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THE BUREAU BULLETIN 
THE BUREAU 


BULLETIN 


From the Bureau of  Specia l  Educat ion 

BRIEF FROM THE CHIEF 
Greetings! 
After a several month hiatus, the electronic communication link between the 
Bureau of Special Education and all of you has returned. The Bureau is pilot‐
ing a new format for sharing monthly information. We would like to intro‐
duce you to the Bureau Bulletin. As was the intent of our previous commu‐
niqués, such as the Updates and subsequent Bureau Blog, our intent is to keep 
you informed of critical issues that affect the promise of a free, appropriate 
education in the least restrictive environment for children with disabilities. 
While the new features of the Bulletin are intended for readers who appreci‐
ate an electronic medium and prefer hypertext navigation, the layout has 
also been designed for easier readability when printed as a hard copy. Each 
month the Bulletin will be organized into the following sections: 

• 	 Featured Story – An in‐depth article highlighting a change in regulation, 
practice, or policy to foster greater awareness on a topic. 

• 	 Federal Focus: IDEA Policies & Procedures – Information on and fore‐
casts of federal activities regarding Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA) and other national legislation specific to students with disabili‐
ties. 

• 	 State Performance Plan – Updates on State legislation, regulations, moni‐
toring activities, Annual Performance Reports (APR), and State Perform‐
ance Plan (SPP). 

• 	 Guidelines – Our latest news regarding State guideline documents. 
• 	 Secondary Transition – Updates on transition philosophy, planning, 

graduation, and results‐oriented practices. 
• 	 Bureau Happenings – Notification of Bureau activities, staff contacts, and 

changes in responsibilities. 
• 	 Resources & Opportunities – Technical assistance, training, professional 

learning opportunities, calendar of anticipated events, and federally‐
funded resources available through the Bureau. 

• 	 Legal/Due Process – News on the State’s dispute resolution system. 
• 	 Approved Private Special Education Programs – Information regarding 

new and existing day and residential programs approved by the Bureau. 
• 	 LRE – Information on State initiatives specific to providing a free, appro‐

priate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE). 

CONNECTICUT STATE 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


Summer 2008 in Hartford, CT 
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We appreciate your feedback as the Bureau Bulletin is intended to assist you. We aim for this tool to support 
ongoing collaborative efforts directed toward ensuring each child with a disability receives an individual 
ized, appropriate educational program.—Anne Louise Thompson, Bureau Chief 
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Featured Story: IDEA and Disability by Race 


States are expected to monitor each local education agency 
(LEA) for instances where individuals may be overidentified 
either inappropriately or disproportionately based on their 
race or ethnicity. To meet the federal requirements of the 
IDEA in the area of disproportionate representation of racial 
and ethnic groups in specific disability categories, the follow‐
ing criteria have been adopted by the State: 

LEAs who have a relative risk index (RRI) equal to or greater 
than 4.0 by race and ethnicity in any of the six disability categories (Autism, Learning Dis‐
abilities, Emotional Disturbance, Intellectual Disabilities, Other Health Impairments, Speech 
or Language Impairments) or overall special education incidence for the past two years must 
reserve 15% of its IDEA funds for early intervening services. 

For example, if 2006‐07 school year data indicate that the disability category of Speech 
and Language has an RRI of 4.2 for students who are white and 2007‐08 school year data 
RRI is under 4.0 for white, but those identified as eligible under Emotional Disturbance 
with the RRI at 4.1 for students who are Hispanic or Latino, the district must reserve 15% 
of its IDEA funds. The funds must be used to serve children in the LEA who have not 
been identified. Additionally, to meet the requirements of the State Performance Plan 
(indicators 9 and 10), an LEA that has an RRI of equal to or greater than 2.0 by race and 
ethnicity in any of the six disability categories ) or overall special education incidence for 
one year (2007‐08 data) must submit a self assessment and an action plan to the Connecti‐
cut State Department of Education (CSDE). Correspondence will be sent in September to 
the superintendents of the LEAs that meet the above requirements. For more information 
or specific questions regarding this federal law and the 15% requirement, contact Dr. 

