APR Template –Part B


Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for  2005-06  
Overview of the Annual Performance Plan (APR) Development:

The Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first complied and analyzed data for the development of the Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning: (a) the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises the RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The SEAC reviewed the draft and provided suggestions and input. These were incorporated into the final copy of the APR. In addition, the SPP and APR will be made available to all local media outlets per OSEP mandates. A copy of the SPP and APR is available on the RI Technical Assistance Project website (www.ritap.org) and the RI Department of Education website (www.ride.ri.gov). This overview is applicable to all APR indicators.

Overview Indicator #1:

Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma in Rhode Island Prior to 2007-08

The awarding of high school diplomas in Rhode Island is a Local Education Agency (LEA) decision prior to the 2007-08 school year in which the Rhode Island High School Diploma System will begin. LEAs award diplomas to students who meet the required number of Carnegie Units. The Rhode Island Basic Education Program (BEP), defined in state legislation, established a minimum number of units students were to achieve and all LEAs exceed this requirement. Some LEAs also require students to achieve additional requirements such as community service requirements and/or senior projects. Students in special education meet the same requirements and receive the same diploma. 

Rhode Island High School Reform:

The Rhode Island Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education approved regulations for the reform of high schools in Rhode Island on January 9, 2003. The regulations address the areas of literacy, personalization and graduation by proficiency. The regulations intend to improve the performance of high schools, increase graduation rates, improve post graduation outcomes and improve supports to students. A significant effect of the regulations has been the development of the Rhode Island Diploma System. 

The Rhode Island Diploma System:

Beginning with the Class of 2008, students will be required to demonstrate academic proficiency based on the Rhode Island Grade Level/Grade Span Expectations (GSE/GLEs), apply knowledge and skills in real world settings, and successfully complete a variety of challenging assessments in order to earn a high school diploma. The Rhode Island Department of Education is requiring that LEAs establish graduation requirements that include:

(  Completion of a minimum of 20 Carnegie units.

(  Base up to 10% of the graduation decision on student performance on the State Assessment.

(  Completion of a performance based requirement such as end of course exam, senior project, digital portfolio, Certificate of Initial Mastery (CIM) or similar requirement that demonstrates proficiency on the Rhode Island Grade Level/Grade Span Expectations (GSE/GLEs) and applied learning standards.

Local Education Agencies have designed their local Performance Based Graduation Requirements (PBGR) system and were reviewed by the Peer Review process in the spring of 2006 and by formal Commissioners Review in the summer of 2006. The Peer Review process focused on the graduation requirement portions of the system (which did not include the LEA’s literacy and personalization plans and actions). Each LEA presented a portfolio for review by teams of trained peers. The portfolios addressed five of the eight criteria that will be used in reviewing each LEA’s diploma system. The criteria include:

(  Access/Opportunity – Evidence that ensures all students have a legitimate and fair opportunity to meet the RI Grade Level/Grade Span Expectations. All students have genuine access to rigorous programs that support their individual learning plans. Students have access to multiple pathways through high school to achieve the GSE/GLE’s.

(  Alignment – Evidence that the LEA has aligned curriculum with the RI GLE/GSE’s and national content standards. The LEA has established evidence of expectations for student learning, employs applied learning across content areas and utilizes a variety of assessments.

(  Sufficiency – Evidence that the LEA has established a method for specifying the numbers and types of assessment evidence for determining student proficiency.

(  Fairness – Evidence that the LEA has provided valid opportunities for all students, including any sub groups of students, to demonstrate what they know. The LEA has implemented universally designed methods and instruments and has reviewed assessments for bias. Assessment results are communicated to students and families in a clear and timely manner and there is an open appeals process.

(  Standard-Setting – Evidence that the LEA has a convincing rationale for the process of determining overall proficiency for graduation that is clearly tied to performance standards and the standard-setting process involves the community. 

In the summer of 2006 the LEAs were reviewed by Commissioners Review which included the same information from the Peer Review and added the LEA’s progress on the implementation of personalization strategies to better support students and direct literacy intervention for students not reading at grade level. The results of the Commissioners review were presented to LEA leaders (including representatives from local school committees and teachers unions) in the fall of 2006. LEAs are now implementing the recommendations of the Commissioners Review in order to receive RIDE approval of their diploma system for the class of 2008.

Rhode Island NCLB Nonacademic Accountability Indicators

There are two types of nonacademic accountability indicators included in the Rhode Island Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) performance standards under NCLB. The first is participation rate; schools and districts must test at least 95% of their enrolled students in ELA and mathematics. School and subgroup test participation rates are based on the grade levels actually tested each fall. An important addition starting in 2005-06 is that all subgroups evaluated for academic purposes must also have at least a 95% test participation rate. This includes students in special education as one of the sub groups. Participation rates are reported separately for English language arts and for Mathematics.

The second nonacademic indicator measures attendance at the elementary and middle school levels and graduation rate at the high school level. The required attendance rate to meet AYP is 90%. Schools with attendance rates below 90% will have the opportunity for a Safe Harbor Review of this indicator. If it is found that schools have increased their attendance rate in accordance with the Safe Harbor Provision, then they have met this indicator. Rhode Island does use a Safe Harbor or improvement indicator for the graduation rates at this time. 

RIDE stipulates that every school must have a 95% high school graduation rate by the year 2014. A baseline was established using the same method of calculation as for the academic baselines. To determine the baselines, all high school graduation rates were rank ordered from lowest to highest in 2002. The high school in which 20% of the state’s high school students were enrolled had a 71.4 % graduation rate. The Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) for high school graduation rates are outlined below culminating in a 95% graduation rate requirement in 2014.

Graduation Rate AMOs

	Year
	AMO

	2014 
	95.0

	2013 
	90.9

	2012
	87.0

	2011
	83.1

	2010
	79.2

	2009
	79.2

	2008
	79.2

	2007
	75.3

	2006*
	75.3

	2005
	75.3

	2004
	71.4

	2003
	71.4

	2002
	71.4


* This AMO for the graduating class of 2006 is one of the targets used in the classification of high schools for the 2005-06 school year. (Source: RIDE, Office of Assessment and Accountability Technical Bulletin, May 2006)

The Rhode Island NCLB graduation requirement will clearly hold implications for students in special education. If high schools do not meet the required graduation rates, progressive levels of intervention will be ordered. This process is further described under SPP indicator 2, Dropout Rate.
Implications for the Special Education Graduation Rate

The implications of the Rhode Island Diploma System present a major opportunity for ensuring all students achieve high expectations. By providing students multiple methods to meeting an LEA’s proficiency requirements, (Carnegie Units, performance on state assessment, end of course exam, portfolio, senior project, CIM, etc.) it is anticipated that more students will meet expectations and graduate with a high school diploma. Implementation of the Rhode Island Diploma system has also defined a clear set of expectations for all students in the state. The process has encouraged LEAs to carefully examine the value of their current diploma and examine the needs of student’s not meeting proficiency expectations. The request for technical assistance from the districts for universal design, collaborative teaching, literacy interventions and other practices that would benefit special education students has increased with the implementation of the RI Diploma System.

The specific impact on graduation rates for students in special education is difficult to predict, however many high schools have begun rigorous examination of data through the Commissioners Review process which has informed them of the progress of special education students and access to the general education curriculum. It is anticipated that the work of the high schools in meeting the RI Diploma System requirements and the RI High School Regulations will improve access for students in special education and the long-term results will be positive.

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 1. – Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma compared to percent of all youth in the State graduating with a regular diploma.(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

	Measurement:

Rhode Island has used the following NCES cohort formula to calculate the graduation rate for special education and general education students. Rhode Island does not use sampling for this calculation. This data includes all students in public education in the state and the same calculation is used or general education students and special education students.




Number of Graduates 

# of Graduates +

# of grade 9 dropouts +

Graduation Rate = 
# of grade 10 dropouts + 

   X 100

# of grade 11 dropouts +

# of grade 12 dropouts +




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

(These targets will be revised based on data available in January 2007)

	2005

(2005-2006)
	72.89% of the students in Special Education will graduate with a regular high school diploma issued by their local education agency.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	73.89% of the students in Special Education will graduate with a regular high school diploma issued by their local education agency.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	74.89% of the students in Special Education will graduate with a regular high school diploma issued by their local education agency.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	75.89% of the students in Special Education will graduate with a regular high school diploma issued by their local education agency.


	2009

(2009-2010)
	75.89% of the students in Special Education will graduate with a regular high school diploma issued by their local education agency.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	76.89% of the students in Special Education will graduate with a regular high school diploma issued by their local education agency.


