with SPAN, through the START project, to conduct family-school collaboration activities.  These activities focused on the need to improve family-school collaboration, increase family resources, and enhance parent involvement in program and placement decisions.  More specifically, activities addressed the following eight components: (1) Parent Support Group Initiative; (2) Parent-Educator Collaboration (3) Peer Consultant Network; (4) Literacy and Core Curriculum Content Standards Project; (5) Web-Based Information and Support Project; (6) Regional Mini-Conferences and Teleconferences on Inclusion; (7) Regional Mini-Conferences and Teleconferences and Transition; and (8) SPAN Conference Scholarship Program. (Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 1.  Parent Support Group Initiative: 

· Provide direct technical assistance and leadership development expertise to increase the capacity and sustainability of existing local parent/family support groups and to develop new local parent/family groups, particularly for parents/caregivers who are located in underserved regions or have historically been underserved due to language, race or ethnicity.

· START staff provided on-going technical assistance to 20 new and/or emerging parent support groups across the three regions of the state

· START staff provided technical assistance for 138 existing parent support groups across the three regions of the state   
· Parent support group leaders report that Parent Support Group Specialists serve them in three ways: 1) helping groups to come into existence; 2) training them to perform their jobs as advocates more successfully; and 3) connecting them with resources and event listings, after the providing groups’ requested services.

· START staff have developed a system of support for existing and emerging teams in districts, as they continue to plan and implement parent group meetings in collaboration with district parents and educators.   (Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 2: Family-Educator Collaboration

Provide direct training and train-the-trainer instruction and technical assistance to improve collaboration and communication between parents/caregivers and special education professionals in order to increase effective parent involvement in the IEP process.  Regional trainings are conducted throughout the state to facilitate parent-educator collaboration.  During 2006-2007 the following activities were conducted:

· Train-the-trainer workshops that focused on Parent-Educator Collaboration in the IEP Process were provided regionally during the 2006-07 school year.  The design called for training a parent-educator team from each participating district who would, in turn, turnkey the training in their local district.  A total of 106 individuals attended these trainings [Northeast (36), Northwest (33), Central (27), and South (10)]. Technical assistance was provided, as requested, to assist teams to turnkey the training. 
· A new training, Planning for Effective Parent Involvement of Children Receiving Special Education Services, was created and held regionally during Spring 2007. This training was also offered as a training-of-trainers.  It was intended to teach a planning process for increased parent involvement in local districts.  District teams, each comprised of a parent and an educator, were taught how to conduct planning sessions with parent and educator representatives from their own district, resulting in a plan of activities to enhance parent involvement. A total of 95 parents and educators attended [Northeast (13), Northwest (30), Central (16), and South (36)].  Two additional sessions were held during the summer.  Pleasantville Public Schools hosted a session on July 10, 2007 with 26 individuals in attendance (parents and educators).  On August 13, 2007, Newark Public Schools hosted its session, which was attended by 33 individuals (23 parents and 10 educators).  (Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 3.  Peer Consultant Network 

Develop a Peer Consultant Network to provide support, technical assistance and one-on-one training families in order to assist in their collaboration in the development and implementation of programs and services for their children by providing techniques to effectively communication information regarding their children and their needs.  (Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 4.  Literacy and Core Curriculum Content Standards Project
Through this three year initiative, in collaboration with the Office of Reading First, training and technical assistance is provided for Reading First schools focusing on strategies and techniques for involving families in fostering literacy for students with disabilities and collaborating with the school to support their children’s progress in New Jersey’s core curriculum content standards (NJCCCS).  Training of new school teams as well as follow-up support for existing teams is provided through regional sessions.  
· A total of ten district/school teams [North (5), Central (2), South (3)] participated during the 2006-07 school year.  Some district/school teams were reconfigured from original district/school teams, and some were district/school teams new to the project.  A total of seven regional trainings [North/Central and Central/South] for these new or newly configured district/school teams were held throughout the year to provide early literacy strategies and techniques, as well as ways to establish family literacy programs.  

· A final training session was held in the northern and southern regions during May 2007 so that all district/school teams could share ideas and network.  

· Because of their ongoing interest in the Literacy Institute, the districts of Camden (Southern region) and Passaic (Northern region) were selected to collaborate with SPAN and NJOSEP in sponsoring a summer Family Literacy Event.  Over 75 parents, students, and educators attended these two events.
· District/school teams gained relevant and useful skills for creating literacy nights that brought parents of children with and without disabilities into the schools, to learn ways in which to promote and sustain literacy in the home.
· District/school teams developed resources and strengthened skills and the ability to reach out and serve families through ongoing training and support of the Literacy Core Curriculum Content Standards Project
· Families strengthened their abilities to work with students at home on literacy activities.  Information was provided to families to improve and increase student engagement in literacy activities at home. Students and families enjoyed activities provided in district activity events and left with activities that could sustain literacy activities in the home.

(Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 5.  Web-Based Information and Support Project. 

This activity funded the creation and dissemination of information and resources for families of students with disabilities on the SPAN website under Project START activities.  

The following are examples of information developed and disseminated.
· Developed and disseminated resources and information for local Parent Support Groups. 
· Developed and disseminated resources and information for schools, educators, administrators, parents and students on Transition-to-Adult Life.
· Developed and disseminated resources and information for schools, educators, administrators, and parents and students on Transition-to-Adult Life. 
· The START project section of the SPAN website received an average of 290 visitors and 3689 page views each month.  Interviews with visitors to the site indicate that most came to the website “once a month” or “every few months” and found the information that they were seeking.  Most came seeking information on START services or for information on parent support groups, including information on upcoming events.  

· Opportunities for families to access information regarding programs and services were enhanced by the addition of a website that targets parents and families. 

· Families report the website provides information that they are seeking.   (Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 6.  Regional Mini-Conferences and Teleconferences on Inclusion:

Provide a series of regional (North, Central and South) mini-conferences and teleconferences for parents and educators on research, benefits and best practices for including students with disabilities in general education settings with their typical peers.  

To promote inclusive practices, the following regional mini-conferences, workshops, and teleconferences on inclusion were conducted for audiences of families and educators in New Jersey:

· A regional mini-conference on the Inclusion of Students with Special Emotional/Behavioral Needs, including information on research, benefits and best practices in including students with disabilities in general education settings with their typical peers, was held on May 5, 2007 in the Southern region. Over 50 parents and educators were in attendance;
· A two-part teleconference, Developing and IEP for the Least Restrictive Environment, was held on August 1 and August 8, 2007.  The teleconferences were held from noon to 1:00 p.m. and promoted as “Lunchtime” Teleconferences to allow for maximum participation of parents and professionals.  Over 50 individuals (parent and educators) participated;
· A workshop entitled Decision Making in the IEP Process:  Emphasis on Least Restrictive Environment was developed jointly with NJOSEP.  Four (4) regional [Northeast, Northwest, Central, and South] trainings were conducted. Over 55 parents and educators attended this training throughout the state;
· A workshop entitled Decision Making in the IEP Process:  Considering Assistive Technology was developed jointly by NJOSEP, NJDHS and SPAN.  Four (4) regional [Northeast, Northwest, Central, and South] trainings were conducted during March and April 2007. A total of 98 participants (parent and educators) attended this training throughout the state. Additionally, this workshop was provided at the Annual SPAN Conference on March 31, 2007;
· A workshop entitled Parent- Educator Collaboration in the IEP Process was developed and conducted jointly with NJOSEP (see Component 2).  Four (4) regional [Northeast, Northwest, Central, and South] trainings were conducted in May 2007.  Across the state, a total of 106 participants (parent and educators) were trained;
· A workshop entitled Planning for Effective Parent Involvement was developed and conducted jointly with NJOSEP (see Component 2).  Four (4) regional (Northeast, Northwest, Central, and South) trainings were conducted in May 2007.  Across the state, a total of 95 participants (parent and educators) were trained.; and, 

· A workshop entitled Decision Making in the IEP Process:  Emphasis on Least Restrictive Environment was presented at the NJEA Convention, November 2007.  The training was conducted with a SPAN representative and a representative from NJOSEP.

 (Activity: 2006-2007)
Objective 7. Regional Transition Teleconferences on Transition-to-Adult Life
Provide a series of regional (North, Central and South) teleconferences for parents and educators on research and best-practices in transition students with disabilities to adult life.
To promote best practices in Transition-to-Adult Life planning and programming for student with disabilities, the following regional mini-conferences and teleconferences were conducted for audiences of families and educators in New Jersey:

· The first mini-conference, Transition: The Next Step, was held on March 10, 2007, in collaboration with the Newark Public School district.  Over 140 parents and educators participated in this event.
· the second mini-conference on Transition was held on May 5, 2007, in conjunction with an Inclusion mini-conference.  Approximately 50 parents and educators were in attendance. 
· the first teleconference, What is Happening with DDD for Transition to Adult Life Planning, was held on February 5, 2007.  Over 100 individuals (parents and educators) across the state participated.  
· the second teleconference, Transition to Independent Living:  Accessing Adult Services for Life, was held on May 21, 2007.  A total of 44 individuals (parents and educators) participated on the call statewide.  (Activity: 2006-2007)*
Objective 8.  Sponsoring Conference Attendance:  

Sponsor the attendance at SPAN’s Annual Statewide Conference for 50 parents/caregivers of children with disabilities who otherwise would not be able to attend this conference.

· Approximately 50 parents/caregivers of children with disabilities were provided scholarships to attend SPAN’s Annual Statewide Conference that was held on March 30 and 31, 2007.  The theme was Powerful Tools for Building Bridges to our Children’s Future.  
(Activity: 2006-2007)*
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006:
[If applicable]
As NJOSEP completed the first year (baseline) of data collection during this period, new improvement activities are included (Activities I-IV) that  focus on increasing response rate,  analysis of data and use of results.

I. Data Collection and Analysis
To increase response rates and accuracy of mailing addresses, NJOSEP will convene a meeting of districts participating in the second cohort to explain the parent survey and their role in data collection.  Districts will be given an excel template for consistent formatting of parents’ names and addresses and a timeline for return of completed mailing information.  NJOSEP will consider providing compensation to districts to prepare the address files based on number of students.  Ongoing phone assistance will be available to districts to respond to questions.  NJOSEP will use a tracking system to monitor receipt of address files from each district and to determine completeness of the mailing information.  

(Activity: 2006- 2007 through 2010-2011)  
II. Systems Administration: 

NJOSEP will seek approval to secure a treasury waiver for future data collection.  New Jersey’s fiscal requirements limit the amount of money that can be bid to a vender during one fiscal year without Treasury approval.  Because a second data collection is proposed to occur within the same year as the baseline data, NJOSEP will seek Treasury approval. (Activity: 2006- 2007 through 2010-2011)  
III. Publicity 
To increase response rates, NJOSEP will include a description of the parent involvement study, copies of the survey and the names of future districts on the NJOSEP website so that families and districts will have advanced information on when their surveys will be disseminated. 

(Activity: 2006- 2007 through 2010-2011)  
NJOSEP will also elicit the assistance of the statewide parent advocacy network (SPAN) and local district parent groups to disseminate information about the survey and the importance of parental participation. (Activity: 2006- 2007 through 2010-2011)  
IV. Use of Survey Results 
NJOSEP will conduct further data analysis to review items with less favorable responses to determine potential areas for improvement planning.  NOSEP will review existing parent involvement activities to determine enhancement of existing activities and/or development of new activities.

NJOSEP review the results of item level and district level analyses with monitoring and compliance units to determine implications for those activities.  (Activity: 2006- 2007 through 2010-2011)  
Indicator # 9: - Child with a Disability

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

NJOSEP staff reported to the stakeholders, on January 11, 2008, that each of the districts that participated in the self-assessment process, through that review, identified policies, procedures, and practices that may be contributing to inappropriate identification.  Stakeholders were informed that the percentage of districts identified for FFY 2006 was the same as that reported in FFY 2005.  Identified districts will be implementing an improvement plan that is focused on changes in policies, procedures and practices.   
	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


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

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

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

   


Overview of Issue, Process, System – Disproportionality

FFY 2006 SPP Update – Definition of Disproportionate Representation:  Over-representation/Under-representation
State’s  definition of “disproportionate representation” 
NJOSEP defined disproportionate representation, i.e., over-identification/under-identification, from both a functional and statistical perspective:

Functional Definition:  
Implementation of policies, procedures, and practices in the general education instructional, behavioral, and intervention process and/or the special education identification, referral, evaluation or eligibility determination process that results in a systemic, pervasive, persistent pattern of inappropriate over-identification/under-identification of students with disabilities of a specific racial/ethnic group as eligible for special education and related services or in a specific eligibility category.
Statistical Definition:   How the State calculates disproportionate representation
      NJOSEP, with technical assistance provided through the USDOE, Office for Civil Rights, developed a process for determining disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification) NJOSEP’s process involved the use of  multiple measures to statistically determine disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification). In this way, NJOSEP was able to use a statistical process that was consistent with the functional definition.

The measures included three descriptive statistics:

· unweighted risk ratio

· risk rate comparison

· a measure of impact comparing expected vs. observed numbers of students identified as eligible for special education   (systemic, pervasive)
     The measures included a statistical test of significance – chi square.

      In order to determine persistence, districts were ranked on each of the three measures (risk ratio, risk rates, and a measure of impact (i.e. number of students impacted by the disproportionality (over-identification/under-identification) for a three year period (2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007).  Ranks for the three year period were totaled and those districts with the lowest ranks (e.g. Ranks of 1 to 50) were identified.   


In order to ensure statistical significance a chi-square test was used; each of the districts with the lowest ranks was found to be statistically significant with regard to disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification).

      The data analyzed was the same data as reported for the USOSEP Child Count.