Nancy Cappello at nancy.cappello@ct.gov or 860‐713‐
6789. LEA data from the school years 06‐07 and 07‐08, 
a self‐assessment instrument, and the action plan tem‐
plate are available under at the following link http:// 
www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2626&q=322094 
under Indicators and Disproportionality. 

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

OSEP Determinations Announced 

For a few years, the acronym SPP has been added to a host of other acronyms regularly used by the Bureau. 
The IDEA requires the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) to make 
an annual determination as to whether each state is meeting the requirements of the statute and is meeting 
targets described in each state’s SPP. The Connecticut Department of Education is required to have an SPP 

or State Performance Plan that describes efforts to implement the requirements of 
IDEA using 20 indicators of compliance and performance. The CSDE is also re‐
quired to submit an Annual Performance Report (APR) of overall State per‐
formance on targets described across these 20 indicators for OSEP’s yearly re‐
view. 

In June 2008, based on information provided by the State in the SPP/APR and 
other monitoring information, OSEP determined Connecticut was found in 
need of assistance in implementing the requirements of IDEA as detailed in a 

letter to the Commissioner. A full determination table containing OSEP’s responses across indicators was 
provided to the State. The CSDE 2008‐09 Timely & Accurate Data Collection schedule and descriptions of 
related requirements for LEAs under IDEA 2004 are now available. For more information, contact Dana 
Corriveau by emailing dana.corriveau@ct.gov. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

NIMAC Requirements 

Printed textbooks and other core printed materials used in 
elementary and secondary schools need to be available in 
formats that can be used by all students in the classroom 
by law. However, educators are equally aware enabling 
access is part of best and promising practices in support of 
individuals with disabilities. The National Instructional 
Materials Access Center (NIMAC) is part of the solution 
for districts in obtaining these materials in formats that 
their students can use. For more information on NIMAC, 
IDEA requirements, and access to resources regarding the 
NIMAC, refer to the article NIMAS/NIMAC – Ensuring 
Access with Technological Advances For additional infor‐
mation or assistance regarding the requirements, please 
contact Brian Cunnane in the Bureau of Special Education 
(BSE) at the CSDE at 860‐713‐6919. 
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Restraint and Seclusion 

Districts are reminded that appropriate oversight of restraint and seclusion 
policies and practices are critical, including regular review of policies and pro‐
cedures regarding restraint and seclusion. As detailed in a circular letter from 
Commissioner Mark K. McQuillan to Superintendents on August 16, 2007, at 
initial planning and placement team meetings, boards of education must pro‐
vide the parent, guardian, surrogate parent or pupil with information about 
the laws and regulations concerning physical restraint and seclusion in schools 
(Sections 1 to 5, inclusive, effective October 1, 2007). Best practice would indi‐
cate that this information also be shared with parents of currently identified 
students at the annual review or next scheduled PPT. Staff needs to be well‐
trained and continuously educated regarding proper use of restraint and seclu‐
sion and policy guidelines. When adopted by the State Board of Education, regulations concerning the use 
of restraint and seclusion in schools will be shared with superintendents, special education directors and 
parents. On August 19, 2008, a public hearing was held on this issue in the SERC Classroom in Middletown 
from 9:30‐3:30. Please call Colleen Hayles, BSE education consultant, at 860‐713‐6922 with questions. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

LRE 

Facilitated Discussions Held 

A facilitated discussion with the State Department of 
Education was held on April 10th for parents or other 
interested parties to share their thoughts and comments 
about their understanding of the Least Restrictive Envi‐
ronment (LRE). The session was well‐attended with par‐
ticipants providing valuable feedback on LRE to educa‐
tion consultants involved with the State’s LRE initiative. 
The feedback from the session will be used to fine tune 
training and technical assistance for the 2008‐09 school 
year. Future discussions are planned for fall. Those interested in learning more about LRE should contact 
Anne Louise Thompson’s office at 860‐713‐6912. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

Legal/Due Process 
Coming soon! Back to Inside this Issue 

Approved Private Special Education Program 
Coming soon! Back to Inside this Issue 

Coming soon… 
Calendar of Events 
& the Bulletin Back to 
School Edition!! 
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Guidelines 