Actual Target Data for 2007:
Graduation Rate*

	
	04-05 
	05-06


	04-06 ‘Trend’

	All Students
	84.95%
	85.15%
	+.02%

	Special Education
	74.22%
	73.46%
	-.76%


* Historically, data for all students and Special education students in Rhode Island was collected by different methods. This has been corrected and the methods reported in this data are consistent. Some district data included errors which were hand corrected as of 2005-06. 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007:
Rhode Island continues to improve the data collection system so the special education student graduation rate data is collected and reported by the same method as reported for all students. There were few districts with erroneous data in the 2005-06 report. As a result, the data reported has become more reliable and accurate.

All of the improvement activities have been embedded in the Rhode Island High School reform efforts described in the Overview section of this report. Emerging interventions in literacy, personalization and LEA compliance with the Performance Based Graduation Requirements appear to be holding the graduation rate relatively consistent. Based on the measurable rigorous targets of a 1% improvement per year, Rhode Island is achieving slightly below the 2006 targeted level. Further, Rhode Island is meeting the AMO for the NCLB Nonacademic Accountability Indicators for 2006.
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007

Rhode Island will not revise this target at this time.

Rhode Island Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Rhode Island High School regulations - Commissioners Review 

All high schools have been reviewed by the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education. If the school does not meet the established criteria for the RI Diploma System, the school may not receive the Commissioners designation beginning with the class of 2008.
	2006-07 School Year
	RI Department of Education, Office of High School Reform.

Participation of RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel representing special education and ELL.

	Reassignment of RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel to align with districts in need of intervention. Assign appropriate personnel to Progressive Support and Intervention Teams (P,S & I) targeting LEAs with high schools “in need of intervention”.
	September 2006
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel have been assigned to the LEAs with high schools that are in need of intervention.

	Full Implementation of the RI Diploma System.
	2007-2008
	

	Monitor impact on the graduation rate for students in special education
	2008-2010
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel

Provide analysis on the impact and develop corrective actions in processes as necessary.

	Support to school personnel on implementation of RTI at the secondary level and implementation of co-teaching models being adopted by all districts.
	2006-2007
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel

Alignment of contracts for professional development toward RTI and co-teaching.


Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for  2005-06
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

Defining a Dropout in Rhode Island

Rhode Island’s definition of a dropout is the same as that defined by the National Center on

Educational Statistics. The following is adapted from one of the NCES publications on Dropout

(http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/dropout00-01/). The definition determines whether an individual is a dropout by his or her enrollment status at the beginning of the school year (the same day used for the enrollment count).

Beginning in 1990, NCES defined a dropout as an individual who

1. was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year (e.g., 1999-2000); and

2. was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year (e.g., 2000-01); and

3. has not graduated from high school or completed a state- or district-approved educational program; and

4. does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions:

• transfer to another public school district, private school, or state- or district approved educational program (including correctional or health facility programs);

• temporary absence due to suspension or school-excused illness; or

• death.

Individuals who complete 1 year of school but fail to enroll at the beginning of the subsequent year ("summer dropouts") are counted as dropouts from the school year and grade in which they fail to enroll. Those who leave secondary education but are enrolled in an adult education program at the beginning of the school year are considered dropouts. However, note that dropout status is determined by a student's status on October 1. Students who receive their GED certificate by October 1 are not counted as dropouts if the state or district recognizes this as an approved program. Although a student whose whereabouts are unknown is considered a dropout, states are not required to count students who leave the United States as dropouts even if there is no information about such students' subsequent enrollment status. A student can be counted as a dropout only once for a single school year but can, if he or she repeatedly drops out and re-enrolls, appear as a dropout in more than 1 year.

Rhode Island utilized the same dropout data reporting system for students in general education and special education. Students enrolled in charter schools, state operated schools including youth and adult corrections facilities and private special education school placements are included in the dropout counts.
Reducing Dropouts - Rhode Island High School Reform:

The Rhode Island Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education approved regulations for the reform of high schools in Rhode Island on January 9, 2003. The regulations address the areas of literacy, personalization and graduation by proficiency. The regulations intend to improve the performance of high schools, increase graduation rates, improve post graduation outcomes and improve supports to students. A significant effect of the regulations has been the development of literacy intervention strategies and personalization strategies supporting students to remain in school. 

Literacy Intervention Strategies

Rhode Island has established the linkage between poor literacy skills and the inability for students to access a challenging and rigorous curriculum. Further, student with poor literacy skills rapidly become disenfranchised and become risk for dropping out. The Rhode Island High School Regulations require LEAs to assess students, report the results, design a series of interventions and monitor and adjust as necessary. Specifically, the regulations require:
4.2 Improving Literacy for Students Below Grade Level in Reading:  
By June, 2003, districts must complete an interim self-assessment that describes the mechanisms in place: 1) to identify and support students below proficiency in literacy, 2) to ensure that elementary and middle schools and middle and high schools work collaboratively to identify those students who are below grade level prior to entering a new school, and 3) to support the implementation of necessary programming at the middle and secondary level to address the student needs identified in 4.1. By May, 2004, school improvement plans and district strategic plans will include specific information about the methods and means by which students who are reading below grade level will attain at least grade-level abilities. This requirement shall apply throughout the K-12 system. Any student who continues to fall below grade level in reading and/or fails to attain proficiency in subsequent years on the state assessments designated by the Commissioner shall continue to receive specialized assistance until they attain the requisite proficiency. By September, 2004, each middle and high school shall have specific programs in place to provide support to middle and secondary school students below proficiency in literacy, to ensure articulation between schools, and to support the implementation of necessary programming. Beginning in May, 2006, and every two years thereafter, each district shall evaluate, based on student performance, the effectiveness of their literacy program. Districts shall forward this information to RIDE as part of an annual submission of their strategic plans. (Regulations of the Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education Regarding Public High Schools and Ensuring  Literacy for Students Entering High School, January 9,2003).

The RIDE provided a complete review of each LEAs literacy intervention system in July 2006 and continues to provide direct feedback and intervention with the districts where signs of improvement are not yet evident.
Personalization Strategies
The Rhode Island High School Regulations call for high schools to develop strategies to improve supports to students. Schools have begun implementation of several strategies to meet this requirement. Early adopters of these strategies have reported improved attendance rates, reduced referral and discipline rates and overall improvement in school climate. The personalization strategies have implications for special education students since all reported interventions have been applied to the entire student population. The section of the Rhode Island High school Regulations below describes the expectations. RIDE provided Commissioners review of each high school’s personalization strategies in July 2006 and LEAs are implementing the recommendations.

6.1 Requirement for personalized learning environments:
Districts shall prepare and submit to the Commissioner at a time and in a manner so designated, but no later than May, 2003, school improvement plans and district strategic plans that include strategies and a two year timeline for creating more personalized learning environments for high school students. Strategies in these plans must be implemented no later than January, 2005. These plans must be designed to ensure a collective responsibility for individual students that results in more students achieving the Regents' standards for academic proficiency. These plans should include approaches such as student advisories, schools within schools, academies, individual learning plans, flexible scheduling, senior year dual enrollment plans, interdisciplinary grade level teams organized around a common group of students, and comprehensive K-12 counseling systems. School improvement plans and district strategic plans shall address the means by which these approaches will be implemented, how they will be evaluated, and how they will be continuously improved in light of information obtained. Additionally, by May, 2004, school improvement plans and district strategic plans must address strategies for responding to, recording, and planning for each individual student’s social/emotional, academic, and career needs beginning no later than grade five and consistent with the intent of the General Assembly in Article 18. RIDE will provide guidance on such planning for individual students by January, 2004. 

Progressive Support and Intervention

Under NCLB, RIDE has developed the Progressive Support and Intervention Office (PS&I) to facilitate intervention with LEAs that are not meeting the states performance targets. The Sanction or Intervention categories are described below. Districts under corrective action under No Child Left Behind are receiving direct intervention from the PS&I Office. In 2005, 17 Rhode Island high schools were in one of the five “in need of improvement” categories. The new performance categories will be released in the November 2006 and beginning in 2007, performance will be linked to participation in assessment targets and graduation rates. Several of the interventions being provided by RIDE are directly targeted for failing high schools. 

RI Sanction or Intervention Categories 

Every school receives an accountability status designation to further explain the consequences of its classification from a multiple-year perspective. Some of the sanction codes apply only to schools receiving federal Title I funds.

General Sanction or Intervention Status Key

1 - New School (first year of operation)

2 - Watch (a school with Insufficient Progress or in a Caution status for the first year)

3 - In Need of Improvement, Choice (Title I school)

4 - In Need of Improvement, Supplemental Services (Title I school)

5 - In Need of Improvement, Corrective Action (Title I school)

6 - In Need of Improvement, Delay, first year making AYP for a school “In Need of Improvement” in the prior year.

7 - In Need of Improvement, PS&I, non-Title I school, two or more years of not meeting AYP in the same content area or nonacademic indicator.

8 - In Need of Improvement, Restructuring (Title I school) (A separate indicator will present number of years in restructuring.)

T - Title I school

* A school may receive multiple codes. For example, a T, 3, 4 school is a Title I school providing both Choice (to select another school) and Supplemental Educational Services.