FFY 2006 SPP Update – Review of Policies, Procedures, Practices
Description of how the State determined that disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification

District Review of Policies, Procedures and Practices: 

Using the statistical processes described above, NJOSEP identified 29 districts that were targeted for a review of policies, procedures and practices in order to determine the extent to which disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification) of racial/ethnic groups was the result of inappropriate identification. There were 629 districts, including charter schools, responsible for determining the eligibility of students with disabilities.
NJOSEP has aligned its monitoring process to the federal monitoring priorities and SPP indicators.  One of the priority areas used to target districts for comprehensive self-assessment and monitoring was disproportionality.  The self-assessment includes: data verification, a review of compliance indicators related to Location, Identification, and Referral, Evaluation, and Eligibility Determinations. Additionally, a comprehensive “practice” protocol has been developed to complement the compliance review of policies and procedures that includes practices related to: administrative oversight, general education interventions and supports, parent-family involvement, assessment tools and strategies, written reports of assessment findings, eligibility decision-making process, and bilingual considerations 

Percent of districts in which disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification:
26 of the 27 districts targeted through the statistical methodology described above, identified from their self-assessment review, policies, procedures and practices that may be contributing to inappropriate identification.  1 district through the data verification process, determined that the disproportionate representation was not due to inappropriate identification.

  Actual numbers used in the calculation:

 26/629 = .04 x 100 =   4% of districts with disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification

	Black All Disabilities
	Hispanic All Disabilities

	21 districts – Disproportionate Representation,   over-identification, due to inappropriate identification

 0  districts -  Disproportionate Representation, under-identification due to inappropriate identification
	7 districts – Disproportionate Representation, over-identification, due to inappropriate identification

0  districts -  Disproportionate Representation, under-identification due to inappropriate identification

	Asian All  Disabilities
	Native Americans

	 0 districts -   Disproportionate Representation, over-identification or under-representation due to inappropriate identification
	0 districts -   Disproportionate Representation, over-identification or under-identification due to inappropriate identification


                               2 districts identified for both Black – All Disabilities and Hispanic All Disabilities

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Target = 0% of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic     groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.  


Report of Progress/Slippage

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

Description of the results of the calculation/Discusses data and progress or slippage toward target

As indicated above, NJOSEP has determined that 4% of the districts have demonstrated disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification.  Each of the districts represented in the 4% has self-identified policies, procedures and practices that may be contributing to the disproportionate representation.  This data is the same as that presented in the FFY 2005 SPP.   The target of 0% was not achieved in FFY 2006.  As districts revise policies, procedures, and practices that may be contributing to the disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification, NJOSEP will continue to analyze data to determine if the statistical disparities are reduced. 
Improvement Activities Implemented during FFY 2006:

Improvement Planning:

· Each of the districts that identified policies, procedures and practices that may be contributing to disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification has developed and is implementing an improvement plan.  The improvement plans address compliance indicators and/or practice indicators. Noncompliance in the areas of identification, referral, evaluation, or eligibility determinations will need to be corrected one year from the point of identification.  Additionally, practices indicators will be addressed through continuous improvement activities and strategies. (2006-2007 to 2010-2011)
· NJOSEP is analyzing the improvement plans to identify statewide, regional, and local district technical assistance needs.  (2006-2007 to 2010-2011)
· NJOSEP will conduct regional technical assistance sessions for general education and special education personnel to review district data, provide a protocol for tracking referrals, and review the results and implications of the self-assessment findings.  (2006-2007 to 2010-2011)
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006
Indicator # 10: Disproportionality – Eligibility Category 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

NJOSEP staff reported to the stakeholders, on January 11, 2008, that each of the districts that participated in the self-assessment process, through that review, identified policies, procedures, and practices that may be contributing to inappropriate identification.  Stakeholders were informed that the percentage of districts identified for FFY 2006 was the same as that reported in FFY 2005.  Identified districts will be implementing an improvement plan that is focused on changes in policies, procedures and practices.
	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


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

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

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




Overview of Issue, Process, System - Disproportionality

State’s  definition of “disproportionate representation” 
NJOSEP defined disproportionate representation, i.e., over-identification/under-identification, from both a functional and statistical perspective:

Functional Definition:  
Implementation of policies, procedures, and practices in the general education instructional, behavioral, and intervention process and/or the special education identification, referral, evaluation or eligibility determination process that results in a systemic, pervasive, persistent pattern of inappropriate over-identification/under-identification of students with disabilities of a specific racial/ethnic group as eligible for special education and related services or in a specific eligibility category.
Statistical Definition:   How the State calculates disproportionate representation
      NJOSEP, with technical assistance provided through the USDOE, Office for Civil Rights, developed a process for determining disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification) NJOSEP’s process involved the use of  multiple measures to statistically determine disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification). In this way, NJOSEP was able to use a statistical process that was consistent with the functional definition.

The measures included three descriptive statistics:

· unweighted risk ratio

· risk rate comparison

· a measure of impact comparing expected vs. observed numbers of students identified as eligible for special education   (systemic, pervasive)
     The measures included a statistical test of significance – chi square.

      In order to determine persistence, districts were ranked on each of the three measures (risk ratio, risk rates, and a measure of impact (i.e. number of students impacted by the disproportionality (over-identification/under-identification) for a three year period (2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007).  Ranks for the three year period were totaled and those districts with the lowest ranks (e.g. Ranks of 1 to 50) were identified.   


In order to ensure statistical significance a chi-square test was used; each of the districts with the lowest ranks was found to be statistically significant with regard to disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification).

      The data analyzed was the same data as reported for the OSEP Child Count
For the purpose of identifying districts with disproportionate representation (over-representation/under-representation) of racial-ethnic groups in specific disability categories, NJOSEP:

· applied the chi-square to this pool of districts (regardless of rank) for each racial-ethnic group and for the disability categories of specific learning disability, mental retardation, other health impaired, emotionally disturbed, language impaired, and autism; and 

· applied a measure of impact comparing expected vs observed numbers of students identified as eligible for special education.

Districts in which the impact was greater than 10 students were identified as having a “disproportionate representation” of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories.
 The data analyzed was the same data as reported for the OSEP Child Count.

Description of how the State determined that disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification

District Review of Policies, Procedures and Practices: 

Using the statistical processes described above, NJOSEP identified districts that were targeted for a review of policies, procedures and practices in order to determine the extent to which disproportionate representation (over-identification/under-identification) of racial/ethnic groups was the result of inappropriate identification. There were 629 districts, including charter schools, responsible for determining the eligibility of students with disabilities.
NJOSEP has aligned its monitoring process to the federal monitoring priorities and SPP indicators.  One of the priority areas used to target districts for comprehensive self-assessment and monitoring is disproportionality.  The self-assessment includes: data verification, a review of compliance indicators related to Location, Identification, and Referral, Evaluation, and Eligibility Determinations. Additionally, a comprehensive “practice” protocol has been developed to complement the compliance review of policies and procedures that includes practices related to: administrative oversight, general education interventions and supports, parent-family involvement, assessment tools and strategies, written reports of assessment findings, eligibility decision-making process, and bilingual considerations 

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Target = 0%  as per requirement of USOSEP


Actual Target Data for 2006:  Percent of districts in which disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification:
 12/629 = .019 x 100 = 1.9% of districts with disproportionate representation (over-identification) of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Black 
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native American

	Specific Learning Disability   

0 districts 
	Specific Learning Disability  

0 district
	Specific Learning Disability  

0 districts
	Specific Learning Disability  

0 districts

	Emotionally 

Disturbed 

8 districts
	Emotionally

Disturbed 

0 districts
	Emotionally

Disturbed

0 districts
	Emotionally

Disturbed

0 districts

	Mental Retardation

3 districts
	Mental Retardation

0 districts
	Mental Retardation

0 districts
	Mental Retardation

0 districts

	Language Impaired

2 districts
	Language Impaired

2 districts 
	Language Impaired

0 districts
	Language Impaired

0 districts

	Other Health

 Impaired

2 districts
	Other Health

 Impaired

0 districts
	Other Health

 Impaired

0 districts
	Other Health

 Impaired

0 districts

	Autism

0 districts
	Autism

0 districts
	Autism

0 districts
	Autism

0 districts


Four districts had a disproportionate representation in more than one category.
Each of the districts targeted through the statistical methodology described above, from their self-assessment review, identified policies, procedures and practices that may be contributing to inappropriate identification.
Report of Progress/Slippage:

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

Description of the results of the calculation/Discussion of  progress or slippage toward target

As indicated above, NJOSEP has determined that 1.9% of the districts have demonstrated disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification. The disproportionate representation is for over-identification of specific racial/ethnic groups in specific disability categories, as indicated in the chart above.  Each of the districts represented in the 1.9% has self-identified policies, procedures and practices that may be contributing to the disproportionate representation. These data represent progress from the revised FFY 2005 data of 2%. The target of 0% was not achieved in FFY 2006.  As districts revise policies, procedures, and practices that may be contributing to the disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification, NJOSEP will continue to analyze data to determine if the statistical disparities are reduced. 
Improvement Activities Implemented during FFY 2006:

Improvement Planning:

· Each of the districts that identified policies, procedures and practices that may be contributing to disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification has developed and is implementing an improvement plan.  The improvement plans address compliance indicators and/or practice indicators. Noncompliance in the areas of identification, referral, evaluation, or eligibility determinations will need to be corrected one year from the point of identification.  Additionally, practices indicators will be addressed through continuous improvement activities and strategies. (2006-2007 to 2010-2011)
· NJOSEP is analyzing the improvement plans to identify statewide, regional, and local district technical assistance needs.  (2006-2007 to 2010-2011)
· NJOSEP will conduct regional technical assistance sessions for general education and special education personnel to review district data, provide a protocol for tracking referrals, and review the results and implications of the self-assessment findings.  (2006-2007 to 2010-2011)
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006

Not Applicable
Indicator # 11:  Child Find
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:  

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008 to review New Jersey’s progress towards each indicator.  Stakeholders were informed that the data for this indicator is collected as part of the December 1, child count and educational environments.  The web-based data collection closed on January 7, 2008 and although the final data were not available for discussion at the stakeholder meeting, NJOSEP staff indicated that preliminary information showed progress toward the target.
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


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

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

a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received. Actual Number  23287
b. # determined not eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).  Actual Number  3849
c. # determined eligible whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).  Actual Number  17370
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.

Actual #s = [ (3849 + 17370)/23287] = .91 x 100 = 91%


      Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Child Find

      Information about the State’s established timeline for initial evaluations and State-established

exceptions
In accordance with 34 C.F.R. §300.301(c)(1)(ii) and 34 C.F.R. §300.301(c)(1)(ii), New Jersey has established a timeline within which evaluations must be completed and has also established procedures by which eligibility is determined.  New Jersey’s system of evaluation and determination of eligibility includes the following procedures which must be completed within specific timelines as detailed in New Jersey’s special education regulations.  These include providing written notice of a meeting; disseminating to the parents any evaluations or reports that will be used to determine eligibility, at least 10 days prior to the eligibility meeting; conducting the eligibility meeting and if the student is eligible, conducting an IEP meeting, providing written notice of the IEP, obtaining consent to implement the IEP and having a program that is in place for the student.  To comply with the requirement to have the entire process completed within 90 days from the date parental consent is obtained, the evaluations and written report must be completed no later than the 65th day from consent.
NJOSEP collects the data for this indicator through three tables that were added to the December 1 child count in December 2006.  One table collects the number of on-time and late evaluations.  One table records the reasons for the delays and the last table collects the number of days each evaluation was delayed.


NJOSEP determined that delays due to parent cancellations or the child not being available were reasons that should not be counted against the school district in determining whether evaluations were on time.  [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.4(e)1]  In addition, because there is an automatic stay-put whenever mediation or a due process hearing is initiated, this was also determined to be a valid reason that should not count against the school district.  [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-2.6(d) 10 and N.J.A.C. 6A:14-2.7(u)]  The NJOSEP determined that all other reasons for a delay in timelines are either not valid or not permitted in regulation.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006
	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate were evaluated within New Jersey’s established timeline



Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

91% of children with parental consent to evaluate were evaluated within New Jersey’s established timeline.
Actual numbers used in the calculation -  (NOTE: Also see Measurement Table Above)
(3849 + 17370) = 21219 / 23287 = .91 X 100 = 91%
(   b    +    c    )  =   # on time/ a 

The range of delays beyond the timeline when eligibility was determined and explanation of reasons for delays

The reasons for delays were analyzed and, as indicated above,  NJOSEP determined that delays due to parent cancellations or the child not being available were reasons that should not be counted against the school district in determining whether evaluations were on time.  [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.4(e)1]  In addition, because there is an automatic stay-put whenever mediation or a due process hearing is initiated, this was also determined to be a valid reason that should not count against the school district.  [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-2.6(d) 10 and N.J.A.C. 6A:14-2.7(u)]  The NJOSEP determined that all other reasons for a delay in timelines are either not valid or not permitted in regulation.

   Reason    






      Number     Percent

Delays in scheduling evaluations/assessments 


341

Missed appointments by the child or parent 



594

Child not available 





935 
24%
   Mediation or due process hearing




849 
22%

Additional evaluations were needed



           1013


Specialized evaluations were needed



109

Evaluation related issues




           1122
29%

Vacancies of child study team or related services personnel

168


Child study team or related services personnel were unavailable 
733

Staff related issues





901
23%

Incomplete residency/enrollment information


 45
1%
Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target


Of the 23,287 evaluations that were conducted, school districts report that 3852 evaluations were delayed beyond the required timelines.  This represents a decrease of 262 delayed evaluations from the previous school year.  Evaluation related issues were cited as the most frequent reason for the delay in meeting timelines.  The second, third and fourth highest reasons were the unavailability of the child, staff related issues and mediation or a due process hearing.  