Paraprofessional Guidelines 

The CSDE is constantly reviewing and revising State guidelines for areas 
paramount to teaching and learning. The BSE is pleased to announce that 
the new Guidelines for Training & Support of Paraprofessionals Working with 
Students Birth to 21 are now available. Any questions should be directed 
to Perri Murdica either by phone 860‐713‐6942 or perri.murdica@ct.gov. 
Readers can also access a full array of State guidelines for multiple areas 
including assistive technology, health screenings, physical therapy, and 
so forth by accessing the State website http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/ 
view.asp?a=2678&Q=320730. Back to Inside this Issue 

Feeding and Swallowing Guidelines 

Updated Guidelines for Feeding and Swallowing are 
now available on our website. Please contact Col‐
leen Hayles at 860‐713‐6922 with any questions. 
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/ 
Special/Feeding_and_Swallowing.pdf 

Secondary Transition 

Post‐Secondary Updates 

Secondary transition planning and services are crucial to students’ success after high school. Because students 
with disabilities often experience inconsistent levels of success after leaving high school, many new IDEA 
2004 provisions seek to improve transition services so that students with disabilities can be more successful in 
their adult lives. One of the new IDEA provisions requires that ALL students who are of transition age (16 – 
21) have postsecondary goals as well as annual goals in the IEP that will be in effect when a student turns 16. 
These IEPs are referred to as “transition IEPs.” As part of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and continuing 
work to improve secondary transition, the BSE collects information via a survey from all students who exit 
special education one year after graduation, dropping out, or aging out. The Post‐School Outcomes Survey asks 
students about their employment status, whether or not they have taken any college or training classes and 
additional information about other resources that they may be using after high school. All states are required 
to collect and report this data annually. To help students and families understand the importance of this post‐
school data collection, all components are posted on the BSE website. Dr. Patricia Anderson is available to 
answer questions and provide technical assistance by e‐mailing patricia.anderson@ct.gov or calling 860‐713‐
6923. 

Back to Inside this Issue 
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State Performance Plan 
Modified Assessment System (MAS) and Skills Checklist 

Annual testing is one critical measure used to monitor the academic performance of Connecticut’s children. 
The SPP includes indicators that specifically require Connecticut to describe academic gains on the statewide 
assessments (CMT/CAPT) in addition to other areas of academic performance (graduation, drop‐out rates, 
and so forth). For many students the CMT/CAPT Skills Checklist and the new CMT/CAPT (MAS) will pro‐
vide a more appropriate measure of the extent to which students with significant cognitive impairments have 
been given the opportunity to participate in and benefit from the general education curriculum. To be eligible 
for alternative assessment, a student must be identified through the PPT process and registered with the 
State. All special education teachers who administer the Skills Checklist must be trained directly by CSDE 
staff. For information on eligibility, training, supporting documentation, and an update on alternative assess‐
ments, please see Assessment Information or contact Janet Stuck (janet.stuck@ct.gov) or Joe Amenta 
(joseph.amenta@ct.gov) in Assessment, or Mike Smith (michael.s.smith@ct.gov) in Spe‐
cial Education. Back to Inside this Issue 

Parent Feedback 2007‐08 

The Bureau seeks ongoing feedback from parents and guardians in terms of programs 
and services available to individuals with disabilities and levels of involvement across 
the State. While this is an important part of monitoring districts, a part of best practice, 
it is also part of Connecticut’s SPP. This past academic year, parents and legal guardi‐
ans of students with disabilities in the 31 school districts sampled were mailed the 
2007‐08 CT Special Education Parent Survey in mid‐May, a tool developed in partnership 
with Glen Martin Associates. Any questions regarding the survey may be directed to 
Mary Jean Schierberl at 860‐713‐6943 or maryjean.schierberl@ct.gov. Additional infor‐
mation on sampling and data collection methods used to meet the requirements of this 
SPP indicator are contained within Connecticut’s Annual Performance Report. 