Closing Equity Gaps

NCLB mirrors Rhode Island’s CES in that it requires the steady improvement of subgroups of the student population. In the Rhode Island Accountability System, each subgroup’s progress must be calculated separately. Each school and district’s data must be disaggregated into the following eight subgroups: Economically Disadvantaged (lunch status), Native American, Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, Special Needs (IEP), and Limited English Proficient (LEP). All subgroups are held to the same baselines, Intermediate Goals, and AMOs. 

The Dropout Rate for Students in Special Education
RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations (RIDE, OSP) staff are directly involved with the development and delivery of training and technical assistance under the Rhode Island High School Regulations and the RI Diploma System particularly in the areas of Equity, Access and Fairness. Principles of universal design have been fully integrated into the training and are integral criteria in the Commissioners Review.

Progressive Support and Intervention was designed and is being implemented as “all students” initiative. RIDE, OSP staff serves on all Progressive Support and Intervention (PS&I) teams providing interventions for districts and schools in need of improvement. Office resources have been aligned to support the schools that are not meeting the expected graduation and dropout targets. Within the resources of the Office of Special populations, three primary initiatives have been targeted to reduce the dropout rate. 

Response to Intervention

This year RIDE, OSP has funded a Response to Intervention (RTI) initiative to assist schools in effectively intervening and recording progress with students that are not meeting expectations. It is expected that pilot schools will serve as models for effective intervention. RIDE is forming a secondary RTI team and developing professional development for secondary level teachers and administrators and recruiting middle and high schools to serve as pilot sites.

State Improvement Grant (SIG)

RIDE has targeted the training of high school teachers in the “in need of intervention” LEAs for training in the integration of secondary transition skills embedded in a standards based curriculum. The intent is to improve the relevance of the curriculum for students with transition needs through classroom based activities. To date over 300 teachers and administrators in “in need of intervention” LEAs have received training.

RI Regional Transition Centers 

The Rhode Island Regional Transition Centers provide direct technical support, training and information on transition services to school personnel through five region educational collaborative programs. The Centers also assist in the development of statewide training and information activities. The Regional Transition Centers develop an annual technical assistance plan with each public high school and organize a Transition Advisory Committee (TAC) that meets on a scheduled basis. The TAC includes a representative from each high school in the region and adult service agency representatives and is utilized as the primary communication vehicle for sharing emerging transition practices and news. The work of the Regional Transition Centers is being linked to SPP indicators 1, 2, 13 & 14. When the contracts are next amended, all activities will align with the SPP indicators. In addition, the Transition Coordinators from each of the Regional Transition Centers participate in RIDE, OSP’s focused monitoring process: School Support System (indicator 15) to make further transition connections and alignments with the LEAs.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


1. Indicator – Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school compared to the percent of all youth in the State dropping out of high school. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement:

Rhode Island has used the following NCES cohort formula to calculate the dropout rate for special education and general education students since 2002-03. Rhode Island does not use sampling for this calculation. This data includes all students in public education in the state and the same calculation is used or general education students and special education students.




Number of Graduates 

# of Graduates +

# of grade 9 dropouts +

Graduation Rate = 
# of grade 10 dropouts + 

   X 100

# of grade 11 dropouts +

# of grade 12 dropouts +




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	27.11 The dropout rate for students in Special Education will be reduced by 1%.

	2006

(2006-2007)
	26.11 The dropout rate for students in Special Education will be reduced by 1%.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	25.11 The dropout rate for students in Special Education will be reduced by 1%.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	24.11 The dropout rate for students in Special Education will be reduced by 1%.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	24.11 The dropout rate for students in Special Education will be reduced by 1%.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	23.11 The dropout rate for students in Special Education will be reduced by 1%.


Actual Target Data for 2005-2006:
Drop Out Rate*

	
	04-05 
	05-06


	04-06 ‘Trend’

	All Students
	15.05%
	14.85%
	-.02%

	Special Education
	25.78%
	26.54%
	+.76


* Historically, data for all students and Special education students in Rhode Island was collected by different methods. This has been corrected and the methods reported in this data are consistent. Some district data included errors which were hand corrected as of 2005-06. 

Rhode Island continues to improve the data collection system so the special education student drop out rate data is collected and reported by the same method as reported for all students. There were few districts with erroneous data in the 2005-06 report. As a result, the data reported has become more reliable and accurate.

All of the improvement activities have been embedded in the Rhode Island High School reform efforts described in the Overview section of this report. Although Rhode island experienced a slight increase in the dropout rate, emerging interventions in literacy, personalization and LEA compliance with the Performance Based Graduation Requirements appear to be holding the drop out rate relatively consistent. Based on the measurable rigorous targets of improvement per year, Rhode Island is achieving slightly above the 2006 targeted level. 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for 2007:
As described in the graduation (indicator 1) report, Rhode Island will be utilizing the Rhode Island High School Reform implementation as the predominant vehicle for addressing dropout rate intervention. In December 2006, in partnership with the RI Department of Education and other state agencies, Kids Count, a non-profit organization dedicated to children’s policy issues, released Improving High School Graduation Rates in Rhode Island, Issue Brief which has stimulated a public dialogue on the issue being lead by Kids Count, state agency partners and the Rhode Island General Assembly. The report noted that the core cities in Rhode Island, (Providence, Pawtucket, Central Falls, Newport, West Warwick and Woonsocket) experienced a dropout rate of 26% where the remainder of the state experienced a rate of 10% (based on RIDE 2005-06 data). These same districts report a 66% dropout rate for students in special education. Clearly one focus must be on the core cities.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2007


Rhode Island will not revise this target at this time.

Rhode Island will be utilizing the improvement activities/timelines/resources presented in Indicator 1 – Graduation rate, in addition to the activities that will emerge from the Kids Count policy forum which continues in January 2007.

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2005-2006
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

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

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

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

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

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

B. Participation rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

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

Account for any children included in a, but not included in b, 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 achievement standards (percent = [(d) divided by (a)] times 100); and

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

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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005
(2005-2006)
	A.  District AYP Target: 71% of RI districts will demonstrate adequate yearly progress for the students with disabilities subgroup in the content area of ELA.  In the Math content are 65% of RI districts will demonstrate adequate yearly progress.

B. Participation Rate Target:  The state will attain 100% participation in state/district assessment for students with disabilities by 2005.

C. Proficiency Targets:

· ELA Proficiency Target:  21% of all students with IEPs in grade 11 will show proficiency in reading.

· A new baseline, in the content area of ELA, will be established for students with IEPS assessed in grades 3-8, and 10.
· Mathematics Proficiency Target:  13% of all students with IEPs in grade 11 will show proficiency in mathematics.
· A new baseline in the, content area of Math, will be established for students with IEPS assessed in grades 3-8, and 10.
· For Alternate Assessment students across grades 3-8, the proficiency target, reported as a combined ELA and Mathematics score, is 72%.


Actual Target Data for 2005-2006:  

During the 2005-2006 school year, RI’s students with disabilities had 98.7% participation rate for both the Reading/ELA and Math content areas.  Rhode Island allows for two types of exemptions from the State Assessment Program.  One is a medical exemption granted by the state.  The second is an English Language Learner (ELL) exemption in the content area of ELA only for student who have been in the United States for less than one year.  The ELL exemption is in compliance with Federal Law.  

Twenty three of Rhode Island’s 36 districts (64%) met the states AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup.     

	Indicator 3A:  Percent  = # of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup (children with IEPs) divided by the total 3 of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size times 100.  

	Districts meeting AYP for Students with Disabilities
	In ELA & Mathematics

	2005-2006
	63.89%


	Indicator 3B:  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.