Of the evaluations that were reported beyond the timelines, 39 % of the late evaluations were competed within 15 days of the required timelines. An additional 19% were completed within 30 days of the timelines. Thus, 58% (cumulatively) of the evaluations were completed within 30 days of the timeline.  These figures include all evaluations that were delayed beyond the timelines and are not adjusted to exclude those evaluations that had valid reasons for delay. 

The NJOSEP did not meet the target of 100% but made significant progress from the percentage of 83.9% reported in the SPP for FFY 2005 to a 91% for FFY 2006.

Report of Progress/Slippage
     Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
     Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets:

     NJOSEP has made progress toward the target of 100% for this indicator, specifically from a baseline 
     of 83.9% as reported in the SPP for FFY 2005 to 91% for FFY 2006.

      Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted February 1, 2007

Response Table:  The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states at Indicator 15: “the state must in
responding to Indicators 11….., specifically address the noncompliance identified in this table under 
those indicators.”

Correction of noncompliance identified in Indicator B-15 Worksheet for Indicator 11:

Describe the Analysis Used To Determine Where Noncompliance Occurred:  

During the monitoring cycle in place during FFY 2005, noncompliance was identified through self-assessment and onsite monitoring visits.  Districts were selected for monitoring for each year of the cycle based on size and geographic region and prioritized according to information from complaint investigations, due process hearings and placement data that indicated pervasive problems.  Each year of the monitoring cycle, selected districts participated in self-assessment and improvement plan development.  The process required districts to identify areas of need regarding federal and state special education regulations, barriers to compliance that existed in the district and activities with timelines to eliminate the barriers and achieve compliance.  Stakeholders, including parents and community members, were required participants in the self-assessment process at the district level.  Districts and charter schools were required to submit the results of the self-assessment and an improvement plan to NJOSEP.  Subsequently, an onsite visit was conducted by a monitoring team to verify correction of noncompliance identified in the self-assessment and verify the correction of areas determined to be compliant by the district in their self-assessment.   


In Indicator 15 of the FFY 2006 APR, a total of 447 findings of noncompliance in IDEA requirements related to the percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated within the state’s established timeline, were reported with 405 corrected within one year of identification.  Of the remaining 42 findings of noncompliance, 11 have not been corrected.  

Description of the reasons for noncompliance:


During the self-assessment process, districts and charter schools were required to identify barriers to compliance.  During the onsite visits, monitoring teams were required to identify local district barriers to achieving compliance and to ensure that improvement activities addressed the barriers.  Reasons for the noncompliance included the lack of sufficient staff, lack of district procedures or lack of knowledge of district procedures for implementing regulations, lack of a tracking system to document timelines and lack of administrative oversight to ensure completion of evaluations within required timelines.

Description of what the State did to require revision of policies, procedures and practices/Steps the State took to correct noncompliance:

Each district with noncompliance identified during FFY 2005, as a result of self-assessment, was required to implement the improvement activities in their improvement plan.  Verification of correction was conducted during the monitoring visit.  Additional verification, if required, was conducted by the county supervisor of child study for the county in which the district is located.  In order to meet requirements of correction in one year, specific corrective action was ordered by NJOSEP in the monitoring reports of districts with findings of noncompliance identified during the onsite monitoring visit,  with timelines that would ensure adequate time for verification of implementation by the NJDOE.  

Enforcement Actions:
Of the 114 programs monitored in FFY 2005, to date, there are 3 charter schools and 1 school district with findings that have not been corrected.  These schools and district have received a designation of “needs assistance” from NJDOE.  In 2 of the charter schools and the one school district, monitors and child study supervisors conduct regular onsite visits to provide technical assistance and review correction status.  In the remaining 1 charter school, technical assistance and oversight is provided by the county supervisor of child study.  Technical assistance may include, but is not limited to, the following:
· Review of records and interviews to assist districts in identifying barriers to compliance;

· Assistance with development of a tracking system to monitor evaluation timelines;

· Training for staff related to district-specific barriers to compliance;

· Provision of sample forms for documentation and oversight; and

· Facilitation of collaborative planning among district general and special education staff members to ensure that evaluations are conducted within required timelines:.

· Development of an administrative oversight mechanism to ensure correction of noncompliance and to enable ongoing compliance.
Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:  

NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

      Data Collection and Analysis:

In order to ensure that NJOSEP was providing valid and reliable data for this indicator, local districts were surveyed through the county supervisors of child study to compile a list of reasons that caused delays beyond the required timeline.  The data collection instrument was redesigned and the following reasons were included:

· Incomplete residency/enrollment information

· Additional evaluations were needed (After the initial evaluation plan was developed, it was determined that additional evaluations were needed.)

· Specialized evaluations were needed

· Delays in scheduling evaluations/assessments (The parent or child was unavailable.)

· Missed appointments by the child or parent (The parent repeatedly missed or cancelled 

      appointments.)

· Mediation or due process hearing (A request for mediation or a due process hearing was filed    with the NJOSEP that delayed completion within the required timelines.)

· Shortages of child study team or related services personnel

· Child study team or related services personnel were unavailable (due to illness, vacations,   backlog of evaluations)


The category of “Other” was eliminated and districts were directed to select one primary reason 
for the delay.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

Targeted Reviews:


During FFY 2006 NJOSEP instituted a process of targeted reviews for those districts whose data suggested a systemic problem related to the completion of evaluations within New Jersey’s established timeline. NJOSEP monitors conduct an onsite visit that includes record review and interviews in order to verify that the reasons for the delay as reported in the ADR were accurate and the extent, if any, of noncompliance.  Subsequent to the onsite visit NJOSEP issues a report of findings and directs corrective actions with specified timelines in order to ensure the timely correction of noncompliance.  The results of the targeted reviews will be reported in the FFY 2007 APR that will be submitted February 1, 2009.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 

Resources for 2006  ]


Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or 
timelines.
Indicator # 12:  Early Childhood Transition
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008 to review New Jersey’s progress towards each indicator.  Stakeholders were informed that the data for this indicator is collected as part of the December 1, child count and educational environments.  The web-based data collection closed on January 7, 2008 and although the final data were not available for discussion at the stakeholder meeting, NJOSEP staff indicated that preliminary information showed progress toward the target.
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B/Effective Transition


Measurement Information
Indicator 12 :    Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found                          eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.    (20 U.S.C. 1416(a) (3) (B))
	Measurement: 

b. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination.                                              Actual Number   3,494    

c. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibilities were determined prior to their third birthdays.                                                                                                            Actual Number   505
d. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.                                                     Actual Number   2,627
e. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services.                                                                                                                                   Actual Numbe    55
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.
    89 % = [(2,627/ 3,494-505-55)} times 100



      Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Early Childhood Transition


In accordance with the requirements of 34 C.F.R. 20 U.S.C. 1416(a) (3) (B), New Jersey has adopted regulations to enable a smooth and timely early childhood transition from Part C to Part B.  Specifically, these regulations state:

To facilitate the transition from early intervention to preschool, a child study team member of the district board of education shall participate in the preschool transition planning conference arranged by the designated service coordinator from the early intervention system.  The district representative at the transition planning conference shall:

· Review the Part C Early Intervention System Individualized Family Service Plan;

· Provide the parents written district registration requirements;

· Provide the parents written information on available district programs for preschool students, including options available for placement in general education classrooms; and 

· Provide the parent a form to utilize to request that the district board of education invite the Part C service coordinator from the Early Intervention System to the initial IEP meeting for the child after a determination of eligibility.  


Additionally, the regulations at N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.3 (3)2. require that:

· Preschoolers with disabilities shall have their IEPs implemented no later than age three.  To assure that preschoolers with disabilities have their initial IEPs implemented no later than age three, a written request for initial evaluation shall be forwarded to the district at least 120 days prior to the preschooler attaining age three.

· For a child receiving Early Intervention System services, the form to request the district board of education invite the Part C service coordinator from the Early Intervention System to the initial IEP meeting for the child after a determination of eligibility shall be submitted to the district board of education with the request for initial evaluation.

Information about the State’s established timeline for initial evaluations and State-established exceptions
In accordance with 34 C.F.R. §300.301(c)(1)(ii) and 34 C.F.R. §300.301(c)(1)(ii), New Jersey has established a timeline within which evaluations must be completed and has also established procedures by which eligibility is determined.  New Jersey’s system of evaluation and determination of eligibility includes the following procedures which must be completed within specific timelines as detailed in New Jersey’s special education regulations.  These include providing written notice of a meeting; disseminating to the parents any evaluations or reports that will be used to determine eligibility, at least 10 days prior to the eligibility meeting; conducting the eligibility meeting and if the student is eligible, conducting an IEP meeting, providing written notice of the IEP, obtaining consent to implement the IEP and having a program that is in place for the student.  To comply with the requirement to have the entire process completed within 90 days from the date parental consent is obtained, the evaluations and written report must be completed no later than the 65th day from consent.
In addition, as indicated above, preschoolers with disabilities shall have their IEPs implemented no later than age three. To assure that preschoolers with disabilities have their initial IEPs implemented no later than age three, a written request for initial evaluation shall be forwarded to the district at least 120 days prior to the preschooler attaining age three. 
NJOSEP collects the data for this indicator through three tables that were added to the December 1 child count in December 2006.  This is the second year NJOSEP has utilized this data collection method for children referred by Part C between July 1, 2006 and June 30, 2007. Table one collects the number of children served in Part C referred to Part B and their eligibility determination. Table two collects the range of days beyond the 3rd birthday. Table three records the reasons for the delays beyond the third birthday in the eligibility determination process for children served by Part C and referred to Part B.


NJOSEP determined that delays due to parent cancellations or the child not being available were reasons that should not be counted against the school district in determining whether evaluations were on time.  [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.4(e)1] In addition, written requests for initial evaluations received less than 120 days prior to the preschooler attaining age three was also determined not to be a reason that should not count against the school district. [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.3(e) 2].  The NJOSEP determined that all other reasons for a delay in timelines are either not valid or not permitted in regulation.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	100% of the children referred by Part C prior to age #, who are found eligible for Part B and who have and IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

89%  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. 

Actual numbers used in the calculation:   (NOTE - also see Measurement Table above)

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

 89 % = [(2,627/ 3,494-505-55)} times 100
The range of delays beyond the timeline when eligibility and an explanation of reasons for delays
The reasons for delays were analyzed and, as indicated above, NJOSEP determined that delays due to parent cancellations or the child not being available were reasons that should not be counted against the school district in determining whether evaluations were on time.  [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.4(e)1] In addition, written requests for initial evaluations received less than 120 days prior to the preschooler attaining age three was also a reason that should not count against the school district. [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-3.3(e) 2]. The NJOSEP determined that all other reasons for a delay in timelines are either not valid or not permitted in regulation.
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.
   Reason






       Number             Percent    

   Referral received less than 120 days                                                404                   41%
Delays in scheduling evaluations/assessments 


160

Missed appointments by the child or parent 



126

Child not available 





286 
            29%
   Mediation or due process hearing




    2 
              0%

Additional evaluations were needed



              53


Specialized evaluations were needed



 47

Evaluation related issues




            100
            10%

Vacancies of child study team or related services personnel

  22


Child study team or related services personnel were unavailable 
114

Staff related issues





136
            14%

Incomplete residency/enrollment information


  69    
             7%
	Number of Days Beyond the Third Birthday
	%  of Children By Days
Beyond Age 3


	
	

	1 to 5
	13%

	6 to 15
	16%

	16 to 30
	18%

	31 to 60
	19%

	61 to 90
	13%

	91 to 120
	6%

	over 120
	15%

	
	

	Total
	100%


Description of the current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations in comparison of the result to the SPP target:

Of the 3,494 children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination, school districts report that 997 evaluations were delayed beyond the required timelines.  This represents a decrease of 148 delayed eligibility determinations from the previous school year.  Receipt of referrral related issues were cited as the most frequent reason for the delay in meeting timelines. The second, third and fourth highest reasons were the unavailability of the child, staff related issues and evaluation related reasons.  

Of the evaluations that were reported beyond the timelines, 29 % of the late evaluations were competed within 15 days of the required timelines. An additional 18% were completed within 30 days of the timelines. Thus, 47% (cumulatively) of the evaluations were completed within 30 days of the timeline.  These figures include all evaluations that were delayed beyond the timelines and are not adjusted to exclude those evaluations that had valid reasons for delay. 

The NJOSEP made significant progress toward the 100% target for this indicator. This progress is reflected in the increase from the percentage of 73% reported in the SPP for FFY 2005 and 68% for FFY 2004 to 89% of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday.
Report of Progress/Slippage
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets:

As indicated above, NJOSEP made progress toward the target of 100%; 89%  of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who were found eligible for Part B,  had IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. This represents an increase from 73% as reported in FFY 2005.

Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted   February 1, 2007
Response Table:  The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states at Indicator 15: “the state must in responding to Indicators 12….., specifically address the noncompliance identified in this table under those indicators.”

Correction of noncompliance identified in Indicator B-15 Worksheet for Indicator 12

Describe the Analysis Used To Determine Where Noncompliance Occurred:  


During the monitoring cycle in place during FFY 2005, noncompliance was identified through self-assessment and onsite monitoring visits.  Districts were selected for monitoring for each year of the cycle based on size and geographic region and prioritized according to information from compliant investigations, due process hearings and placement data that indicated pervasive problems.  Each year of the monitoring cycle, selected districts participated in self-assessment and improvement plan development.  The process required districts to identify areas of need regarding federal and state special education regulations, barriers to compliance that existed in the district and activities with timelines to eliminate the barriers and achieve compliance.  Stakeholders, including parents and community members, were required participants in the self-assessment process at the district level.  Districts and charter schools were required to submit the results of the self-assessment and an improvement plan to NJOSEP.  Subsequently, an onsite visit was conducted by a monitoring team to verify correction of noncompliance identified in the self-assessment and verify the correction of areas determined to be compliant by the district in their self-assessment.   