Back to Inside this Issue 
Early Childhood Outcomes Requirements 

Indicator #7 in the State Performance Plan (SPP) outlines the Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) requirement. 
The purpose of this indicator is to collect and report on the developmental and functional progress of chil‐
dren receiving special education in the preschool grade. All school districts are responsible for administering 
the Brigance IED‐II to all preschool children with an IEP and for reporting timely and accurate ECO data. Ad‐
ministration of selected sub‐tests of the Brigance IED‐II is required as children enter and then again as chil‐
dren exit preschool special education. The Bureau of Special Education has addressed an outstanding and 
frequently asked question regarding the ECO requirement. The attached correspondence reminds school dis‐
tricts of their reporting obligation and further identifies that there are no “opt out” allowances for the collec‐
tion of ECO data. Parental written consent to administer and report the ECO data is not required. Parents 
should be informed of the policies and practices of the district and the district’s obligations, but written con‐
sent from a parent is not required. The administration and reporting of assessment information, much like the 
CMT and CAPT, is a part of a federal obligation. Maria Synodi is the contact for ECO . She can be reached via 
e‐mail at maria.synodi@ct.gov. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

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

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2626&q=322094


 
 

 

 

                 
                   
                  
                       
             
           
                   

                     
                 
               

                                
 
                                 
                               
                               

                             
     

 
                                     
                                 

                 

       

                               
                       

                     
               

                     
               
                     
               

             
                   

   

       

 

         

         

Page 7 

THE BUREAU BULLETIN 
Bureau Happenings 

Staff Changes in Responsibilities 
The BSE welcomes two new educations consultants, Michael Smith 
and Colleen Hayles! Mike will focus on choice programs, assessment 
of students with disabilities, longitudinal data analysis, and other 
data projects as part of this new position. Colleen will represent the 
Bureau on initiatives regarding emotional disturbance, deaf/blind, 
students with visual impairments, speech/language, and restraint/ 
seclusion. She will take leadership on revising guidelines in these 
areas as well as Feeding and Swallowing Guidelines and on parent ini‐
tiatives. Christine Spak has been appointed permanently to the Sur‐
rogate Parent Program. Maria Synodi continues to coordinate Sec‐
tion 619 and early childhood special education and will physically relocate to the Bureau August 2008. 

The Bureau of School and District Improvement has recently hired a new consultant, Iris White, to work spe‐
cifically on the training of paraprofessionals in collaboration with Perri Murdica. Iris can be contacted at: 860‐
713‐6564. Finally, the Bureau of Early Childhood recently hired Andrea Brinnel to support their efforts and 
the BSE regarding the inclusion of children with disabilities in early childhood programs. Andrea’s phone 
number is: 860‐713‐6556. 

We ask that you please share the information provided above with relevant staff in your district. In the next 
issue of the Bulletin, the BSE will share a revised staff directory with more information regarding roles, re‐
sponsibilities, and contact information for the 2008‐09 school year. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

Opportunities with the BSE 

The BSE, a Bureau within the Division of Family and Student Support Services with the CSDE, 
has four vacancies currently available at the associate education consultant or education consult‐

ant levels. This is an opportunity for an instructional leader to 
provide support and leadership to Connecticut’s public schools 
in the areas of special education and related services. The BSE 
seeks qualified candidates who will consider joining and contrib‐
uting to our team and provide expertise in the provision of train‐
ing, technical assistance, and program monitoring. For more in‐
formation regarding job descriptions, qualifications, and the ap‐
plication process, please go to our Career Opportunities link to 
view postings. 

Back to Inside this Issue 
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Resources & Opportunities THE BUREAU BULLETIN 

Data Collection Training 
Districts often request information on training and technical assistance regarding federal and state data col‐
lection as well as working with the Special Education and Data Collection (SEDAC) system. Regional train‐
ings on SEDAC, evaluation timelines, specific forms, required data elements, and other data requirements are 
available in 2008‐09 for those involved in data collection and submission. Please refer to the training overview 
or contact Laura Guerrera for more information or direct assistance at: 860‐713‐6898. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

State Resources for Families and School Personnel 

After receiving edits and revisions from participating organizations, the CSDE updated the Helpful Re‐
sources from Local and State Organizations brochure that highlights agencies with a focus on family support ‐
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/PDF/DEPS/Special/Resources_Families.pdf 
In addition to this document and other BSE resource information, there are several federally mandated or‐
ganizations required to exist and support IDEA‐funded districts and programs. Districts are encouraged to 
explore all that these organizations have to offer. Some of the groups and websites include: 
• SERC – State Education Resource Center: http://www.ctserc.org/ 

• CPAC – Connecticut Parent Advocacy Center: http://www.cpacinc.org/ 

• SAC – Connecticut State Advisory Council on Special Education: http://www.ctsac.org/ 

Districts are encouraged to share this document with families and school personnel working with families 

and individuals in need of information on available resources and services. 