	Statewide Assessment –

2005-2006
	Math Assessment

	
	Grade

3
	Grade    4
	Grade 

5
	Grade

 6
	Grade 7
	Grade    8
	Grade 11
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a 
	Children with IEPs 
	2056
	2207
	2268
	2316
	2340
	2414
	1730
	15331
	

	b
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	830

(40.4%)
	779

(35.3%)
	723

(31.9%)
	718

(31%)
	846

(36.2%)
	970

(40.2%)
	933

(54.6%)
	5799
	37.8%

	c 
	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	1118

(54.4%)
	1346

(60.9%)
	1520

(67.0%)
	1575

(68.0%)
	1389

(59.4%)
	1317

(54.6%)
	671

(39.6%)
	8936
	58.3%

	d
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	RI does not have an alternate assessment that test children against grade level standards.

	e
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 
	79

(3.7%)
	63

(2.7%)
	Not Assessed
	Not Assessed
	66

(2.7%)
	81

(3.3%)
	48

(3.4%)
	337
	2.2%

	 
	Overall (b+c+d+e) Baseline
	2027

(98.6%)
	2188

(99.1%)
	2243

(98.9%)
	2293

(99%)
	2301

(98.3%)
	2368

(98.1%)
	1652

(95.5%)
	15072
	98.3%

	Children included in a but not included in the other counts above

	State Approved Exemptions 
	29
	19
	25
	23
	39
	46
	52
	233
	

	Absent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	26
	26
	


	Statewide Assessment –

2005-2006
	English Language Arts

	
	Grade

3
	Grade    4
	Grade 

5
	Grade 

6
	Grade 

7
	Grade    8
	Grade 11
	Total

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a 
	Children with IEPs 
	2056
	2207
	2268
	2316
	2340
	2414
	1722
	15323
	

	b
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	831

(40.4%)
	777

(35.2%)
	724

(31.9%)
	717

(30.9%)
	847

(36.2%)
	971

(40.2%)
	952

(55.3%)
	5819
	37.9%

	c 
	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	1119

(54.4%)
	1349

(61.1%)
	1523

(67.2%)
	1574

(67.9%)
	1392

(59.5%)
	1323

(54.8%)
	650

(37.4%)
	8930
	58.3%

	d
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade- level standards*
	RI does not have an alternate assessment that test children against grade level standards.

	e
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	79

(3.8%)
	63

(2.9%)
	Not Assessed
	Not Assessed
	66

(2.8%)
	81

(3.4%)
	48

(2.8%)
	337
	2.2%

	 
	Overall (b+c+d+e) Baseline
	2029

(98.7%)
	2189

(99.2%)
	2247

(99.1%)
	2291

(98.9%)
	2305

(98.5%)
	2375

(98.4%)
	1650

(95.8%)
	15086
	98.5%

	Children included in a but not included in the other counts above

	State Approved Exemptions
	27
	18
	21
	25
	35
	39
	49
	214
	

	Absent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	23
	


	Indicator 3C.  Proficiency 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.


	Statewide  Assessment 

2005-2006
	Math Assessment

	
	Grade

3
	Grade    4
	Grade 5
	Grade 6
	Grade 7
	Grade    8
	Grade 11
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a 
	Children with IEPs 
	2056
	2207
	2268
	2316
	2340
	2414
	1730
	15331
	

	b
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	344

(16.7%)
	286

(12.9%)
	264

(11.6%)
	189

(8.2%)
	165

(7.1%)
	198

(8.2%)
	150

(8.7%)
	1596
	10.4%

	c 
	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	214

(10.4%)
	244

(11.1%)
	288

(12.7%)
	213

(9.2%)
	131

(5.6%)
	115

(4.8%)
	71

(4.1%)
	1276
	8.2%

	d
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade- level standards*
	RI does not have an alternate assessment that test children against grade level standards.

	e
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	69

(3.4%)
	51

(2.3%)
	Not Assessed
	Not Assessed
	54

(2.3%)
	69

(2.9%)
	40

(2.3%)
	283
	1.8%

	 
	Overall (b+c+d+e) Baseline Proficient
	627

(30.5%)
	581

(26.3%)
	552

(24.3%)
	402

(17.4%)
	350

(14.9%)
	382

(15.8%)
	261

(15.1%)
	3155
	20.6%


	Statewide Assessment 2005-2006
	English Language Arts

	
	Grade

3
	Grade    4
	Grade

 5
	Grade 6
	Grade 

7
	Grade    8
	Grade 11
	Total
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a 
	Children with IEPs 
	2056
	2207
	2268
	2316
	2340
	2414
	1722
	15323
	

	b
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	401

(19.5%)
	322

(14.6%)
	307

(13.5%)
	215

(9.3%)
	225

(9.6%)
	289

(11.9%)
	254

(14.8%)
	2013
	13.1%

	c 
	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	209

(10.2%)
	228

(10.3%)
	275

(12.1%)
	271

(11.7%)
	181

(7.7%)
	194

(8.0%)
	113

(6.6%)
	1471
	9.6%

	d
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade- level standards*
	RI does not have an alternate assessment that test children against grade level standards.

	e
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	69

(3.4%)
	51

(2.3%)
	Not Assessed
	Not Assessed
	54

(2.3%)
	69

(2.9%)
	40

(2.3%)
	283
	1.8%

	 
	Overall (b+c+d+e) Baseline Proficient
	679

(33.0%)
	601

(27.2%)
	582

(25.7%)
	486

(20.9%)
	460

(19.7%)
	552

(22.9%)
	407

(23.6%)
	3767
	24.6%


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

In the 2005-2006 academic year, Rhode Island students participated in a new state assessment, the New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP).  Students were assessed in reading and mathematics in grades 3 through 8, as well as writing at grades 5, and 8.  Eleventh grade students continued to be assessed using the New Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) in English Language Arts and Mathematics.  Students with significant cognitive disabilities who met the state’s alternate assessment criteria were assessed using the Operational Alternate Assessment during the 2004-2005 academic year.  Students in grades 2-8 and 10 were assessed in English/Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics.  These scores are aggregated with scores from the NECAP and NSRE from the 2005-2006 academic year.  Since the NECAP is a fall test it assesses the prior years learning.  Therefore aggregating those results assesses student learning over the same academic year.  

In analyzing Rhode Island’s state assessment results, it is difficult to examine progress and slippage of the data due to changes in the assessments and how the data is reported.  These changes were made to address NCLB provisions and changes in reporting requirements.   The Rhode Island baseline for AYP was reported by content area last year and therefore neither progress nor slippage can be reported.  Rhode Island is in a period of transition in which we are moving from our old assessments (NSRE and Operational Alternate Assessment) to our new assessments (NECAP and the new model of alternate assessment).  The alternate assessment and the NSRE assess ELA and the NECAP assesses reading and writing separately.  Also, students are given one combined score for the mathematics and ELA portions of the operational alternate assessment.  For the purposes of this report scores were reported for both the Mathematics and ELA.   In addition, we did not assess grades 4 and 8 in the prior year (see Appendix B for Assessment Consideration Letter from M. Spellings).  

In terms of base line participation, 99% of eleventh grade students and students who were eligible for the alternate assessment participated in the state assessment system in FFY 2004.  In FFY 2005, 95.5% of eleventh grade students participated in the mathematics assessment and 95.8% participated in the ELA assessment.  This decrease in participation may be accounted for by the increase in the number of reported exemptions and students absent.  Proficiency for eleventh grade students increased from FFY 2004.  Eleventh grade students’ mathematics proficiency increased from 12% to 14.4% and ELA proficiency increased from 20% to 22.4% exceeding the set targets.   

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

The measurable and rigorous targets were revised due to changes in our assessment system to meet federal requirements.  The 2004-2005 data used to set targets was based on our New Standards Reference Exam and was for only 11th grade students.  Students in grades 4 and 8 were not tested in the 2004-2005 academic year due to special consideration by the Federal government because of a transition to fall testing (see Appendix B for Assessment Consideration Letter From M. Spellings).  The proposed targets have been revised to include proficiency targets for grades 3-8 using the 2006 NECAP data as our baseline.  In addition, our previous AYP target was set by content area.  Our AYP targets have been revised to meet NCLB provisions.  Districts meet AYP only if they meet the targets in both math and reading and therefore an overall AYP is reported.  Participation targets and grade 11 targets remain the same.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	AYP
	65%

	
	Participation
	100%

	
	Proficiency

	
	                          Mathematics  
	Reading (ELA grade 11)

	
	Grade 3
	31% proficient or above
	34% proficient or above

	
	Grade 4
	27% proficient or above
	28% proficient or above

	
	Grade 5
	25% proficient or above
	27% proficient or above

	
	Grade 6
	18% proficient or above
	22% proficient or above

	
	Grade 7
	16% proficient or above
	21% proficient or above

	
	Grade 8
	17% proficient or above
	24% proficient or above

	
	Grade 11
	15% proficient or above
	23% proficient or above 

	2007

(2007-2008)
	AYP
	66%

	
	Participation
	100%

	
	Proficiency

	
	                           Mathematics
	Reading

	
	Grade 3
	32% proficient or above
	35% proficient or above

	
	Grade 4
	28% proficient or above
	29% proficient or above

	
	Grade 5
	26% proficient or above
	28% proficient or above

	
	Grade 6
	19% proficient or above
	23% proficient or above

	
	Grade 7
	17% proficient or above
	22% proficient or above

	
	Grade 8
	18% proficient or above
	25% proficient or above

	
	Grade 11
	16% proficient or above
	24% proficient or above 

	2008

(2008-2009)
	AYP
	67%

	
	
	Participation
	100%

	
	Proficiency

	
	
	Mathematics
	Reading

	
	Grade 3
	33% proficient or above
	36% proficient or above

	
	Grade 4
	29% proficient or above
	30% proficient or above

	
	Grade 5
	27% proficient or above
	29% proficient or above

	
	Grade 6
	20% proficient or above
	24% proficient or above

	
	Grade 7
	18% proficient or above
	23% proficient or above

	
	Grade 8
	19% proficient or above
	26% proficient or above

	
	Grade 11
	17% proficient or above
	25% proficient or above 



	2009

 (2009-2010)
	AYP
	68%

	
	Participation
	100%

	
	Proficiency

	
	