Response Table: The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states: “The State must review its improvement strategies and revise them, if appropriate, to ensure that they will enable the State to include data in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, that demonstrate compliance with the requirements in 34 CFR Sec. 300.124, including correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2005 and remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2004.” 

Status of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2004: In Indicator 15 of the FFY 2005 APR, NJOSEP reported 19 findings of noncompliance related to early childhood transition identified in FFY 2004.  A total of 15 findings were corrected within one year of identification.  To date, the remaining 4 findings have been corrected.  

Status of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2005: In Indicator 15 of the FFY 2006 APR, NJOSEP reported a total of 22 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2005.  Of those findings, 22 were corrected within one year. 


Description of the reasons for noncompliance:  During the self-assessment process, districts and charter schools were required to identify barriers to compliance.  During the onsite visits, monitoring teams were required to identify barriers to compliance and ensure that improvement activities addressed the barriers.  Reasons for the noncompliance included the lack of sufficient communication between districts and early intervention providers, lack of sufficient staff, lack of procedures or lack of knowledge of district procedures for implementing regulations, lack of a tracking system to document timelines and lack of oversight to ensure completion of evaluations within required timelines. 
Description of what the State did to require revision of policies, procedures and practices/Steps

the State took to correct noncompliance:  Each district with noncompliance identified during FFY 2005, as a result of self-assessment, was required to implement the improvement activities in their improvement plan.  Verification of correction was conducted during the monitoring visit.  Additional verification, if required, was conducted by the county supervisor of child study for the county in which the district is located. In order to meet requirements of correction in one year, specific corrective action was ordered by NJOSEP in the monitoring reports of districts with findings of noncompliance identified during the onsite monitoring visit, with timelines that would ensure adequate time for verification of implementation by the NJDOE.  
Enforcement Actions:  Of the 114 programs monitored in FFY 2005, to date, there are 3 charter schools and 1 school district with findings that have not been corrected.  These schools and district have received a designation of “needs assistance” from NJDOE.  In 2 of the charter schools and the one school district, monitors and child study supervisors conduct regular onsite visits to provide technical assistance and review correction status.  In the remaining 1 charter school, technical assistance and oversight is provided by the county supervisor of child study.  Technical assistance may include, but is not limited to, the following:

· Review of records and interview to assist districts in identifying barriers to compliance;

· Assistance with development of a tracking system to monitor evaluation timelines;

· Training for staff related to district-specific barriers to compliance;

· Provision of sample forms for documentation and oversight; 

· Facilitation of improved communication between districts and early intervention providers; and

· Development of an administrative oversight mechanism to ensure correction of noncompliance and to enable ongoing compliance.
Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006
Data Collection, Data Analysis, Data Verification 


In order to ensure that NJOSEP was providing valid and reliable data for this indicator, regarding the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and reasons for delays, local districts were surveyed through the county supervisors of child study to compile a list of reasons that caused delays beyond the required timeline.  The data collection instrument was redesigned and the following reasons were included:

· Incomplete residency/enrollment information

· Additional evaluations were needed (After the initial evaluation plan was developed, it was determined that additional evaluations were needed.)

· Specialized evaluations were needed

· Delays in scheduling evaluations/assessments (The parent or child was unavailable.)

· Missed appointments by the child or parent (The parent repeatedly missed or cancelled       appointments.)

· Mediation or due process hearing (A request for mediation or a due process hearing was filed    with the NJOSEP that delayed completion within the required timelines.)

· Shortages of child study team or related services personnel

· Child study team or related services personnel were unavailable (due to illness, vacations,   backlog of evaluations)

· Late referral (The written referral for the initial evaluation was made fewer than 120 days prior to age three.)  (Activity:  2006-2007)***
The category of “Other” was eliminated and districts were directed to select one primary reason for the delay.  


In addition, a desk audit occurred in the spring of 2007, to identify districts for a recertification and 
verification of the data originally submitted in December 2006.  Districts were identified based on 
inconsistency between the referral count received by the New Jersey Early Intervention System 
(NJEIS) in the New Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services and the local district’s 
December 1, 2006 reported data.  Districts had an opportunity to review the inconsistencies and 
revise their submissions.

Targeted Reviews:

During FFY 2006 NJOSEP instituted a process of targeted reviews for those districts whose data suggested a systemic problem related to the completion of evaluations and implementation of IEPs by age 3 for children referred by Part C.  
NJOSEP monitors conducted an onsite visit that included record review and interviews in order to verify that the reasons for the delay and the extent of the delay, as reported in the ADR, were accurate and to identify the type, if any, of noncompliance.  Subsequent to the onsite visit NJOSEP issued a report of findings and directed corrective actions with specified timelines in order to ensure the timely correction of noncompliance.  The results of the targeted reviews will be reported in the FFY 2007 APR that will be submitted February 1, 2009.  (Activity:  2006-2007)***
Coordination across Systems:

· NJOSEP (619) continued to participate on the Part C Steering Committee and the SICC and provide information on this indicator. 
· Continued to coordinate taskforce of Part C and B stakeholders to further define and clarify transition reporting categories. 
· NJOSEP (619) continued to coordinated efforts with New Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services, Early Intervention System to disseminate the revised transition booklet for families and continued joint training regarding the early childhood transition process for families, districts, early intervention providers.
· The NJOSEP (619) continued to work with the Department of Human Services, Early Care and Education Office in the dissemination of information on the early childhood transition to Head Start and childcare. (Activity:  2006-2007)***

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006   

Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
Indicator # 13:  Secondary Transition

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:  At the stakeholder meeting held on January 11, 2008, NJOSEP staff described the data collection method for this indicator.  The results of the local district self-assessment, regarding the review of Individualized Education Programs, were presented in relation to the target of 100%.

	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B/Effective Transition


  Measurement Information
 Indicator 13:    Percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.  (20 U. S. C. 1416(a(3)(B))
	Measurement:   Percent = [(# of youth with disabilities aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006 

(2006-2007)        
	100% 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.


Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Secondary Transition

Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted 

February 1, 2007
Response Table:  Issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s previously submitted SPP/APR –   The FFY 2005 SPP/APR Response Table stated that, “The State reported that monitoring data is used to determine baseline data, establish targets and determine annual progress towards targets.  Although the State reported that districts were identified through the monitoring process, the State data represented the number of districts in which transition IEPs were an area of need and not the percentage of youth with IEPs, that included the required content, as required by the measurement for this indicator.  The data reported is not sufficient for this indicator.
OSEP looks forward to reviewing data on the correct measurement in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008 that demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR §300.320(b), including correction of the noncompliance identified in FFY 2005.”
Data for this indicator for FFY 2006, were obtained through the NJOSEP self-assessment/monitoring system.  Districts selected for special education monitoring in FFY 2006 were required to review a sample of IEPs of students, aged 16 and above, to determine if the IEPs included coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonable enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.  Districts were required to use the survey, developed by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC), to determine whether each IEP contained the required components.   An IEP was determined to have “coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet post-secondary goals” if the district responded “yes” to the following three questions from the survey for that IEP.  
	1. Is there a measurable postsecondary goal or goals as appropriate for the following areas: education/training, employment, and/or independent living? 

Explanation: Can the goal(s) be counted? Will the goal(s) occur after the student graduates from school? 

· For each area, if yes is the answer to both questions above, then circle Y.

· If a postsecondary

goal(s) is not stated, circle N.

	2. Is (are) there annual IEP goal(s) that reasonably enable the child to meet the postsecondary goal(s)?

Explanation: Is (are) an annual goal(s) included in the IEP that will help the students make progress towards the stated postsecondary goal(s)? If yes, circle the Y.

	3. Are there transition services in the IEP that focus on improving the academic and functional achievement of the student to facilitate their movement from school to post-school? 

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


All districts will be selected for self-assessment once during the cycle; however, the selection of districts in FFY 2006 focused on two priority areas: the rate of students in separate public and private placements and disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education.  

Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

75% 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 post-secondary goals.
Actual Numbers used in the calculation:

	Number of IEPs Reviewed
	999

	Number of IEPs that include coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet post-secondary goals  
	746

	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
	75%


Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target:

As indicated above, based on a review of IEPs by local school districts participating in the NJOSEP self-assessment/monitoring process, 75% of youth aged 16 and above were found to have an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals. NJOSEP did not meet the target of 100%.

Report of Progress/Slippage
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets:

As indicated above, NJOSEP did not meet the target of 100% for this indicator. NJOSEP reported data and established a revised baseline of 75% consistent with the measurement for this indicator.

Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted 

February 1, 2007
Response Table:  Issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s previously submitted SPP/APR:  The FFY 2005 SPP/APR Response Table stated that……. “OSEP looks forward to reviewing data on the correct measurement in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008 that demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR §300.320(b), including correction of the noncompliance identified in FFY 2005.”
In Indicator 15 of the FFY 2006 APR, a total of 76 findings of noncompliance in requirements related to secondary transition were reported with 66 corrected within one year.  Four of those findings were made due to the lack of a coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals in students’ IEPs.  Of the four findings, all were corrected.  Of the remaining 72 findings of noncompliance with requirements related to secondary transition, 6 have not been corrected.  

Describe the Analysis Used To Determine Where Noncompliance Occurred: During the monitoring cycle in place during FFY 2005, noncompliance was identified through self-assessment and onsite monitoring visits.  Districts were selected for monitoring for each year of the cycle based on size and geographic region and prioritized according to information from complaint investigations, due process hearings and placement data that indicated pervasive problems.  Each year of the monitoring cycle, selected districts participated in self-assessment and improvement plan development.  The process required districts to identify areas of need regarding federal and state special education regulations, barriers to compliance that existed in the district and activities with timelines to eliminate the barriers and achieve compliance.  Stakeholders, including parents and community members, were required participants in the self-assessment process at the district level.  Districts and charter schools were required to submit the results of the self-assessment and an improvement plan to NJOSEP.  Subsequently, an onsite visit was conducted by a monitoring team to verify correction of noncompliance identified in the self-assessment and verify areas determined as compliant by the district in their self-assessment.   

Describe the Reasons for Noncompliance:  

During the self-assessment process, districts and charter schools were required to identify barriers to compliance.  During the onsite visits, monitoring teams were required to identify barriers to compliance and ensure that improvement activities addressed the barriers.  Reasons for the noncompliance identified in FFY 2005 included a lack of local school district procedures for identifying student post-secondary goals, a lack of training by local school districts for IEP team members and a lack of administrative oversight of IEPs by local districts. 

What the state did to require revision of policies, procedures and practices/Steps the state took to correct noncompliance:

Each district with noncompliance identified during FFY 2005, as a result of self-assessment, was required to implement the improvement activities in their improvement plan.  Verification of correction was conducted during the monitoring visit.  Additional verification, if required, was conducted by the county supervisor of child study for the county in which the district is located. In order to meet requirements of correction in one year, specific corrective action was ordered by NJOSEP in the monitoring reports of districts with findings of noncompliance identified during the onsite monitoring visit, with timelines that would ensure adequate time for verification of implementation by the NJDOE.  
NJSOEP implemented a categorical system to differentiate districts according to compliance status.  Districts received sanctions for longstanding noncompliance according to their categorical designation.  This system has been replaced by determinations required by IDEA 2004.  

Enforcement Actions:
Of the 114 programs monitored in FFY 2005, to date, there are 3 charter schools and 1 school district with findings that have not been corrected.  These schools and district have received a determination of “needs assistance” from NJDOE.  In 2 of the charter schools and the one school district, monitors and child study supervisors conduct regular onsite visits to provide technical assistance and review correction status.  In the remaining 1 charter school, technical assistance and oversight is provided by the county supervisor of child study.  Technical assistance may include, but is not limited to, the following:

· Review of records and interviews to assist districts in identifying barriers to compliance;

· Assistance with development of procedures;

· Training for staff related to district-specific barriers to compliance;

· Provision of sample forms for documentation and oversight;

· Assistance with development of oversight mechanisms; and

· Facilitation of collaborative planning among district general and special education staff members.

Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:     
NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

Data Collection:  In order to meet the requirements for this indicator, NJOSEP instituted a data collection process through the local district self-assessment/monitoring process.  As discussed above, districts selected for special education monitoring in FFY 2006 were required to review a sample of IEPs of students, aged 16 and above, to determine if the IEPs included coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.  Districts were required to use the survey, developed by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC), to determine whether each IEP contained the required components.  An IEP was determined to have “coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet post-secondary goals” if the district responded “yes” to questions 1, 2 and 3 on the survey for that IEP.  (Activity 2006-2007)***

Self-Assessment/Monitoring:  Effective February 2007, NJOSEP realigned its self-assessment/ monitoring system to be consistent with the SPP indicators.  Districts were selected for monitoring based on federal monitoring priorities – placement in the least restrictive environment and disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education.  The new system links compliance, data and programming by requiring districts to review compliance in areas related to SPP indicators and to examine their data compared to state targets.  Following the review, conducted through self-assessment, districts must identify activities to correct noncompliance and activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets.  Districts are required to develop activities for continuous improvement in areas where their data do not meet state SPP targets.  

Monitoring activities in the areas of graduation rate, dropout rate and transition service needs are linked in the self-assessment.  Each district identified for self-assessment reviews their graduation and dropout rates against the state annual SPP targets, completes a protocol to identify needs for continuous improvement in transition planning and reviews related compliance requirements. Districts that self-identify noncompliance are required to correct noncompliance within one year.  If a district has identified noncompliance or their graduation and drop-out data do not meet state SPP targets, a verification visit will be conducted approximately six months following identification of noncompliance to review related requirements and verify correction of any noncompliance identified during self- assessment.  A review of implementation of activities for continuous improvement toward state SPP targets will also be conducted.  Improvement strategies include, but are not limited to:  

· District level data collection and analyses for graduation and dropout rates;

· Use of the state recommended model IEP form and notices;
· Program development to increase student engagement in learning and increase graduation rates including use of Structured Learning Experiences, Community Based Instruction; Student Self Advocacy Activities; Mentoring and Transition Planning from Middle to High School Programs as well as Transition Planning from School to Adult Life

· Linkages to post-school agencies; 
· Parent – Family Involvement;
· Instructional supports and accommodations at the secondary level; and

· Positive Behavioral Supports.