Back to Inside this Issue 

Feedback on the Bureau Bulletin? 

Please contact Bulletin coordinator, Dr. Jacqui 
Kelleher, with suggestions, feedback, or specific 
Bulletin questions via e‐mail: 

Bulletin Correspondence: 
PO Box 2219—Room 369 
Hartford, CT 06145‐2219 
Phone: 860‐713‐6918 

Fax: 860‐713‐7051 

Bulletin E‐mail: bsebulletin@ct.gov 

Disclaimer: Contents of this document do not 
necessarily imply endorsement. Information contained 

in the Bulletin is in the public domain. Readers may 

download and distribute a PDF version of this and 

archived newsletters by going to the CSDE website— 

http://www.sde.ct.gov and selecting the Special 
Education link. 

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





LEA Level Determinations – Timely and Accurate Data Collection  
 


2008-09 Data Collection Year 
 
 


The 2008-09 district IDEA determinations will take into account whether or not a district submitted timely and accurate data to the 
Connecticut State Department of Education according to the timelines below.   The target is to have 100% timely and accurate 
data.  Please see the following pages for specific information regarding the individual data collections.  


 
 


What data is collected?  
 


Which year are the data 
about?  


Submission Due Date  
(TIMELY)  


Final Revision Date  
(ACCURATE) 


ED 166  (Discipline)  07-08 school year  June 30, 2008  October 3, 2008  


Evaluation Timelines     
(Indicator 11)  


07-08 school year  August 15, 2008  August 29, 2008 


Exiters PSIS / SEDAC 
 


07-08 school year  September 16, 2008  September 30, 2008  


Early Childhood Outcomes 
(ECO)  


07-08 school year  
 


November 1, 2008  November 15, 2008  


SEDAC – Oct. 1 Child Count 08-09 school year  December 15, 2008 December 23, 2008 


 
 
 


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


 
 
Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20) 


The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a 
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) 
Determinations.  Please work with both special education and general education staff to 
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.   
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B)) 
 
The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will 
determine compliance under indicator #20.  We have attempted to define Timely and 
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor 
edits/errors…but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting 
directions/guidelines.   
 
Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks 
and provided complete data.  ED 166 Timely Due Date:  June 30th, 2008 


We will use the following to examine component two of Timely:  a) district did 
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an 
entire field or school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons 
to state data and last year’s data…no unexplained significant changes in counts or 
percents of students within various data points). 


 
Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for 
each data collection. ED 166 Accurate Due Date: October 3rd, 2008 


Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for 
federal reporting will be considered not accurate. 
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted 
(i.e., federal sign-off submitted). 


 
 
ED166 File Data Due:  MONDAY, June 30th 
 
1st Level Error Checks Posted:  Friday, July 18th 
 Due: Friday, August 1st 
 
2nd Level Error Checks Posted:  Monday, August 18th 
 Due:  Tuesday, September 2nd  
 
Discipline Summary Reports and Superintendent Sign-off  
 Posted: Monday, Sept. 22nd  
 CORRECTIONS  Due: Friday, October 3rd   
 
Updated Summary Reports Posted:  Friday, October 24th 
 







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


 
 
Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20) 


The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a 
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) 
Determinations.  Please work with both special education and general education staff to 
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.   
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B)) 
 
The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will 
determine compliance under indicator #20.  We have attempted to define Timely and 
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor 
edits/errors…but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting 
directions/guidelines.   
 
Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks 
and provided complete data.  Evaluation Timelines: Timely Due Date:  Aug. 15th, 2008 


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


 
Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for 
each data collection. Evaluation Timelines: Accurate Due Date:  Aug. 29th, 2008 


Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for 
federal reporting will be considered not accurate. 