	Mathematics
	Reading

	
	Grade 3
	34% proficient or above
	37% proficient or above

	
	Grade 4
	30% proficient or above
	31% proficient or above

	
	Grade 5
	28% proficient or above
	30% proficient or above

	
	Grade 6
	21% proficient or above
	25% proficient or above

	
	Grade 7
	19% proficient or above
	24% proficient or above

	
	Grade 8
	20% proficient or above
	27% proficient or above

	
	Grade 11
	18% proficient or above
	26% proficient or above 

	2010

 (2010-2011)
	AYP
	69%

	
	Participation
	100%

	
	Proficiency

	
	
	Mathematics
	Reading

	
	Grade 3
	35% proficient or above
	38% proficient or above

	
	Grade 4
	31% proficient or above
	32% proficient or above

	
	Grade 5
	29% proficient or above
	31% proficient or above

	
	Grade 6
	22% proficient or above
	26% proficient or above

	
	Grade 7
	20% proficient or above
	25% proficient or above

	
	Grade 8
	21% proficient or above
	28% proficient or above

	
	Grade 11
	19% proficient or above
	27% proficient or above 


	Improvement Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	State Assessment Program:  NECAP will be administered grades 3-8 during the 2006-2007 academic year and will piloted at grade 11.  Eleventh grade students will participate in the NSRE.     

In the fall of 2006 Rhode Island began implementing a new Rhode Island Alternate Assessment including grades 2-8 and 10.  Rhode Island implemented a new alternate assessment system based on Alternate Grade Span Expectations (AGSE) that are derived and expanded from the NECAP Grade Level Expectations (GLE).  This new Alternate Assessment will enable RI to collect data on how students taking the alternate assessment are performing against the alternate grade span expectations.  The new format is a variation of a portfolio that allows RI to analyze the technical adequacy of our assessment.  Standard Setting on the alternate assessment will be completed this year.  In addition, an alignment study will be conducted to examine the alignment of the state GLEs with the AGSE’s and datafolio assessment.  Student results will be aligned with the NECAP results used for accountability purposes.  The Paul V. Sherlock Center (UCEDD), at Rhode Island College, also has an advisory role in both Alternate Assessments.  The Offices of Assessment and Accountability and Special Populations have staff who are members of the CCSSO SCASS ASES project which focuses on the assessment of special education students. The Office of Special Populations has assigned a staff person to work with the Office of Assessment and Accountability for the alternate assessment.
In the Spring of 2006, RIDE developed Alternate Grade Span Expectations (AGSEs) in Science. The Science AGSEs align with RI Science GLEs.  The science portion of the RI Alternate Assessment will be piloted in the spring of 2007 The Paul V Sherlock Center (UCEDD) will have an advisory role in the development and implementation of the Science AGSEs.


	School year 2006-2007 
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations and Office of Assessment and Accountability personnel 

	Rhode Island’s Collaborative System of Focused Monitoring: School Support System (SSS) incorporates a variety of instruments and procedures that are utilized to ensure compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. The SSS visits will continue to examine LEAs’ state assessment records for participation rates and student performance; work with LEAs to analyze problematic areas and their contributing factors; and revise policies, procedures and practices to ensure access to the general curriculum, full participation in and high performance of students with disabilities on state assessment.
	Ongoing to the year 2011
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel

RI Technical Assistance Project personnel

RI Department of Education, Office of Assessment and Accountability personnel

	State Assessment Program:  NECAP will be administered grades 3-8 and 11 during the 2007-2008 academic year and will piloted at grade 11.  

Full implementation of the science portion of the alternate assessment will take place in spring of 2008.  
	School year 2007-2008 
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations and Office of Assessment and Accountability personnel 

	High School Reform:  Access to all the standards in the general curriculum is required as a part of the RI Proficiency Based Graduation Requirements (PBGR).


	Ongoing, full implementation will take effect in 2008
	RI Department of Education, Office of Middle and High School Reform personnel
RI Department of Education Office of Special Populations personnel




	Monitoring Priority: Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 4a:  Rates of suspension and expulsion: (Indicator #4 A completed on APR template and #4B completed on SPP template)

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

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

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

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

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

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	FFY2005
	85% of districts in the state will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities that are not significantly discrepant from the mean of all district rates.


Actual Target Data for FFY2005:

As described below, due to changes in data collection over the past few years, Rhode Island data on suspensions of students with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year (hereafter referred to as “Rate”) are not yet considered a reliable indicator of actual practice in the districts. With that in mind, according to the 2205-2006 data collected, five LEAs (14%) were discrepant based on the state’s definition of one standard deviation above the mean of all districts’ suspension rates; 86% were not discrepant – the FFY2005 target was therefore met. 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY2005:


Since the data collection of 2003-2004, the student identifier has come into use in Rhode Island, and has begun to improve the level of accuracy we can expect of student data collected, including on suspensions. The data from year to year are therefore not strictly comparable, and we cannot judge a district’s progress or regression based on these figures. However, in each year, a few urban districts have stood out as discrepant by consistently suspending a higher percentage of students with disabilities than other districts. We continue to focus attention on these districts.


Our 2005-2006 data are considered to be more accurate than previous years, however we believe that districts’ fidelity of implementation of the new system still vary. Overall, our reported rates are quite low and improving – one third of the districts (12%) reported suspending no students with disabilities for more than 10 days, and half of the state’s districts (N=18) reported a rate of less than 1%. The 2005-2006 statewide average was 1.17%. This reverses the slight upward trend of the previous two years’ rates of 1.33% and 1.19%. Three of our core urban districts reported rates over 4%; the highest was 4.91%. Other than those three districts, the next highest was 2.96%, compared to 3.56%, 3.60%, 3.1% in previous years.
Activities included ongoing focused monitoring (School Support System), the participation of several districts in the statewide Positive Behavior Intervention and Support Project (PBIS), and interaction with discrepant districts - district self-analysis, and planning. The three highest districts receive priority attention from our department on an ongoing basis - our activities with individual districts focused specifically on suspension rates will increase when the data are more reliable.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY2006 and beyond:
[no revisions]
	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006

(2006-2007)
	88% of districts in the state will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities that are not significantly discrepant from the mean of all district rates.

	2007

(2007-2008)
	91% of districts in the state will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities that are not significantly discrepant from the mean of all district rates.

	2008

(2008-2009)
	94% of districts in the state will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities that are not significantly discrepant from the mean of all district rates.

	2009

(2009-2010)
	97% of districts in the state will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities that are not significantly discrepant from the mean of all district rates.

	2010

(2010-2011)
	100% of districts in the state will have rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with disabilities that are not significantly discrepant from the mean of all district rates. 


Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2005 -2006  
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


2. 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.



	


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	A. State average of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day will be 65% or higher; the standard deviation among districts will be 13% or lower.

B. State average of children with IEPS removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day will be 18% or lower; the standard deviation among districts will be 7% or lower.

C. State average of children with IEPs served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements will be 4.5% or lower.


Actual Target Data for FFY2005:
A.
State average of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day was 64%; the standard deviation among districts was 13%.

B. 
State average of children with IEPS removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day was 15%; the standard deviation among districts was 7.6%.

C. 
State average of children with IEPs served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements was 3.92%.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for FFY2005

Progress was made in all three areas of the LRE indicator.

A.
The state average of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day improved by one percentage point (the goal was two). The standard deviation among districts met the target of 13% - a one percentage point improvement.

B. 
The state average of children with IEPS removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day improved to 15% - a four percentage point improvement that met and went beyond the target of 18%. The standard deviation among districts improved from 8% to 7.6% (.4% short of the target).

C. 
The state average of children with IEPs served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements improved to 3.92% - a .8% improvement that met and went beyond the target of 4.5% or lower.
State facilitators continued to provide professional development and to support the expansion of demonstration classrooms to promote the education of students with autism and other low-incidence disabilities in the appropriate least restrictive environment.

Professional development continued on differentiating instruction through two paid consultants who provided statewide, regional, district and school-based sessions throughout the year. Rhode Island’s focus on professional development for Response to Intervention continued to increase, with statewide, regional, district and school-based offerings. The demand for these is so high that funds were earmarked for FFY2006 to increase personnel time on this topic by one FTE. 

Overall, LEAs improved in the inclusiveness of their service delivery. Of the five districts (of 39) with the most restrictive patterns of service delivery, two improved dramatically. One district improved considerably but remains among the five least inclusive districts. Two districts did not show any appreciative change and have received increased attention. Two other districts declined dramatically in their inclusive service delivery, and have received focused attention.