Technical Assistance for Self-Assessment Districts: To assist districts in conducting their self-assessment, and preparation of improvement plans, including the timely correction of noncompliance related to this indicator, and other transition related practices, NJOSEP conducted seven regional trainings for district teams participating in the 2006-2007 self-assessment.  Team composition included: special education administrators, general education administrators, child study team members, parents, guidance personnel and/or transition coordinators. Forty-seven districts participated in the training.  This training clarified regulatory requirements and described effective practices to enhance transition planning and services.  Using the transition protocol developed by NJOSEP, teams learned about student, family and transdisciplinary school involvement in IEP development and transition planning; interagency resources and linkages; and preparation for integrated employment, independent living, and postsecondary education. In addition, in-district technical assistance activities were provided, upon request. (Activity 2006-2007)*** 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FY 2006
Response Table:  Issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s previously submitted SPP/APR –   The FFY 2005 SPP/APR Response Table stated that, “The State reported that monitoring data is used to determine baseline data, establish targets and determine annual progress towards targets.  Although the State reported that districts were identified through the monitoring process, the State data represented the number of districts in which transition IEPs were an area of need and not the percentage of youth with IEPs, that included the required content, as required by the measurement for this indicator.  The data reported is not sufficient for this indicator.
OSEP looks forward to reviewing data on the correct measurement in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008 that demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR §300.320(b), including correction of the noncompliance identified in FFY 2005.”
Indicator #14:  Post-Secondary Transition Outcomes

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006)

Not Required for FFY2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

General Instructions state that “by February 1, 2008, States must submit:

Baseline, targets, and improvement activities (using the SPP template) for Indicator 14 …… In addition, the State must indicate where, on its Web site, a complete copy of the State’s revised SPP (including Indicator 14) is available.”
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	(Insert FFY)
	(Insert Measurable and Rigorous Target.)


Actual Target Data for 2006:
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2006:

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006:
[If applicable]
Indicator #15:    Identification and Correction of Noncompliance 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008.  NJOSEP’s performance with respect to identifying and correcting noncompliance within one year was reviewed.  Although NJOSEP did not meet the target of 100%, significant progress has been made.  The effectiveness of improvement activities was discussed.  

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B/General Supervision


Measurement Information
Indicator # 15:  General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.  (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(B))

	Measurement:  

Percent of noncompliance corrected within on 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.



Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted February 1, 2007
Issue 1
The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states: “OSEP’s March 28, 2006 FFY 2004 SPP response 
letter required the State to include in the February 1, 2007 APR a report on uncorrected noncompliance between 1999-2003.  The State reported that 91.3% of the districts monitored in that time period have achieved full compliance, and that the remaining districts have been subject to various enforcement actions.  The State must report in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, on its continued efforts to bring these districts into compliance, including any continuing enforcement actions.”  
Response to Issue 1
Status of Outstanding Noncompliance Identified between FFY 1999 and FFY 2003 - Between FFY 1999 and FFY 2003, NJOSEP monitored a  total of 378 districts.  To date, in 369, or 97% of those districts, all findings of noncompliance have been verified as corrected.*  
The following designations and sanctions are in place for the nine districts that have outstanding findings of noncompliance identified prior to FFY 2004:

· 5 districts have been designated in need of intervention

· A corrective action plan has been developed and is being implemented in these districts with timelines for both completion of activities and for verification by the monitoring team

· A monitoring team, including the county supervisor of child study, visits the district either weekly or monthly to provide technical assistance and to monitor progress toward correction including:

· Assistance with development of procedures;

· Staff training;

· Assistance with development and implementation of mechanisms for documentation and oversight; and/or

· Collaborative planning.

· 4 districts have been designated in need of assistance

· A corrective action plan is in place in these districts with timelines for both completion of activities and for verification by the monitoring team.

· A monitoring team, including the county supervisor of child study, visits the district in accordance with the timelines of the corrective action plan to provide technical assistance and to monitor progress toward correction.   
· Districts in need of assistance receive periodic visits from monitoring teams for verification and assistance with implementation of activities to correct noncompliance
· Districts in need of intervention receive monthly or weekly onsite visits to determine if students are receiving special education and related services as per their IEPs and to assist with development of procedures, training and oversight mechanisms.  A written plan to address each area of noncompliance is developed collaboratively with district staff that includes timelines for completion of activities and timelines for verification of correction.
· *Data regarding findings prior to FFY 2004 are reported by district since the NJDOE did not include noncompliance disaggregated by the IDEA 2004 monitoring priority areas at that time.  

Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted February 1, 2007
Issue 2

The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states: “The State must review its improvement strategies and revise them, if appropriate, to ensure that they will enable the State to include data in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, that demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 20 U.S.C. 1232d(b)(3)(E) and 34 CFR §§300.149 and 300.600, including data on the correction of outstanding noncompliance identified in FFY 2004….”

Status of Outstanding Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2004:

Monitoring
In the FFY 2005 APR, NJOSEP reported 860 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2004.  To date, 860/860 or 100% of those findings have been verified as corrected.
Complaint Investigation
In FFY 2004, NJOSEP was collecting data by case rather than finding.  In that year 49 cases were open.  Of the 49 cases, 28 were closed subsequent to the submission of the FFY2004 SPP.  Since then, all but one case has closed.  The district is subject to ongoing oversight and technical assistance and has received a determination of “needs intervention.”   This designation will result in continued oversight and if noncompliance is still uncorrected, additional sanctions will be imposed.
In FFY2005, the data collection system was changed to collect the data by finding.  In the 2004-2005 school-year, 173 findings of noncompliance were identified through complaint investigation.  Of those, 148 were corrected within one year of identification and these data were reported in the FFY 2005 Annual Performance Report. To date all but three findings of the 25 remaining findings have been corrected and the cases have been closed.  Two of the open findings are from the same report and relate to the provision of numerous hours of compensatory services.  NJOSEP has had ongoing communication with the school district and the complainant.  Difficulties in the provision of the services include scheduling the services at a time when the parent and child are available and finding teachers/therapists to provide the services.   A meeting has been scheduled with the chief school administrator and the new school district director of special education to review progress towards completing the provision of compensatory services. The remaining finding of noncompliance relates to the provision of compensatory speech-language services in another school district.  The district has made arrangements to provide the owed services and will submit documentation to NJOSEP when all services have been provided.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	FFY 2006

(2006-2007)
	100% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, etc.) and related to monitoring priority areas and indicators will be corrected within one year of identification.


Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s SPP/APR submitted February 1, 2007
Issue 3  

The NJOSEP APR 2005 Response Table states: …..”In its response to Indicator 15, in the FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, the state must disaggregate by APR indicator the status of timely correction of the noncompliance findings identified by the state during FFY 2005.  In addition, the state must in responding to Indicators 11, 12 and 13, specifically address the noncompliance identified in this table under those indicators.”
Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

90% of noncompliance identified through the general supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, etc.) and related to monitoring priority areas and indicators was corrected within one year of identification.
Actual numbers used in the calculation:

As per  the Indicator B-15 Worksheet -- Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification =  (column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) times 100
1313/1465 = .90 X 100 = 90%
NOTE:  See Indicator B-15 Worksheet for actual target data.

Description of current data in relation to the SPP target/Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the SPP target
The rate of correction listed in the Indicator B-15 worksheet demonstrates progress from the rates of correction reported in the SPP baseline data (2004-2005) and the APR FFY 2005 (2005-2006) data.  The percent of findings corrected within one year of identification was 80.89% for FFY 2005.  The percentage reported the B-15 worksheet for FFY 2006 is 90%.  
Report of Progress/Slippage
Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Correction of Noncompliance

Status of Outstanding Noncompliance Identified in FFY2005:    Monitoring FFY 2005 
Description of the Analysis Used To Determine Where Noncompliance Occurred: During the monitoring cycle in place during FFY 2005, noncompliance was identified through self-assessment and onsite monitoring visits.  Districts were selected for monitoring for each year of the cycle based on size and geographic region and prioritized according to information from complaint investigations, due process hearings and placement data that indicated pervasive problems.  Each year of the monitoring cycle, selected districts participated in self-assessment and improvement plan development.  The process required districts to identify areas of need regarding federal and state special education regulations, barriers to compliance that existed in the district and activities with timelines to eliminate the barriers and achieve compliance.  Stakeholders, including parents and community members, were required participants in the self-assessment process at the district level.  Districts and charter schools were required to submit the results of the self-assessment and an improvement plan to NJOSEP.  Subsequently, an onsite visit was conducted by a monitoring team to verify correction of noncompliance identified in the self-assessment and to review and verify areas determined as compliant by the district in their self-assessment.  
Description of the Reasons for Noncompliance:   During the self-assessment process, districts and charter schools were required to identify barriers to compliance.  During the onsite visits, monitoring teams were required to identify barriers to compliance and ensure that improvement activities addressed the barriers.  Reasons for the noncompliance included the lack of staff, lack of procedures or lack of knowledge of district procedures for implementing regulations, lack of coordination between general and special education staff members, lack of training and lack of oversight of implementation of procedures.  
Description of what the state did to require revision of policies, procedures and practices/Steps the state took to correct noncompliance: Each district with noncompliance identified during FFY 2005, as a result of self-assessment, was required to implement the improvement activities in their improvement plan.  Verification of correction was conducted during the monitoring visit.  Additional verification, if required, was conducted by the county supervisor of child study for the county in which the district is located.  In order to meet requirements of correction in one year, in districts with findings of noncompliance identified as a result of the onsite monitoring visit, specific corrective action was ordered by NJOSEP in their monitoring reports, with timelines that would ensure adequate time for verification of implementation by the NJDOE.  

NJSOEP implemented a categorical system to differentiate districts according to compliance status.  Districts received sanctions for longstanding noncompliance according to their categorical designation.  This system has been replaced by determinations required by IDEA 2004.  

Enforcement Actions:  Of the 114 programs with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2005, to date, there are 4 charter schools and 1 school district with findings that have not been corrected.  These schools and district have received a determination of “needs assistance” from NJOSEP.  In 2 of the charter schools and the one school district, monitors and child study supervisors conduct regular onsite visits to provide technical assistance and review correction status.  In the remaining 2 charter schools, technical assistance and oversight is provided by the county supervisor of child study.  Technical assistance has included, but was not limited to, the following:

· Review of records and interviews to assist districts in identifying barriers to compliance;

· Assistance wit development of procedures; 

· Training for staff related to district-specific barriers to compliance;

· Provision of sample forms for documentation and oversight:

· Assistance with development of oversight mechanisms; and 

· Facilitation of collaborative planning among district general and special education staff members.  
Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Correction of Noncompliance

Status of Outstanding Noncompliance Identified in FFY2005:  Complaints FFY 2005
Describe the Analysis Used To Determine Where Noncompliance Occurred:  NJOSEP received 295 signed written complaints.  One hundred ninety-nine (199) findings of noncompliance were identified by onsite visits to the district or charter school, interviews with staff complainants and record reviews.  One hundred and six (106) findings of noncompliance were identified with respect to the provision of a free, appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment.  These findings related to implementation of the student’s IEP, provision of related services, extended school year services and extra-curricular activities.   Other findings of noncompliance related to disciplinary procedures and the provision of services during periods of removal, the facilitation of parent involvement including the provision of notice and procedures for conducting IEP meetings.  
Describe the Reasons for Noncompliance:   Districts and charter schools frequently cite the lack of staff, lack of procedures or lack of knowledge of district procedures for implementing regulations, lack of coordination between general and special education staff members, lack of training and lack of oversight of implementation of procedures as reasons for the noncompliance. These reasons for noncompliance have been verified by the NJOSEP, resulting in NJOSEP directing the correction of noncompliance through specific correction actions.
What the state did to require revision of policies, procedures and practices/Steps the state took to correct noncompliance:  In each instance of noncompliance, the NJOSEP directed the correction of noncompliance through a corrective action plan that is part of the written complaint report.  

There were 199 findings of noncompliance that were identified in the 2005-2006 school year.  Of those 162 findings were corrected within one year of identification. Thirty-four (34) findings were corrected subsequent to the one year timeline.  Three (3) findings remain open.  These findings were identified in one report for one district and relate to the provision of compensatory services.  The district continues to be subject to ongoing oversight and technical assistance and has received a determination of “needs intervention.”  This designation will result in continued oversight and if noncompliance is still uncorrected, additional sanctions will be imposed.
Enforcement Actions:  Where a district failed to correct the noncompliance within required timelines, ongoing communication was maintained with the local director of special education and the chief school administrator.  Technical assistance was provided.  If the corrective action was still not completed, a meeting was held with the chief school administrator, the local director of special education and relevant staff to review the requirements of the corrective action plan, discuss the reasons for the lack of correction, provide technical assistance and identify the documentation needed in order to demonstrate correction. 

Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Correction of Noncompliance

Status of Outstanding Noncompliance Identified in FFY2005: Dispute Resolution
NJOSEP enforces mediation agreements and orders resulting from due process hearings, when the parent alleges that the education agency failed to implement the terms of the agreement or the administrative law judge’s (ALJ) order.  In FFY 2005, there were 20 requests for enforcement of orders resulting from due process hearings.  Of the 20 requests, 12 did not require enforcement activities.  The requests were either returned (not a valid request), withdrawn, or accompanied by documentation that demonstrated compliance.  Of the remaining eight enforcements, there was one finding of noncompliance which was resolved within one year.