 
 
 







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


 
 
Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20) 


The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a 
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) 
Determinations.  Please work with both special education and general education staff to 
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.   
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B)) 
 
The department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will 
determine compliance under indicator #20.  We have attempted to define Timely and 
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor 
edits/errors…but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting 
directions/guidelines.   
 
Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks 
and provided complete data.  SEDAC Exits Timely Due Date:  Sept. 16th, 2008 


We will use the following to examine component two of Timely:  a) district did 
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an 
entire field or school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons 
to state data and last year’s data…no unexplained significant changes in counts or 
percents of students within various data points). 
 


• Report available to support your efforts to track IEP student exits. 
• Please note we have no way to track service plan students.  Check your 


service plan students from the previously reported October to be sure 
they are still being serviced. 


 
Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for 
each data collection. SEDAC Exits Accurate Due Date:  Sept. 30th, 2008 


Any student records missing exit data will be considered not accurate. 
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted 
(i.e., federal sign-off submitted). 


 
 
 







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


 
Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20) 


The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a 
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) 
Determinations.  Please work with both special education and general education staff to 
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.   
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B)) 
 
The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will 
determine compliance under indicator #20.  We have attempted to define Timely and 
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor 
edits/errors…but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting 
directions/guidelines.   
 
Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks 
and provided complete data.  Early Childhood Outcomes: Timely Due Date:  November 
1, 2008 


ECO: by November 1st, 2008 district has: 
• Entered pre-tests for all students that were reported with that district as 


Nexus District AND in grade PreK AND Special Ed = Yes in the Oct 
2007, Jan 2008, or Jun 2008 PSIS collection. 


• Entered post-tests or provided a reason for no post-test for all students that 
had a pre-test in ECO already and that moved on to grade K by the Oct 
2008 PSIS collection.  


* If a student’s IEP was developed and implemented prior to May 1, 2006, no pre-
test or post-test is required. 
* CSDE will provide reports on the ECO website that will contain students for 
whom a pretest or posttest is required. 


 
Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for 
each data collection. Early Childhood Outcomes: Accurate Due Date:  November 15, 
2008 


ECO: by November 15th, 2008 district has: 
• Every student in their district at a status code of 1 (no errors in record). 
• If a district did not administer a pretest or posttest for any student that 


should have been tested, that district will not be considered accurate for 
the submission year. 







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


 
 
Timely and Accurate (SPP Indicator #20) 


The Department will take into account whether or not district data are submitted in a 
timely and accurate manner in District-level Annual Performance Report (APR) 
Determinations.  Please work with both special education and general education staff to 
ensure data submitted to the Department are timely and accurate.   
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B)) 
 
The Department has recently met to define Timely and Accurate and how we will 
determine compliance under indicator #20.  We have attempted to define Timely and 
Accurate as a holistic system analysis, thereby ensuring the indicator is not about minor 
edits/errors…but instead is about systemic failure to report and/or follow reporting 
directions/guidelines.   
 
Timely = 1) submission of file by due date (no extensions); 2) passed general edit checks 
and provided complete data.  SEDAC Timely Due Date:  Dec. 15th, 2008 


We will use the following to examine component two of Timely:  a) district did 
not report placeholder data; b) there are no missing data (i.e., failure to report an 
entire field or school, etc.) and c) the data pass all reasonability tests (comparisons 
to state data and last year’s data…no unexplained significant changes in counts or 
percents of students within various data points). 
 


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


 
Accurate = District corrects data errors within the edit checking timeframe established for 
each data collection. SEDAC Accurate Due Date:  Dec. 23rd, 2008 


Any data errors not corrected by the established “freeze date” of the file for 
federal reporting will be considered not accurate. 
Accuracy includes the return of any required attestations to the data submitted 
(i.e., federal sign-off submitted). 
 
SEDAC: by December 23rd, 2008 district has: 


• Every student record at a status code of 1 (no errors in record). 
• Federal Child Count Extract Sign-off submitted 
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Spring/Summer 2008 
 
 


NIMAS/NIMAC – Ensuring Access with Technological Advances 
 
As a requirement of IDEA-2004, printed textbooks and other core printed materials used in elementary and 
secondary schools need to be available in formats that can be used by all students in the classroom.  National 
Instructional Materials Access Center (NIMAC) is part of the solution for districts in obtaining these materials 
in formats that their students can use. In instituting the NIMAC, the federal government created a standard file 
format, the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard (NIMAS) and required the states and local 
districts to work with textbook publishers to make these file formats available for conversion to systems 
actually used by children with print disabilities. 
 