All districts continue to be reviewed through Rhode Island Department of Education, Office of Special Populations focused monitoring process: School Support System (SSS). During 2005-2006 one of the least inclusive districts was monitored and has a  corrective action/support plan to improve their inclusiveness. This year, two other of the least inclusive districts are in the process of being monitored and will have support plans to improve their inclusiveness.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for FFY2006  - none
	Monitoring Priority: Preschool LRE


Indicator – #6 - Percent of preschool children who received special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers (e.g., early childhood settings, home, and part-time early childhood/part-time early childhood special education settings.)
	Measurement:  Percent = # of preschool children with IEPs who received special education services in settings with typically developing peers divided by the total # of preschool children with IEPs times 100. 



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2004               (2004-2005) Baseline Data                 
	38 % of preschool children with IEPs (n=1,294) received all their services in settings with typically developing peers (n=3,402).

	2005               (2005-2006) Progress Data
	38 % of preschool children with IEPs (n=1,168) received their services in settings with typically developing peers (n=3,041).

	2006            (2006-2007) Progress Data
	The target will be 40% of preschool children will receive their special education and related services with     typically developing peers.     

	2007            (2007-2008) Progress Data
	The target will be 42% of preschool children will receive their special education and related services with     typically developing peers.     

	2008            (2008-2009) Progress Data
	The target will be 45% of preschool children will receive their special education and related services with     typically developing peers.     

	2009             (2009-2010) Progress Data
	The target will be 48% of preschool children will receive their special education and related services with     typically developing peers.     

	2010            (2010-2011) Progress Data
	The target will be 50% of preschool children will receive their special education and related services with     typically developing peers.     


Actual Target Data for 2005-2006:

The target was set at 70% for preschool children who received special education and related services in settings with typically developing peers.  

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

The original target was set using data from a national self-assessment process completed in 2001.  This review of national data indicated that in Rhode Island, 66.5% of children 3-5 were receiving special education and related services in an integrated setting.  In 2002 and 2003, 72% of children 3-5 were reported as receiving special education and related services in an integrated setting.   This national data does not align with actual data collected by the Department of Education using the Annual Report of Children Served.  Actual data shows that 38% of children are receiving special education services with typically developing peers.  Current data system placement categories or educational placements use the Rhode Island definition of integrated settings which is a higher standard than the federal definition.  In Rhode Island, a placement can only be considered integrated if 51% of children are typically developing.  The federal standard is 50%.  Thus, 38% represents a low calculation of the percent of children receiving services with their typically developing peers.    

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006-2007:

Using actual data collected by RIDE for 2005-2006, a target of 40% of preschool children receiving their special education services with their typically developing peers is a more realistic goal.  Improvement efforts will focus on confirming that settings where services are provided are being accurately recorded and on delineating data by disability category in order to determine targeted professional development needs.  In continued collaboration with stakeholders, activities, timelines, and resources will be identified to improve state performance on this indicator and to reach the levels of performance for delineated targets.
	Improvement Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	Continue to develop alignment among federal, state, and local data collection systems to collect data that is reflective of actual practices at the local level utilizing the IEP, the Annual Report of Children Served, and the annual preschool survey via the LEAs Consolidated Resource Plan (CRPs).
	2006 and onward
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders

	Analyze current data to delineate categories of children who are or are not receiving services with their typically developing peers.
	School year 2006-2007
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B)

	Continued professional development (regional trainings) on what constituents what constituents part-time early childhood / part-time early special education settings (ratios) and general early childhood settings, reverse mainstreaming setting (and defining what is reverse mainstreaming).
	School year 2007-2008 and onward
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders

	Targeted professional development on providing special education services to children in general education settings.
	School year 2007-2008 and onward
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders

	Continue to review and refine the alignment among federal, state and local data collection systems to collect data that is reflective of actual practices at the local level.


	School year 2008-2009 and onward
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders


	Monitoring Priority:  Early Childhood Transition


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

a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination.

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

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

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

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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2004-2005
	In 2004, 635 children were referred from Part C.  A process by which actual names were then matched with RIDE census reports indicated that 564 of those children were eligible for Part B.  However, date of initial IEP was not data that the state collected at that time and thus it was not possible to calculate the percent of children referred by Part C and found eligible for Part B had IEPs developed and implemented by their third birthday.

	2005-2006
	55% of children referred by Part C and found eligible for Part B had IEPs developed and implemented by their third birthday.


Actual Target Data for 2005-2006: 

Targets were not set for 2005-2006 due to lack of data from 2004-2005.

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

In 2004-2005, an integrated data system between Part C (Department of Human Services) and Part B (Department of Education) did not exist.  Without this system, it is difficult to report with confidence on the indicator for the area of Early Childhood Transition.  DHS reported that 635 children were referred from Early Intervention. A process of matching names and birthdates indicated that 564 children were determined to be eligible for Part B.  The number of children with an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday could not be determined for 2004-2005 as RIDE’s data system did not collect this information.   

In 2005-2006, school districts were asked to collect the required data for this indicator and to report that data to the state as part of their Consolidated Resource Plan.  An analysis of this data yielded 55% of children referred by Part C and found eligible for Part B had IEPs developed and implemented by their third birthday.  The number of children for whom parental refusal caused delays was 50.

Very recently, an interagency agreement was forwarded to the Commissioner of Education and Director of the Department of Human Services.  We anticipate receiving the signed interagency agreement in the near future. This agreement will enable Part C to assign children a unique identifier that will be used by both Part C and Part B.  This identifier will allow us to more reliably determine whether children who were referred from Early Intervention were determined to be eligible for special education services.  RIDE’s data system has also been updated to allow for the collection of information on when children’s services began.  Through further analysis, we will be able to match the date of birth to the initial date of that child’s IEP.  We then will have reliable information on the number of children who had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

The Consolidated Resource Plan will continue to be the source of information on delays to developing and implementing IEPs by a child’s third birthday.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2006-2007

The proposed target for 2006-2007 is set at 60% of children referred from Part C and found eligible for Part B will have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday.  Previously, targets had not been set for this indicator. In continued collaboration with stakeholders, activities, timelines, and resources will be identified to improve state performance on this indicator and to reach the levels of performance for delineated targets.
	Improvement Activity
	Timelines
	Resources

	A interagency agreement was recently developed to allow the SEA to receive Part C information housed at the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C)

An interagency task force will be convened to discuss the process to collect the required transition data at the local level. Forms will be developed for LEAs to complete which allow for a variety of categories and continuing reasons for delay in services. 

Alignment of data systems between SEA and Part C lead agency will be a primary goal of this task force.


	 2005 and onward
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders

	The established interagency task force will continue to review and discuss the established data collection process. Review and refinement of the data system will be a priority of the task force. 


	  School year 2006-2007 and onward  
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders

	Continued joint professional development will be provided on how to collect the data from LEAs and  early intervention programs based on any refinements to the data collection system.


	 2007 and onward
	RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations personnel  (OSP, Part B) and the Department of Human Service (DHS, Part C) and other collaborative partnerships with stakeholders


	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator #15 –: General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(B))
	Measurement:  Percent of noncompliance related to monitoring priority areas and indicators corrected within one year of identification:
a. # of findings of noncompliance 

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

Percent = b divided by a times 100.
For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and/or enforcement that the State has taken.




	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005

(2005-2006)
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	2006

(2006-2007)
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	2007

(2007-2008)
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	2008

(2008-2009)
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	2009

(2009-2010)
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	2010

(2010-2011)
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%


Actual Target Data for (7/1/05-6/30/06):

Rhode Island’s Collaborative System of Focused Monitoring: School Support System (SSS) incorporates a variety of instruments and procedures that are utilized to ensure compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. The process is a focused 5-year cycle for LEAs and requires LEA self-assement, data analysis, interviews, surveys and on-site visits.  The process is framed upon a self-assessment system that requires data collection analysis and continuous improvement planning. These multiple sources of information are used to develop a corrective action/support plan that is directed at increasing student performance and is founded on proven practice. Moreover, the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE), Office of Special Populations seeks to create collegial and collaborative relationships with the school district, thereby involving the entire district in evaluating the quality of special education services.  As a result, the process delineates the district’s strengths and needs, culminating in the development of a plan to improve service delivery. Our goal is to implement agreements in a timely and systematic way to get corrective actions instituted in order to assure continuous high performance of all children. Moreover, the School Support System addresses the Comprehensive Education Strategy and the R.I. Student Investment Initiative.  These are state general education initiatives designed to close gaps in student performance and prepare students for the 21sr century.  The School Support System is designed to align with current standards-based reform efforts and supports the following beliefs and assumptions:

(an assigned category or level of disability does not define the educational needs of students

(to the maximum extent possible, students with special needs are meaningfully included in the general education program

(the curricula are based on standards that are sufficiently broad to support the learning needs of all students and include academic and skill areas