There were six requests for enforcement of mediation agreements.  Of the six requests, one was withdrawn.  Of the remaining cases, there was one finding of noncompliance that was resolved beyond one year.

Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:       


NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***

Monitoring Process and Procedures

    a. NJOSEP revised the improvement planning process by directing specific activities to correct noncompliance within the monitoring report.  When noncompliance could be corrected by revision to a form or use a state recommended form, or to change in a procedure, NJOSEP directed a shorter time line for correction and verification of correction of noncompliance than had occurred previously. (Activities: 2006-2007)***
   b.    A new monitoring system was implemented during FFY 2006.  The system includes self-assessment, development of improvement plans, public reporting of findings and onsite verification of correction.  Districts will develop improvement activities to correct noncompliance identified by districts as well as activities to improve results for students in areas related to SPP indicators, The goal of the new system is ensure correction of noncompliance in one year and to focus improvement activities on requirements that facilitate positive outcomes in the areas of placement in the least restrictive environment, access to the general education curriculum, equitable identification of students with disabilities, graduation, and statewide assessment.  The new monitoring system enables NJOSEP to track all monitoring findings by individual compliance issue. This data will be used to track progress over time and to focus technical assistance activities on current areas of need.

All districts will be selected for self-assessment once during the cycle; however, the selection of districts in FFY 2006 focused on two priority areas: the rate of students in separate public and private placements and disproportionate representation of specific racial/ethnic groups in special education (eligibility and placement determinations).  Technical assistance is available to those districts that need assistance in either identifying practices that result in poor data or the development of activities to improve results in these areas.  

                      Districts in self-assessment were provided with sample activities to correct noncompliance and forms in specific areas to assist personnel in monitoring the special education process.  This should reduce the time spent on paperwork and increase time available for program improvement.  

Targeted technical assistance continues to be provided for districts in need of assistance and in need of intervention in areas where the districts have demonstrated an inability to correct.  Sessions are focused on the specific barriers identified by the district staff and the monitors.  Timelines for verification are established as a mechanism to track the effectiveness of the assistance and an incentive for correction.  Sessions thus far have focused on speech and language services, transition, discipline, evaluation and placement decision making.  (Activity: 2005-2006 through 2010-20110)


Complaint Investigation and Mediation/Due Process Enforcement Policy and Procedures


NJOSEP is implementing the following procedures to address the correction of noncompliance in a timely manner:

· Copies of reports with findings of noncompliance are assigned to each of two complaint staff members whose singular responsibility is to review corrective action plans (CAP)s  and ensure timely correction of noncompliance.  

· Copies of complaint investigations are forwarded to the President of the District Board of Education.  Included in complaint investigation each report are the findings of fact, the conclusions and if there is one or more findings of noncompliance, a corrective action plan (CAP.) 
· Meetings with District Superintendents are held when the district repeatedly fails to submit documentation, demonstrating correction of noncompliance.
   Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006   [If applicable]

Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
INDICATOR B-15 WORKSHEET (8/2/07-revised 11/15/2007)

	Indicator
	General Supervision System Components
	# of Programs Monitored
	(a) # of Findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2005 (7/1/05 – 6/30/06)
	(b)  #  of Findings from (a) for which correction was verified no later than one year from identification

	1.  Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.

2.  Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.

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

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.
	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	76


	66

	
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	
	Other: 

Complaint Investigation
	
	0
	

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

7. Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrated improved outcomes.


	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	82
	74

	
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	
	Other: 

Complaint Investigation


	
	0
	


	Indicator
	General Supervision System Components
	# of Programs Monitored
	(a) # of Findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2005 (7/1/05 – 6/30/06)
	(b)  #  of Findings from (a) for which correction was verified no later than one year from identification

	4A.
Percent of districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year
	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	77
	57

	
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	
	Other: Complaint Investigation


	
	18


	17



	5.  Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 -educational placements.

6.  Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 – early childhood placement.
	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	318
	300

	1. 
	Dispute Resolution
	
	2
	1

	2. 
	Other: Complaint Investigation


	
	106
	85

	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.
	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	242
	226

	3. 
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	4. 
	Other: Complaint Investigation


	
	53
	42

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

10.  Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	0
	NA

	9. 
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	10. 
	Other: Complaint Investigation


	
	0
	


	Indicator
	General Supervision System Components
	# of Programs Monitored
	(a) # of Findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2005 (7/1/05 – 6/30/06)
	(b)  #  of Findings from (a) for which correction was verified no later than one year from identification


	11. Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe.


	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	447
	405

	
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	
	Other: Complaint Investigation


	
	22
	18

	12.  Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	Monitoring:  On-site visits, self-assessment, local APR, desk audit, etc.
	114
	22
	22

	
	Dispute Resolution
	
	0
	

	
	Other: Complaint Investigation
	
	0
	

	Sum the numbers down Column a and Column b
	1465
	1313


Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification = 

(column (b) sum divided by column (a) sum) times 100

1313/1465 = .90 X 100 = 90%

Indicator #16:  Complaint Timelines

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 

A stakeholder meeting was conducted on January 11, 2008.  Progress towards the indicator was discussed and the reasons for not meeting the target of 100% were reviewed, including the issue of a staff vacancy, and the delay in filling the vacancy.
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

	Measurement:  Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006
(2006-2007)
	100% of signed written complaints with reports are resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.


Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process – Complaint Timelines:

          During FFY 2006 the NJOSEP allocated funds to employ 3 full-time complaint investigators, one full-time coordinator and two part-time employees.  The coordinator supervises the complaint investigation process.  The investigators identify allegations; conduct fact-finding and write reports that determine compliance/noncompliance and where there is noncompliance, direct corrective action.  The part-time employees assist in tracking and closing corrective action plans.   


Procedures for conducting a complaint investigation which had been developed in FFY 2005 continue to be implemented.  These include providing the parent and education agency an opportunity to resolve the complaint either locally or through mediation of the complaint with a state mediator, and providing the education agency an opportunity to submit a written response to the allegations of noncompliance.  


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:


83.4% of signed written complaints with reports were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint.

Actual numbers used in the calculation:

119 reports within timelines + 12 reports within extended timelines/157 reports = 83.4% of written complaints were resolved within required timelines

Description of the results of the calculation and compares the results to the target:

NJOSEP received 295 signed written complaints for the 2006-07 school year, which represents an increase of 10 cases over the previous school year of 2005-06.  Although NJOSEP made some progress toward achieving the target of 100% of written complaints resolved within the required timeline, the target was not achieved.  


In order to achieve or make progress toward the target of 100% for this indicator, NJOSEP has a process for tracking the receipt of the complaint, the assignment of the complaint to a complaint investigator, the completion of the report, the review of the report and the final approval of the report by the NJOSEP director.  There is appropriate oversight of the complaint timelines.  

         The inability of NJOSEP to reach the target due in large part to the loss of one complaint investigator in January 2007, through a transfer to another unit within the department.  Although the position has been posted and an applicant has been interviewed, the NJOSEP is awaiting approval to appoint the applicant.  It is anticipated that once the complaint investigation unit is fully staffed additional progress can be made towards achieving the target.

Resolution Activities:  During the 2006-2007 school year, 48 mediations of complaints were conducted.  Of the 48 mediations, 44 (92%) resulted in agreements.  The NJOSEP plans to continue this effective way of resolving complaints.    

Report of Progress/Slippage
Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets including Trend Data:

NJOSEP made progress toward the target of 100%.  In FFY 2004 NJOSEP reported 55% of signed written complaints were resolved within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint, in FFY 2005 80%, and FFY 2006 83.4%.  
Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:         
NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.
Monitoring Timelines
· In order to achieve or make progress toward the target of 100% for this indicator, NJOSEP maintained its oversight for tracking the receipt of the complaint, the assignment of the complaint to a complaint investigator, the completion of the report, the review of the report and the final approval of the report by the NJOSEP director in accordance with the 60-day timeline.  
· Regular staff meetings were conducted throughout the year with complaint investigators, including meetings dedicated to strategies for organizing investigations and writing reports  (Activity 2006-2007)***
· Complaint investigators regularly reviewed the timelines. In addition, the coordinator, as needed, sent reminders to the investigators when the deadlines approached. (Activity 2006-2007)***
Personnel Development
· The NJOSEP developed a four-hour training which addressed mediation, due process and complaint resolution procedures and was presented to each of the 600 plus school districts and charter schools throughout the state.  The regional trainings were conducted from April through June 2007. Representatives from the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) also attend the training.  In addition to the training provided to district personnel, the NJOSEP provided the training to a group of parent and district attorneys which was arranged through the New Jersey Bar Association.  This training took place on June 11, 2007.  


Finally, the NJOSEP presented the training at the New Jersey School Boards Association convention held in Atlantic City in October 2007.  Over 250 administrators from school districts throughout the state as well as board of education members and district attorneys attended the two–hour training session. (Activity 2006-2007)***
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006

Revision to Improvement Activity:

Personnel:  NJOSEP has advertised the vacant complaint investigator position, conducted interviews for the position, and nominated a candidate.  NJOSEP will follow the NJOSEP and Department of Personnel procedures for hiring, once approval for filling the position is received.
Justification:

The inability of NJOSEP to reach the target cannot is due in large part to the loss of one complaint investigator in January 2007, through a transfer to another unit within the department.  Although the position has been posted and an applicant has been interviewed, the NJOSEP is awaiting approval to appoint the applicant.  It is anticipated that once the complaint investigation unit is fully staffed significant progress can be made towards achieving the target.
Indicator # 17:  Due Process Timelines

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008.  New Jersey’s performance with respect to the percent of fully adjudicated cases within the required timelines was reviewed.  New Jersey’s progress towards meeting the target was discussed.
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B/General Supervision


Measurement Information
Indicator 17:    Percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated   within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.  (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:  (3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2 times 100



Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Due Process Timelines

In New Jersey, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) is the agency that hears all due process cases.  Data are collected throughout the year by the OAL indicating the number of due process cases transmitted to OAL, the outcome of each case and the timeline for hearing and deciding a case.  The New Jersey Office of Special Education Programs (NJOSEP) also maintains a database and inputs the total number of cases filed in New Jersey.
      All due process and mediation cases are filed with the NJOSEP.  All pertinent information (i.e., date received, relief requested, parent/student identifying information, issues, and attorneys) is logged into a database and the case is assigned a specific case number.  If mediation is requested, NJOSEP immediately gives the case folder to the office scheduler, who then schedules the mediation date and location.  

Pursuant to New Jersey law and code the OAL is the agency responsible to hear all due process cases that are not settled through mediation/resolution session or are directly transmitted for hearing per parent/district agreement.  All transmittals are clearly tracked in the office database.

NJOSEP and OAL have taken steps to expedite the processing of requests for a due process hearing and completion of due process hearings, with the goal of completing all cases within the 45-day federal time period (including all legal extensions of time). The NJOSEP and OAL implemented a new system for transmittal and processing of requests for a due process hearing to OAL on February 1, 2005. Cases are now transmitted and scheduled for an initial hearing on or about day 10.  If additional hearing dates are required, they are scheduled on that initial hearing date and the matter is adjourned to the next hearing date.  This system results in early case management by the administrative law judge assigned to the case, with an emphasis on keeping the parties focused on preparing for and completing the case as quickly and efficiently as possible.  Parties are expected to begin their cases on the initial hearing date, and to resolve any discovery, witness or other procedural issues at that time, in order to allow for completion of the hearing on any subsequent hearing day(s) determined necessary to fully hear the matter.  This system, with its added emphasis on case management at an early date, has resulted in a significant reduction in the number of calendar days utilized to complete due process hearings, as well as the number of federal days necessary to complete these cases.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006
	100% of fully adjudicated Due Process cases will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.  


Actual Target Data for 2006:  

98.1% of fully adjudicated due process cases were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that was properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.  

Actual numbers used in the calculation
30 cases within 45-day timeline + 24 cases within extended timelines/ 55 = 98.1%
Description of the Results of the Calculations and Comparison of the Results to the State       Target:
Data Analysis (Including Trend Data to Demonstrate Progress):

NJOSEP continues to make progress toward the target of 100% as indicated below.
In FFY2004, the baseline data revealed that 87.2% of fully adjudicated cases were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a properly extended timeline.  

In FFY 2005, the data revealed that 93% of fully adjudicated cases were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a properly extended timeline.  

The FFY 2006 data reveal that 98.1% of fully adjudicated cases were fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or within a properly extended timeline.  Each year, New Jersey has increased the percentage of due process cases that were fully adjudicated within the appropriate timelines.  Of the 55 fully adjudicated cases for FFY 2006, only one of the 55 cases was not fully adjudicated within the appropriate timelines.  

Report of Progress/Slippage

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006

     Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets:

As indicated in the SPP, New Jersey receives approximately 1100 due process and mediation cases each year.  However, NJOSEP saw a slight increase in the number of cases filed in FFY 2006 with 1165 requests for due process and mediation filed.  In New Jersey, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) is the agency that adjudicates all due process cases.  

The NJOSEP was not able to meet the goal of 100% because procedures related to the proper adjournment of a case were not followed in one instance; specifically one case was completed outside of the appropriate timelines.   This procedural error has been discussed with the OAL and all parties are committed to further training and guidance for all administrative law judges (ALJs) regarding the paperwork related to the scheduling and adjourning of special education due process cases.  

       Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006:     
NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.  

Procedures and Process:  ALJs continue to implement effective and early case management of special education cases.  Cases continue to be transmitted and scheduled for an initial hearing on or about day 10.  Furthermore, a request to adjourn a case is not easily granted by the ALJs.  This aids in the completion of a hearing and helps to improve overall timelines.  ALJs expect the parties to be prepared for a hearing on the initial hearing date.  