How do you get started? 
 
When you file your IDEA grant application, you will again be asked to either indicate your plan to participate 
in NIMAC, or you will need to submit a detailed plan indicating how you plan to access textbook files in 
some other way.  We strongly suggest that you sign the agreement.  Unlike past years, there is no specific 
section for registering for NIMAC participation.  When your superintendent signs the general Statement of 
Assurances, this will allow your district access to the NIMAS/NIMAC system. 
 
What do I need to do with my textbook orders? 
 
When your district submits its order for textbooks, it is recommended that the following language be included 
in the contract: 
 “By agreeing to deliver the materials marked with “NIMAS” on this contract or purchase order, the 
publisher agrees to prepare and submit, on or before __/__/__, a NIMAS file set to the NIMAC that complies 
with the terms and procedures set forth by the NIMAC.  Should the vendor be a distributor of the materials 
and not the publisher, the distributor agrees to immediately notify the publisher of its obligation to submit 
NIMAS file sets of the purchased products to the NIMAC.  The files will be used for the production of 
alternative formats, as permitted under the law for students with print disabilities. 
 
This is page __ of __ of this contract or purchase order.” 
 
When your book orders include this provision, the publisher will make available a NIMAS file set to the 
NIMAC for your textbook. 
 
While having the file sets in the NIMAC will permit your district to access the remainder of this procedure for 
your students, there is nothing to prevent you from purchasing, directly from the publisher, textbooks in 
alternate formats for your students. The NIMAC becomes important when those formats are not available 
directly from the publishers. 
 







 


 


Who is eligible to receive alternative texts from the NIMAC? 
 
Unfortunately, NIMAC texts are not available to every student who is struggling with reading.  The law that 
established the NIMAC sets forth a restrictive definition of “print disability” that includes only the following: 
 


1. Students who have 20/200 vision or less in their better eye or a visual field of less than 20 degrees as 
determined by a competent authority; 


 
2. Students who, even with correction, regardless of their measured vision, are certified by a competent 


authority as having sight too poor to read standard printed material; 
 
3. Students certified by a competent authority as being unable to access standard printed material because 


of a physical limitation; and 
 
4. Students certified by a competent authority as having a reading disability that is the result of organic 


dysfunction, which is severe enough to prevent them from using standard printed material. 
 
In all cases, the law defines the “competent authority” not as the PPT, but as related medical professionals for 
the visual and physical disability, and as a doctor of medicine for organic-based reading difficulties. 
 
So, what next? 
 
You will need to acquire from your schools a list of students who meet the above definition.  The state will 
not be collecting medical certificates, so you will have to be responsible for assuring that only eligible 
students access this service.  You will also need to know what adaptive equipment the student is currently 
using, including the software in use.  Finally, you will need a list of the text materials the student will need for 
the coming year.   
 
If you are looking for digital text for your student (for example, your student uses a screen reader, books on 
tape/disc, etc.), you need to immediately access the Bookshare website where you will be permitted, for free, 
to register your student.  Your student will be given an access number. If you have a student for whom you 
would prefer a human voice read text in addition to the digital version, you need to access the Reading for the 
Blind and Dyslexic (RFB&D) website and register your student, for a small annual fee, with this site.  You 
will receive a membership number here as well. NOTE:  RFB&D and Bookshare are wonderful sources of 
literature and trade books for students, and membership will entitle your students to access a wealth of 
wonderful reading materials well beyond their textbooks. 
 
When you have this material compiled, please call 860-713-6924, phone number for Ms. Tomorra Williams in 
the Bureau of Special Education at the State Department of Education.  Ms. Williams will send you a very 
simple electronic form to complete for each of your students. When Ms. Williams receives your completed 
forms back, she will take it from there, accessing the NIMAC for the NIMAS file, contacting the appropriate 
organization with instructions to convert the file, and following up with you to make sure you get your 







 


 


materials.  You cannot access the NIMAC yourselves – at this time, the State is the only entity authorized to 
do this. 
 