(Individual Education Programs reflect state and local standards for student performance, incorporate varied assessments, and utilize a broad array of accommodations for teaching and learning

(a comprehensive system of professional training must support and encourage the involvement of all personnel in addressing the learning needs of students with the full range of abilities and disabilities

The district and the Rhode Island Department of Education, Office of Special Populations and the district/educational engage ongoing data analysis and review that provides a picture of the present status of programs and services for students with disabilities. The School Support System not only looks at the school district degree of compliance with special education laws and regulations, but also the relationships among the district/educational setting’s teaching and learning practices and the performance indicators for students with disabilities. The process includes a review of qualitative and quantitative data sources that have the most direct relationship with student performance and program effectiveness. The SSS procedures, instruments, monitoring schedules, and final reports are available online a www.ritap.org. Through the SSS self-assessment process qualitative and quantitative data sources that have the most direct relationship with student performance and program effectiveness are analyzed. These include:

(collecting and reviewing a range of performance measures (e.g., data from the Rhode Island Department of Education’s  Information Works and Rhode Island’s School  Accountability for Learning and Teaching (SALT) Survey, graduation and drop-out rates of special education students, suspensions, expulsions)

(reviewing a sample of students’ special education records

(surveying administrators, special educators, general educators, parents, and related personnel 

(observing special education students randomly selected for the SSS visit

(engaging in on-site discussions/interviews with students randomly selected for the SSS visit

(interviewing special and general education personnel, and parents

During 2005-2006 there were five overlying focus areas and 32 indicators for program review. Six districts one charter school and two state operated schools were monitored for a total of nine LEAs. Monitoring is done on a cyclical basis. The priority areas for monitoring as detailed in Section 616 of IDEA, 2004 are an integral part of the School Support System (SSS) process and are reflected indicators that are monitored. IDEA, 2004 saw resolution sessions become part of the due process system information (complaints, mediations, hearings, and resolution sessions) that is reviewed and integrated into the SSS process. Indicator areas are rated either Performance or Compliance. Performance is equated with overall practice being legally compliant, concerns limited to a few isolated situations: data sources agree; data equal to state average or expected comparative data. Compliance is equated with a violation of a legal requirement occurring, data sources agree and indicate a compliance violation, polices and procedures are not implemented correctly throughout the LEA. 

LEAs must address non-compliance concerns immediately so that no indicator is noncompliant. Performance areas under the guidance of the Rhode Island Department of Education , Office of Special Populations are also reflected via the continuous improvement support planning process strategies for growth as related to best practices and improving outcomes for students. The SSS Team and the district jointly develop the Support Plan. Furthermore, the Support Plan details technical assistance and training needed to enable the schools and district to strengthen selected educational programs and correct essential areas.  Resources are identified and made available to the district to assist in carrying out their support plans. The School Support System continuous improvement planning will include action plans, specific resources, staff responsibilities, timelines for completion, and mechanisms for verification.  It is critical that these plans focus on continuous improvement in delivery systems and curricula that lead to higher achievement for students with disabilities. Approximately nine months from the date that Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE)  accepts the monitoring support plan, verification documentation is submitted to RIDE for review. One year from the date of the monitoring support plan was accepted by RIDE a closure /verification letter is issued to the LEA based on RIDE’s verification of the LEA’s successful completion of the support plan. School Support System monitoring reports, complaints mediation and due proces hearing information is available on the Rhode Island Technical Assistance Project webiste at www.ritap.org . 
As reported in the SPP data from 2004-2005 there were still two (2) findings that were in the process of being corrected from district’s monitored in spring 2005, hence, there were to be corrected no later than May 2006. Update: The two (2) findings cited were corrected no later than May 2006 and were within their one year timeline.
Data from this FFY: 2005-2006 is as follows:


Percent of noncompliance related to monitoring priority areas and indicators corrected within one year of identification: 100% within the one year timeline of identification*

a. 73 findings of noncompliance were made related to monitoring.

b. 66* corrections were completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.

*The seven (7) findings in the process of being corrected were from district’s monitored in spring 2006 hence, there are still within their one year timeline for correction and will be corrected no later than March 2007. The percentage is b divided by a x 100 which equals 90%. The target is 100% but as stated in the first sentence of this paragraph seven (7) findings are in the process of being corrected from spring 2006 so those districts have until spring 2007 (specifically no later than the end of March 2007) to finish their corrections within the one year timeline.

For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and/or enforcement that the State has taken.  N/a at this time.
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Table 1 (above) reflects the LEAs meeting requirements through the 5-year focused monitoring cycle for 2005-2006. In summary, the School Support System is a comprehensive and collaborative system of focused monitoring that not only looks at the school district’s degree of compliance with special education laws and regulations, but also the relationships among the district’s teaching and learning practices and the performance indicators for students with disabilities. Hence, the system analyzes the districts’ compliance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and the states Regents Regulations and how the district practices related to critical performance indicators for students with disabilities. We believe the data continue to support this assessment. 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (7/1/05-6/30/06):
The Rhode Island Department of Education through its Rhode Island Technical Assistance Project provides training and technical assistance in IEP development that assists in establishing the connection between improved student results and procedural compliance with issues such as general education teacher participation, quality present levels of performance statements, measurable goals, progress monitoring and consideration of students; strengths and challenges. Not only are these procedural issues, these are relevant components of effective teaching. In addition, the Supporting All Students (SAS) capacity building initiative addresses differentiated instruction and universal design for learning to further service delivery in the least restrictive environment. Supporting All Students assists teachers, school-based administrators, special education directors and others to effectively use these philosophies to inform their education practices and service delivery continuums.
Systemic issues are identified through the analysis of all data. As we examine our data, the specificity of our information increases and thus our abilities to effectively use the data to inform and refine our process, procedures and instruments. This specificity across procedures highlights  systemic issues to be addressed such as least restrictive environment; increasing inclusive educational practices, differentiated instruction/universal design for learning, and IEP development.  The RI Department of Education, Office of Special Populations in conjunction with the RI Technical Assistance Project and the Supporting all Students initiative will target and provide technical assistance through a myriad of professional development and technical assistance opportunities to address systemic needs as identified through the School Support System process.  This multi-faceted continuum array assists in maintaining progress. These improvement initiatives/activities include: 

-The  IEP Network is designed to assist families, students and school personnel in developing individualized programs for students with disabilities that meet the same high standards established for all students. This initiative strives to increase access to the general curriculum for students with disabilities, to ensure the participation of students with disabilities in accountability and assessment efforts, and to provide technical assistance on IEP development. The IEP Network’s long-range goal is to have at least one teacher and one parent in every school building in the state as a resource network member.
-Legal Affairs provides technical assistance to state and local education departments, parents, and interest groups on regulatory requirements of special education: coordinates a system of due process including complaints, mediation and due process hearings; and publishes informational documents.

 -The Supporting All Students (SAS) initiative builds capacity within schools and districts to differentiate instruction for all students, by preparing educators to provide professional development, demonstrate strategies, coach and otherwise support their colleagues. The initiative increases educators’ understanding of differentiated instruction and how to implement differentiated instruction strategies in schools and classrooms to meet the needs of and improve results for students K-12.  

In continued  collaboration with stakeholders, activities, timelines, and resources will be identified to improve state performance on this indicator and to reach the levels of performance for delineated targets. There are ongoing continuous improvement activities that the State utilizes to support districts in their improvement efforts. Improvement activities related to this indicator measurement are reflected in the chart below. 
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Continue to support districts in their continuous improvement efforts through corrective action/support planning, guidance documents; procedures and policies; SSS self-assesments and analysis of data from formal complaints, mediations, and due process hearings. These are ongoing endeavors designed to provide LEAs with improvement gudiance/tools and accountability verification mechanisms.
. 

	July 2005 and onward
	Monitoring procedures and schedules

Monitoring reports

Dispute resolution databases

State Improvement Plan/State Improvement Plan Liaison

LEA Support Plans

Complaint Investigations

Rhode Island Technical Assistance Projects

Rhode Island Technical Assistance Project, Legal Analyst

Office of Special Populations, District Liaisons

Office of Special Populations, School Support System personnel



	Continue  to provide targeted assistance to LEAs through guidance documents, Supporting All Students initiatives, part B discretionary funds targeting improvement strategies through corrective action/support planning, and technical assistance sources including; IEP development through a variety of sources such as the IEP Network, Legal Affairs and other technical assistance supports such as the Supporting All Students (SAS) initiative, Autism Spectrum Disorders Support Center, Children’s Behavioral Health Initiative, RI Regional Transition Centers, the Positive Behavior Intervention and Support Project (PBIS) and the Traumatic Brain Injury Resource Center. These are ongoing endeavors designed to provide LEAs with improvement gudiance/tools and accountability verification mechanisms that inform corrective actions/support planning.
The Rhode Island State Improvement Grant (RISIG) has enabled Rhode Island College hired a fulltime faculty member to foster greater collaboration between higher education special and general education departments and to produce long-term program and curriculum changes in higher education (RISIG). 