Ongoing collaboration and open dialogue continue between the NJDOE and the OAL.  The OAL recently revised its “Manual on Special Education” for all of the ALJs based on the recent New Jersey code and procedural changes that were a result of IDEA 2004.  Each ALJ received this manual to use as a reference guide for hearing special education due process hearings.  Also, as indicated in the SPP, meetings between the NJOSEP and the OAL are held at least four times per year with at least one meeting designated to reviewing the SPP and APR data. Regular phone calls are also made to ensure the cases are being completed within timelines.  In addition, the chief ALJ continues to send regular reminders to all of the ALJs regarding the timelines for completing special education hearings and the paperwork involved in adjourning specific hearings.  Further coordination will continue in order to meet the goal of 100%.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
Data Collection and Analysis:   The database system is fully operational and periodic meetings to ensure coordination with Office of Administrative Law are conducted.  The OAL will work with the ALJs to ensure proper paperwork and procedures are followed for each special education due process case.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
Memorandum of Understanding with OAL:  The NJOSEP and the OAL completed a new Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) whereby additional funds were appropriated to OAL to be used for annual training for OAL judges and for interns to assist in the case management of special education hearings.  In May 2007, six ALJs attended the 35th Special Education Law Conference at Lehigh University using monies allocated under the MOU.  Such training allows the OAL to assign special education cases to additional judges with the anticipation that all cases will be heard and completed within the 45-day timeline.  
In addition, on September 20, 2007, staff from the NJDOE presented an overview of the State’s new special education procedures related to mediation and due process to all of the ALJs and their staff.  At this day-long training, Perry Zirkel, a nationally known professor and speaker from Lehigh University also presented to all of the ALJs on special education case law.    
            Through the MOU, the OAL continues to employ staff to further ensure the completion of due process cases within the 45-day timeline.  It is anticipated that the MOU will continue and will be extended throughout the reporting period.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006
[If applicable]
Not Applicable — there were no changes made to Indicator #17.

Indicator # 18 – Hearing Requests Resolved by Resolution Sessions

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008, at which time re-setting the targets from a single percentage to a range was proposed.  The stakeholders concurred with the proposal and a range was established for this indicator.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B/General Supervision


Measurement Information
Indicator 18:    Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.  
	Measurement:  Percent = (3.1)(a) divided by (3.1) times 100




Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System -   Hearing Requests Resolved by Resolution Sessions

As of July 1, 2005 all due process cases that are filed by parents with the New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) have the option of holding a resolution session or mediation session.  When the cases are filed, the petitioner may indicate in the petition his or her preference for resolution session or mediation.  The parent’s preference is noted in a log that the Coordinator of Dispute Resolution maintains on a daily basis.

Once a new due process petition is opened by NJDOE, an acknowledgement letter is sent to all parties.  The acknowledgement indicates the district’s responsibility to offer and coordinate a resolution session or the option that all parties may instead agree to mediation, which is arranged through the NJDOE.  The district has 15 days to contact the parties to arrange and conduct a resolution session.  

Preferably, the district notifies NJDOE of its decision to conduct a resolution session or request mediation. Since the district does not always notify NJDOE regarding the resolution session, NJDOE is currently piloting a process whereby on or about day 20 of the 30-day resolution period, a representative from NJDOE calls the parties to see whether a resolution session has been held or whether the parties consent to schedule mediation.  NJDOE also calls the parties on day 30 prior to transmitting the case to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) to see if a resolution was reached.      

If a resolution session resulted in a signed agreement by all parties, NJDOE is notified in writing and the case is closed in the database with the outcome listed as “Resolution Agreement.”  This allows NJDOE to track the number of resolution agreements reached each year.
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006 
	45-55% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.  [Revised]


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:  51.2% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.  NJOSEP met the revised target. 

Actual numbers used in the calculation:
In FFY 2006 (school year 2006-07) local education agencies reported that a total of 82 resolution sessions were held.  Of the 82 sessions, 42 resulted in a resolution agreement which calculates to 51.2% of the sessions resulting in agreements.  This is a decrease from the first year of reporting in FFY 2005 (school year 2005-06), in which the local education agencies reported that 77% of sessions resulted in agreements.  
Report of Progress/Slippage
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
Describes the results of the calculations and compares the results to the state target:

As indicated in the SPP, data collected and reported for FFY 2005 may not have accounted for all of the resolution sessions held and the related outcomes for the reporting period.  The tracking of resolution sessions has improved and as a result, more accurate and reliable data have been collected.  At last year’s stakeholder meeting, the NJOSEP anticipated that the number of resolved cases would decrease with the better collection of data and thus, the targets were set lower than the 77% agreement rate reported for FFY 2005.  The data show that even fewer cases were resolved in resolution sessions. The NJOSEP is now revising its targets for Indicator 18 and setting a “range” for the number of hearing requests resolved through resolution session settlement agreements. The range is more in keeping with the number of mediation agreements reported in Indicator 19.  The NJOSEP believes that the new ranges will more accurately reflect the rate of settlement for hearing requests in New Jersey whether through a resolution session or through mediation. 

Discussion of improvement activities completed FFY 2006: 

NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.  

Data Collection: If a resolution session results in a signed agreement by all parties, NJDOSEP is notified in writing and the case is closed in the database with the outcome listed as “Resolution Agreement.”  This allows NJDOE to track the number of resolution agreements reached each year.  Data for this indicator are collected through the NJOSEP database system which allows NJDOE to input the outcome of all resolutions sessions held in the state on a case-by-case basis. Thus, NJOSEP is using a tracking system that results in the accurate collection and reporting of data.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
Personnel Development:  The NJOSEP developed a four-hour training which addressed mediation, due process and complaint resolution and was presented to each of the 600 plus school districts and charter schools throughout the state.  The regional trainings were conducted from April through June 2007. Representatives from the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) also attend the training. In addition to the training provided to district personnel, the NJOSEP provided the training to a group of parent and district attorneys which was arranged through the New Jersey Bar Association.  This training took place on June 11, 2007.  

Finally, the NJOSEP presented the training at the New Jersey School Boards Association convention held in Atlantic City in October 2007.  Over 250 administrators from school districts throughout the state as well as board of education members and district attorneys attended the two–hour training session.  

Procedures:

NJDOE continues to implement procedures to call the district/parent before the end of the 30-day resolution period, to see if they have held a resolution session or prefer to schedule mediation (with consent from all parties).  NJDOE also reaches out to the parties on day 30 prior to transmitting the case to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) to see if a resolution was reached.  Although this process continues to be somewhat effective, it also continues to be somewhat inefficient with respect to the use of staff time and as a result, alternatives are being explored, however, at this time the NJDOE continues to utilize this process.  (Activity 2006-2007)***
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY 2006

Revision to Targets:
The NJOSEP is revising its initial targets on the SPP for Indicator 18.  The NJOSEP is revising the target to reflect a target range rather than a one-number target.  The NJOSEP believes that the new ranges will more accurately reflect the rate of settlement for hearing requests in New Jersey whether through a resolution session or through mediation.
Revision to Improvement Activities:

The NJOSEP is exploring the possibility of partnering with an agency, organization, or other entity that has expertise in dispute resolution techniques to develop and/or provide training and technical assistance to districts and parents to improve outcomes for resolution sessions.
REVISED TARGETS
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	65% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	45-55% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	45-55% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	45-55% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	50-60% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	55-65% of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements. 


Indicator #19:  Mediation Agreements 

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2006
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008.  NJOSEP’s performance with respect to this indicator was reviewed.  There was a brief discussion regarding the overall mediation system.  NJOSEP exceeded the target.  
	Monitoring Priority:  Effective General Supervision Part B/General Supervision


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


                       (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:  Percent:  (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i) divided by (2.1) times 100. 



Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – Mediation Agreements

Requests for mediation are logged in to the office database and are separated by requests for mediation only and requests for mediations related to due process.  All files for mediation are immediately given to the office scheduler who in turn calls both parties and schedules the mediation session within approximately 10 days.  

When the mediation occurs and a settlement agreement is reached, the mediator will write the agreement with the parties and both parties will sign the agreement form which in turn becomes a binding and enforceable agreement.  The case is then closed by the mediator in the database.  The case file is held in an NJOSEP file for approximately six months at which time it is transferred to storage.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006
	34% of mediations held will result in mediation agreements.


Actual Target Data for 2006:  

203 mediation agreements/ 531 = 38.3% of mediations held resulted in mediation agreements.
Actual numbers used in the calculation:

101 mediation agreements /310 mediations related to due process = 32.6%
102 mediation agreements/ 221 mediations not related to a due process hearing = 46.2%
203 mediation agreements/ 531 = 38.3% of mediations held resulted in mediation agreements.

Formula:  (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i) divided by (2.1) times 100.
101 + 102 / 531 X 100 = 38.3%
Description of the results of the calculations and compares the results to the target:

NJOSEP exceeded the target of 34% for mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.  38.3% of mediations held resulted in mediation agreements.
Report of Progress/Slippage
  
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
     Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets/trend data to demonstrate    progress or slippage

In the 2006-07 school year, the NJOSEP received a total of 610 requests for mediation (of which 79 were not held or were pending).  The requests continue to be logged into the office database and are separated by mediations and mediations related to a due process hearing.  Files requesting mediation are immediately given to the office scheduler who in turn calls both parties and schedules the mediation session within approximately 10 to 15 days.  

Of the 610 requests for mediation, a total of 531 mediations were held. Of those, 310 were mediations related to due process and 221 were mediations not related to due process.  Of the 310 mediations related to due process, 101 resulted in mediation agreements (32.6%).  Of the 221 mediations not related to due process, 102 resulted in mediations agreements (46.2%).  This translates to a total of 38.3% of mediations held in FFY 2006 resulted in a mediation agreement which is consistent with the 38% reported in FFY 2005.





Trend Data
	FFY
	04
	05
	06

	Percent of Mediations that resulted in agreements
	30%
	38%
	38.3%


Explanation of Progress-Target  
NJOSEP’s reported progress in achieving the State target for this indicator does not reflect the complete picture of settlement agreements achieved with respect to mediations that are related to a due process hearing.  The New Jersey Department of Education employs the mediators that are provided statewide to resolve special education disputes.  As such, the mediators may only write agreements that comply with State and Federal regulations.
 There are instances when,  after the mediation discussions are completed, the parties request that the case be transmitted to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) where an administrative law judge (ALJ) will review the case and determine whether to order the resolution as a “Settlement Agreement.”  For example, as part of dispute resolution under New Jersey regulations, only an ALJ may order placement in an accredited private school that is not approved for the education of students with disabilities.  

In addition, parties sometimes request that a draft agreement reached at a mediation meeting be transmitted to an ALJ to have the agreement “ordered” by the ALJ.  Some attribute this practice to the efforts of the parent attorney to secure attorney fees which are not available through mediation but are available for a decision ordered by an ALJ.  Also, it appears that some advocates and attorneys prefer to have certain agreed upon items ordered by an ALJ and not written in a mediation agreement.  The advantage of this is not entirely clear, but some have suggested that the decision of an ALJ may carry more weight than a mediated agreement.  Although, the mediator was often a primary participant and facilitator in reaching an agreement, cases that are settled or ordered at the OAL, must be reported as “Transmitted;” thus reducing the overall percentage of cases settled through mediation.  

In reviewing the data, the NJOSEP has determined that an additional 62 due process cases which were mediated, but subsequently transmitted to the OAL for a hearing, ultimately settled and never went to a full hearing at OAL.  This may be attributed to the fact that a mediator met with the parties and assisted the parties in reaching an agreement which could not be written by the mediator and/or the drafted settlement was transmitted at the request of the parties.    If the additional 62 cases could be incorporated into the calculation for measuring the percentage of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements, New Jersey’s percent would increase to 52.8%.  
Improvement activities completed FFY 2006:

NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

Data Collection and Analysis:

a.   Database System:  NJOSEP continues to update its database system to accurately capture all information and outcomes related to mediations that are filed each year.  Regular maintenance and evaluation of the system occurs to ensure accurate reporting of all data. (Activity: 2006-2007)***
      b.  Evaluation Tool:  As indicated in the SPP, the NJOSEP has developed and implemented an evaluation tool which was given to every participant at each mediation during the FFY 2006.  The survey included a self-addressed stamped envelope in order to help facilitate completion and submission of the survey.  Responses were received daily and provided useful information which is in the process of being reviewed and used to determine if changes need to be made regarding the mediation system.   Preliminary survey results indicate a need for additional information prior to mediation with respect to the process and expectations (for parents and district personnel).  As a result of the survey, the NJOSEP is developing informational pamphlets on New Jersey’s mediation system for parents and the general public.  It is anticipated that the materials will help to explain and inform parents on mediation and how it may be used to resolve conflicts in special education.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

Training for NJOSEP Mediators:   Additional steps have been taken to improve the overall number of mediation agreements reached each year.  Regular staff meetings are held with the mediators to discuss issues and strategies related to mediation.  One mediator also attended a three-day mediation training in July 2007 through the Department of the Public Advocate, Office of Dispute Settlement.  Ongoing guidance and training on special education regulations has also been provided to all mediators as well as districts and parents regarding special education regulations and IDEA changes. The OSEP is working on a document explaining mediation and the mediation process which will be available to parents and interested parties.  
      Information Dissemination
        a. Personnel Development:  The NJOSEP developed a four-hour training which addressed procedures for mediation, due process and complaint resolution and was presented to each of the 600 plus school districts and charter schools throughout the state.  The regional trainings were conducted from April through June 2007.   Representatives from the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) also attended the training sessions. In addition to the training provided to district personnel, the NJOSEP provided the training to a group of parent and district attorneys which was arranged through collaboration with the New Jersey Bar Association.  This training took place on June 11, 2007.  

Finally, the NJOSEP presented this dispute and complaint resolution training at the annual New Jersey School Boards Association convention held in Atlantic City in October 2007.  Over 250 administrators from school districts throughout the state as well as board of education members and district attorneys attended the two–hour training session. 

        b. Parental Rights in Special Education:  The Parental Rights in Special Education (PRISE) document has been revised and was released to the public in the Fall of 2007. New due process and mediation information forms were included in the updated document.  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006


.  Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
Indicator #20:  State Reported Data

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2006  
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

A stakeholder meeting was held on January 11, 2008.  NJOSEP’s performance with respect to timely and accurate data was discussed. NJOSEP informed the stakeholder of its progress and the reason it did not meet the target of 100%.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Measurement Information
Indicator 20: State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) are timely and accurate. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

	Measurement: 

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

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

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



     Overview/Description of Issue, Process, System – State Reported Data


Response to issues identified in USOSEP’s letter responding to the State’s previously submitted SPP/APR


Response Table:  


Issue 1 - “The State reported that Assessment data was submitted two months late due to misunderstanding of the due date.  One of seven reports was not timely.  The State has established new procedures for submitting 618 data in coordination with Westat to reduce delays in the future.”
      FFY 2006 SPP/APR - Assessment data were submitted in a timely manner.


Issue 2 – “Although the State noted that the APR was timely, the State did not provide baseline data for Indicator 8.”


FFY 2006 SPP/APR – Data for Indicator 8 has been collected, analyzed and reported as part of the FFY 2008 APR.  See Indicator 8 of the SPP and APR.

Issue 3 – “Although the State noted that the APR was timely, the State did not provide valid and reliable data for Indicators 3B and C…””


FFY 2006 - Valid and reliable data have been collected and reported for Indicators 3B and C  -    See Indicators 3 B and 3C of the  FY 2006 APR


Issue 4 - “Although the State noted that the APR was timely, the State did not provide valid and reliable data for Indicator……… 13.”

FFY 2006 – Valid and reliable data have been collected and reported for Indicator 13.  See Indicator 13 of the FY 2006 APR.     

Description of state selected data sources, including information from state data system, assessment system, as well as technical assistance and monitoring system/Evidence that standards for ensuring error free, consistent, valid, and reliable data were met

Collection of Data Under Section 618 of the IDEA


NJOSEP uses the secured NJDOE Web Administrator System to collect data required under Section 618 of the IDEA (see http://homeroom.state.nj.us/).  The data are stored on secure servers in an Oracle database.  The child count, educational environments, and personnel data required under Section 618 of the IDEA are collected annually on December 1 through an online data collection known as the Annual Data Report (ADR). The exiting data are collected annually on June 30 through an online data collection, known as the End of the Year Report (EOY).   The system is modified each year to meet the Federal data reporting requirements.  For the December 1, 2006 data collection, six tables were added to collect data on the timelines for evaluation and the determination of eligibility for school age children (Indicator 11) and the timely evaluation of children transitioning to Part B from Part C (Indicator 12).  
With respect to the ADR and EOY data collections, NJOSEP implements procedures to determine whether the individuals who enter and report data at the local and/or regional level do so accurately and in a manner that is consistent with the State’s procedures, OSEP guidance, and Section 618.  In addition, NJOSEP implements procedures for identifying anomalies in data that are reported, and correcting any inaccuracies   Data checks are built into the web application that help to ensure accuracy of data.  LEA staff who enter data must pass a series of edit checks to ensure data accuracy (for example see Edits for the Special Education Annual Data Report at: http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/data/adrinst/instructions.doc).  

If the LEA staff are not able to make the required corrections to the data, they must contact NJOSEP for online technical support.  The LEA superintendent or special education director must certify the data prior to submission to NJOSEP.  Upon receipt of complete data from all LEAs and other entities, NJOSEP uses a series of programs to further check for data validity, including year-to-year consistencies.  LEAs with questionable data are required to verify, correct, and/or resubmit their data.  


Discipline data are collected by the Office of Program Support Services through the Electronic Violence and Vandalism Report. These data are entered on an ongoing basis during the school year in which the disciplinary actions are implemented.  Assessment data for Table 6 of the IDEA Part B 618 data collection are generated by the New Jersey Department of Education, Office of Assessment which obtains the data from test contractors who process test booklets and answer folders.  NCLB rules are applied to the data by the Office of Title 1.  Data are then forwarded to the NJSOSEP for completion of Table 6.  Data in Table 6 are used to determine if SPP targets are met for Indicator 3.  
Monitoring data are submitted through self-assessment by LEAs and collected through desk audit and onsite visits which include interview, observation and file review.  Noncompliance is ‘identified’ when the NJDOE informs and LEA in writing of the results of review of the self-assessment or data from the desk audit or onsite visit.  Findings of noncompliance are tracked by individual areas which are categorized according to SPP priority areas (see Table in Indicator 15).  Districts are required to correct noncompliance within a year of identification.  The date of correction of each finding of noncompliance is the date when the LEA is informed in writing that corrective actions have been implemented and correction has been verified.  A database is maintained which tracks each LEA, each finding by area, the date of identification and the date of correction. 
To ensure timely data for complaints, mediation/due process and resolution sessions, the NJOSEP maintains databases to record data for Table 7.  Mediators, complaint investigators and other assigned staff are able to log onto their respective databases and enter complaint and mediation data as appropriate.  In addition, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) tracks data regarding due process cases, including the number of cases settled or withdrawn and the timeline for fully adjudicated due process cases.


Sampling Plans

NJOSEP forwarded all required revisions and clarifications regarding the Sampling Plans for Indicators 7 and 8 on September 27, 2007.  The sampling plans were then approved by USOSEP


Guidance and Technical Assistance


NJOSEP provides guidance and ongoing technical assistance to local programs/public agencies regarding requirements and procedures for reporting data under Section 618 of the IDEA, with an emphasis on need for timely and accurate data submissions.  (See for example:  Special Education Annual Data Report Instructions and Forms at:  http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/data/adrinst/ and Special Education End of the Year Report, User Manual, Frequently Asked Questions, etc. at http://homeroom.state.nj.us/eoy.htm).  

Local school district personnel are trained in each LEA to enter data for the web based administrative system.  In addition, call-in assistance is available to staff responsible for data entry to assist with accurate and timely collections and reporting.  Assistance is also available from the NJDOE County Supervisors who have been trained on the State data systems.  The County Supervisors meet monthly to discuss issues including data issues and provide NJOSEP with suggestions for revisions to data collection instructions and procedures and training/technical assistance.  For example, based on information provided to the County Supervisors of Child Study by local district personnel, changes were made to the data collection tables for Indicators 11 and 12.

SPP/APR Submission – FFY 2006
To meet the requirements of this indicator, NJOSEP was required to submit seven data tables (Personnel, Students Exiting, Discipline, Child Count, Educational Environments, Assessment and Resolution) under the IDEA Part B 618 data collection, as well as the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) in a timely and accurate manner.  To ensure that all data are collected from school districts in a timely manner, the New Jersey Department of Education has a web-based system whereby a district web administrator logs onto the system and submits the required data.  
Timely Submission – District Level Data
To ensure that New Jersey’s districts submit their data to NJOSEP in a timely manner, NJOSEP tracks district submissions and provides follow-up phone calls and/or written correspondence to districts that appear in jeopardy of missing important deadlines.
Accurate Data – District Level Data
As indicated above, the online submission of data from New Jersey’s districts must pass a series of edit checks to ensure the data received from each district is accurate and complete.  There is an array of multiplication and logic checks that must be satisfied before the system will accept and ultimately allow users to submit their data.  Users who are unable to submit their data due to errors must then call NJOSEP for online technical support.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006
	100% of state reported data are submitted in a timely and accurate manner.  


Actual Target Data for FFY 2006:

96.4% of state reported data were submitted in a timely and accurate manner.

Actual Numbers used in the calculation:
See attached work sheets for actual numbers and calculations.

Description of the results of the calculations and comparison of the results to the target:

Although NJOSEP did not meet the target of 100%, significant progress from FFY 2005 was made towards meeting the goal as reflected in the actual target data for FFY 2006 of 96.4%.
Report of Progress/Slippage 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY 2006
Discussion of data and progress or slippage toward targets

As indicated above, NJOSEP made progress toward the target of 100%; 96.4% of state reported data was submitted in a timely and accurate manner.
NJOSEP was not able to report the numbers of students with disabilities who were removed from their current programs due to acts that caused serious bodily injury.  The New Jersey Department of Education’s data collection system was not modified in time to collect this data.  The data collection system has been revised, training for school districts has been scheduled and the data will be reported for the FFY2007 APR.

Improvement activities completed FFY 2006:

NOTE:  Activities that occurred in 2006-2007 and are ongoing during the course of the SPP are represented by the symbol ***.

Data Submission Timelines:  NJOSEP maintained a timetable to ensure that data was submitted to USOSEP in a timely manner. All state reported data required under Section 618 and the Annual Performance Report were submitted in a timely manner during the 2006-2007 school year. (Activity: 2006-2007)***
The following steps were taken with respect to the submission of data from school districts:
· Clarifying directions to districts regarding the Exiting, Personnel, Child Count, and Discipline counts with clear and concise timelines for them to follow;

· Ensuring prompt phone response from NJOSEP staff to questions and technical problems that occurred while districts were preparing their online data submission; during the actual data submission; and after the data submission to NJOSEP;
· Providing local school districts with strict instructions that specify the data submission deadlines and penalties for those districts not adhering to the deadlines.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***

Data Accuracy: The following steps have been taken with respect to the accuracy of school district       data.  A data verification protocol to verify LRE data was developed and piloted.  However, additional automatic edits checks are planned for the December 1, 2007 child count.  These additional checks will compare the December 1, 2007 data with the data collected from the previous year.  Wherever there is a decrease or increase of 10% or more in child counts or placement data cells, the system will require verification of the change.   In addition, districts will be entering placement data into the NJ Smart student data base, as described below.  At this time, NJOSEP believes the increased edit checks and the provision of a student level data base have negated the need to implement the data verification protocol on a district, county, or statewide basis.  (Activity: 2006-2007)***


Improvement activities in progress:


Data Accuracy: A teleconference was conducted on November 29 2007, to provide technical assistance to school districts identified for self-assessment based on the percentage of students with disabilities educated in separate private and public separate settings.  The purpose of the technical assistance is to ensure that school districts are reporting their data accurately for the December 1, 2007 child count and educational environments.   


New Jersey Standards Measurement and Resource for Teaching (NJ SMART) Student Data Base: Significant progress has been made towards the development and implementation of a New Jersey Department of Education student level database.  Student identification numbers have been assigned to all students and districts are uploading data to the system.  A test of the new system for special education data is planned for February 1, 2008.  There will be a parallel submission of the December 1 child count and educational environments.  


A Special Education Student Data Handbook was issued on December 7, 2007 in order to facilitate the February 1, 2008 the parallel data submission.  The data elements included in the initial NJ Smart special education data submission will include:  Student Information, Enrollment Information, Program Information (Grade Level, Program Type, Limited English Proficiency Program Enrollment), and special education specific information including:

· Referral Data

· Parental Consent Data

· Initial IEP Meeting Date

· Most Recent IEP Meeting Date

· Special Education Classification

· IEP Beginning Date

· IEP End Date

· Reevaluation Date

· Special Education Delay Reasons

· Special Education Placement

· Related Services.

Districts must submit their file, correct any errors, and release the file as final to NJ DOE by February 29, 2008.  In an effort to assist Districts and Charters in preparation of the Special Education snapshot file, the NJDOE NJ SMART vendor will be hosting web-based NJ SMART Special Education Data Element trainings (Webinars). These Webinars will provide an overview of all the required special education data elements.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006
[If applicable]

Not applicable.  There were no revisions for proposed targets, improvement activities, or timelines.
	 SPP/APR Indicator 20

	Valid and Reliable
	Correct Calculation
	Followed Instructions
	Total

	1
	 
	1
	2

	1
	 
	1
	2

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	1
	1
	1
	3

	 
	 
	Subtotal
	58

	 
	Timely Submission Points -  If the FFY2006 APR was submitted  on-time, place the number 5 in the cell on the right.
	5

	
	Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and Timely Submission Points) =
	63


	 618 Data - Indicator 20

	Timely
	Complete Data
	Passed Edit Check
	Responded to Data Note Requests
	Total

	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	1
	1
	1
	N/A
	3

	 
	 
	 
	Subtotal
	22

	 
	Grand Total (Subtotal X 2) = 
	 
	44

	
	
	
	
	

	 
	

	 
	63
	

	 
	44
	

	 
	107
	

	 
	0
	

	 
	8
	

	 
	111
	

	 
	0.964
	

	 
	96.4
	


� The number of school districts may change from year to year as charter schools open or close.  In New Jersey, charter schools are considered to be LEAs.  


� This figure represents the number of students with disabilities of the districts that reported incidents of removals greater than 10 days.  


� This figure includes charter schools.  It does not include non-operating school districts or education services commissions, jointure commissions or special services school districts because these education agencies do not report suspensions or expulsions.  They are reported by the sending districts.  It should be noted that the number of districts may vary from year to year as charter schools open/or districts regionalize or dissolve regional relationships.














� For the purpose of this report, New Jersey chose to eliminate nonpublic school (parentally placed) students with disabilities from the calculation of the percentages for 5A, 5B and 5C.  Because New Jersey’s number of nonpublic school students with disabilities is large, their inclusion in the calculation of 5A, 5B and 5C would skew the percentages of students with disabilities placed by the district of residence. The FFY 2006 LRE percentages reported at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ideadata.org" ��www.ideadata.org� for New Jersey are lower than reported here because nonpublic school students with disabilities are included in that calculation.


� Because the NJOSEP enforces mediation agreements, if the parent believes the school district is not implementing the agreement as written, it is the NJOSEP’s policy that agreements must be in compliance with State and Federal requirements.  
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