RIDE/Rhode Island College/University of Massachusetts has an established partnership to prepare Teachers of the Visually Impaired (TVIs) and Orientation and Mobility Specialists. 
	July 2005 and onward
	Office of Special Populations, District Liaisons

Rhode Island Technical Assistance Project programs and resources

IEP Network

Supporting All Students (SAS) initiative

Part B Discretionary funds targeting improvement strategies through support planning,

Rhode Island State Improvement Grant (RISIG) work with IHEs

RI Regional Transition Centers

Positive Behavior Intervention and Support Project (PBIS)


	Continue to develop, refine and maintain database and performance of system for the identification and correction of IDEA noncompliance. This ia an ongoing endeavor designed to provide an accountability verification mechanism that informs corrective actions/support planning

	July 2005 and onward
	Rhode Island Technical Assistance Project programs and resources

IEP Network

Supporting All Students (SAS) initiative

Part B Discretionary funds targeting improvement strategies through support planning,

Rhode Island State Improvement Grant (RISIG) work with IHEs

Office of Special Populations, District Liaisons



	RIDE, OSP has funded a Response to Intervention (RTI) initiative to assist schools in effectively intervening and recording progress with students that are not meeting expectations. It is expected that pilot schools will serve as models for effective intervention. RIDE is forming a secondary RTI team and developing professional development for secondary level teachers and administrators and recruiting middle and high schools to serve as pilot sites.


	   2006 and onward
	Office of Special Populations, District Liaisons

RI Department of Education personnel

Supporting All Students (SAS) initiative

Rhode Island Technical Assistance Project programs and resources




Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for  2005-2006 No revisions at this time.
[If applicable]

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for  2005-2006
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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

	100%


	FFY
	

	2005-2006
	Set by Secretary at 100%




Actual Target Data for (Insert FFY):  2005-2006

100%

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

Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:

The RI Department of Education continues to monitor the complaint investigation process and procedures to ensure compliance with Federal regulations and requirements.  

Changes to complaint investigation procedures followed by the SEA resulted in more efficient complaint investigations.  

Resources:  RI Technical Assistance Project (RITAP) at RI College and Northeast Regional Resource Center

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2005-2006)
[If applicable]
Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for  2005-2006 
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator –: 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.

100%
	Measurement: 100%



	FFY
	

	(2005-2006)
	Target set by Secretary  at 100%


Actual Target Data for (Insert FFY):
2005-2006 Target hit 100%

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

For the reporting period 2005-2006

The RI SEA due process hearing procedures were amended to include the following changes:

1. The SEA schedules all pre hearing conferences;

2. The SEA is informed of all extensions issued by the hearing officer;

3. The SEA requires all hearing officers to adhere to a hearing schedule set to conclude all hearings within 45 days unless an extension is issued as permitted by regulation;

4. The SEA stressed new hearing procedures in hearing officer training. 

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (Insert FFY)
[If applicable]

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for  2005-2006
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
79%
	Measurement: 79% up from 56% in 2004-2005




	FFY
	

	(2005-2006)
	Set by the Secretary at 100%


Actual Target Data for (Insert FFY): 2005-2006 Target set at 57% Actual Target Hit 79%

           2006-2007 Target set at 58%
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (Insert FFY):

In continued collaboration with stakeholders, activities, timelines, and resources will be identified to improve state performance on this indicator and to reach the levels of performance for delineated targets
RI underwent a review of mediation procedures for 2005-2006 with changes made to system for improved use of mediation. 

Mediation training for mediators occurred 2x during the 2005-2006 year conducted by the RI Technical Assistance Project at RI College.

2006-2007 Mediator Training sponsored by the SEA 2xs per year conducted by the RI Technical Assistance Project (RITAP) at RI College.

Additional resources: Northeast Regional Resource Center and CADRE.
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (Insert FFY)
[If applicable]
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

	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 accuracy).


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	        2006
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	        2007
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	        2008
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	        2009
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%

	        2010
	Targets set by the Secretary at 100%


Actual Target Data for 2005-2006:

The target was set at 100% for State reported data, including 618 data and annual performance reports area be 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).

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

Timeliness/Accuracy:

Rhode Island has submitted the Annual Performance Report and the State Performance Plan in a timely manner.  Rhode Island has not submitted the following reports by the respective due dates:  Personnel, Assessment, Child Count, Environmental Placements and the Exiting Report.  

Data Collection/Editing and Validation:  As stated above, two Rhode Island LEAS utilize a desktop application developed in MS Access; all other LEAS utilize eRIDE, which is a comprehensive web-based database system.  With both applications, LEAS are supplied with edits on each field, to ensure that the data is within specifications in accordance to the data dictionary.  Both systems have a number of maintenance reports that help cleanup the data.  LEAS are reminded to run all maintenance reports prior to submitting data to the state.  Once the data is submitted to the State, Rhode Island follows through with a number of steps to verify the data, including running the data through numerous maintenance reports.  Rhode Island does not do sampling for the federal data reporting. Rhode Island does provide technical assistance to the LEAS.  Each LEA is provided with a manual, which explains the functions and purpose of the system.  Any new LEA census personnel are provided with training, either in RIDE’s computer lab or at the LEA itself.  Guidance is provided to the LEAS on any topic for which they seem to all have difficulty understanding. RIDE has a Data Manager and a Programmer Analyst who are available to provide guidance and answer any questions that may occur.  RIDE provides a workshop to the LEAS to implement and explain any new functions on the system.   During the workshop, specific topics maybe reviewed with the LEAS to ensure a clear understanding of the reporting requirements. RIDE has a data focus group, which meets every other Thursday.  During this meeting, data providers have an opportunity to critique development of data policies and procedures on any system, which resides on eRIDE.  Annually, RIDE issues a report to each LEA for review of their data. This review is across eRIDE systems such as the special education census, the enrollment, and English Language Learners.  This review affords both the State and the LEAS the opportunity to double check counts and ensures accuracy between systems. At that time, any unusual findings or large changes are discussed with the LEA.  

Periodically, the State School Support group reviews and monitors the students’ Individual Education Plans in conjunction with the data as reported on eRIDE. 

Data Reporting:  The SPP and APR reports are available to the public via the web.  Currently, 618 reports are available to the public upon request.  Limitations of the report are clearly explained.  
System Management and Documentation: 

eRIDE provides a listing of all State Reporting requirements for the LEAS on the eRIDE website. In addition, all data fields are documented and explained in the manual provided to the LEAS.  The LEAS and anyone within RIDE list all reporting timelines for review. This is updated and reviewed as needed and at the minimum annually. All data reports and related supported documents are retained for at least three years for auditing purposes. RIDE has a contingency plan, which will be developed into a written format with the next few months.  Barriers have been identified which impede the state’s ability to accurately and reliably collect and report 618 and SPP/APR data.  A plan is in place to address these identified barriers.  The barriers have been identified as the following and plans to address the barriers will be implemented:  Transition reporting requirements, Early Childhood Categories and the Referral and Evaluations within 60 days requirements. See Improvement Activities for further information.
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /   Resources for 2006-2007:

With the exception of two LEAS, Rhode Island LEAS utilize the special education module on eRIDE. Rhode Island plans on moving the remaining LEAS to the web-based special education module on eRIDE. In continued collaboration with stakeholders, activities, timelines, and resources will be identified to improve state performance on this indicator and to reach the levels of performance for delineated targets.  There are ongoing continuous improvement activities that the State utilizes to support districts in their improvement efforts.  These activities are reflected in the following chart.


   Improvement Activities                              Timelines                                           Resources


   



                 July 2006 and onward.               RI Department of Ed.                                                                                            

     Continue to develop, refine and                                                                 Technology Support                              

   and maintain database and                                                                          staff and the                                            

   performance of system for the                                                                      Special Populations
   identification and correction of IDEA                                                             Data Manager 

   noncompliance.                                                                                                 

   Revisions to the special education

   census to accurately

   reflect data regarding children

   with disabilities. This includes

   implementing new data field

   requirements to fulfill those

   mandated in accordance with

   Transition, Early Childhood

   Categories and the Referral

   and Evaluation Process within

   Sixty Days. See related transition and 
   early childhood indicators for 

   additional information.

    Review options to ensure

    LEAS report their data 

    to the State in a timely manner. 

    

    RIDE will work with the Dept. of

    Human Services to investigate

    the feasibility of adding the unique

    State Assigned Student Identifier

    (SASID) onto the Part C Data to 

    facilitate a better method of

    matching children in Part C

    with those in Part B data.

    

    A written Contingency Plan shall

    be implemented and in place.
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*The seven (7) findings in the process of being corrected were from district’s monitored in spring 2006, hence, there are still within their one year timeline for correction and will be corrected no later than March 2007.
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