If you accurately complete the steps above before you leave for summer break, you will have your text books 
in usable formats for your eligible students before school starts in the Fall. 
 
A few last reminders: 
 
1. The NIMAC applies only to textbooks published after 2006.  The publishers do not have to go back and 


create NIMAS files for older texts. 
 
2. Publishers still retain copyright protection for their written material.  The law was not intended to 


circumvent copyright and provide materials to children not covered under the law.  It will be your 
responsibility to ensure that this does not happen in your district. 


 
3. Increasingly, publishers are making their material available in a variety of formats.  When you negotiate 


book orders or are assessing the value of a new text for your district, it would be wise to ask about 
alternate versions of text that you can purchase directly from the publishers with no restrictions of which 
students may use them. 
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 


Notice of Intent to Adopt Regulations and Public Hearing 


In accordance with the provisions of Subsection (a) of Section 4-168 of the Connecticut 
General Statutes and pursuant to the authority prescribed in Subsection (a) of Section 10-
76b of the general statutes, as amended by section 4 of Public Act 07-147, notice is 
hereby given that the State Board of Education intends to adopt regulations to address the 
use of physical restraint and seclusion in the public schools for children who are or may 
be eligible for special education as follows:  


(New) Section 10-76b-5.  Use of physical restraint and seclusion in public schools. 
Definitions. For the purposes of sections 10-76b-6 to 10-76b-11, inclusive, of the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies: 


(a) “Provider,” “assistant,” “person at risk,” “physical restraint” and “seclusion” shall 
be as defined in Section 46a-150 of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended 
by Section 1 of Public Act 07-147, provided seclusion does not include 
disciplinary detention or in-school suspension.


(b)  “Individualized education plan” or “IEP” shall be as defined in Subsection (10) 
of Section 10-76a-1 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. 


(c) “Parent” or “parents” shall be as defined in Subsection (13) of Section 10-76a-1 
of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. 


(d) “Planning and placement team” or “PPT” shall be as defined in Subsection (15) of 
Section 10-76a-1 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. 


(New) Section 10-76b-6. Use of physical restraint and seclusion in public schools.


No provider or assistant may (1) use involuntary physical restraint on a person at risk or 
(2) involuntarily place a person at risk in seclusion unless such use conforms to the 
requirements of Sections 46a-150 to 46a-154, inclusive, of the Connecticut General 
Statutes, as amended by Public Act 07-147, and the requirements of Sections 10-76b-5 to 
10-76b-11, inclusive, of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. 


(New) Section 10-76b-7. Use of physical restraint and seclusion in public schools, 
exceptions.


Nothing in Sections 46a-150 to 46a-154, inclusive, of the Connecticut General Statutes, 
as amended by Public Act 07-147, or Sections 10-76b-5 to 10-76b-11, inclusive, of the 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies shall be construed to interfere with the 
responsibility of local or regional boards of education to maintain a safe school setting in 
accordance with Section 10-220 of the Connecticut General Statutes or to supersede the 
provisions of Subdivision (6) of Section 53a-18 of the Connecticut General Statutes 
concerning the use of reasonable physical force. 
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(New) Section 10-76b-8. Use of seclusion in public schools, requirements. 


(a) Except for an emergency intervention to prevent immediate or imminent injury to 
the person or to others conforming to the requirements of Subsection (b) of 
Section 46a-152 of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended by Section 2 of 
Public Act 07-147, seclusion may only be used if this action is specified in the 
IEP of the person at risk and if other less restrictive, positive behavior 
intervention strategies specified in the IEP of the person at risk appropriate to the 
behavior exhibited by the person at risk have been implemented but were 
ineffective.  


(b) If the PPT of a person at risk determines, based upon the results of a functional 
assessment of behavior and other relevant information, that use of seclusion is an 
appropriate behavioral intervention strategy, the PPT shall include this 
information in the IEP of the person at risk and specify the location of seclusion, 
the maximum length of any period of seclusion, the number of times during a 
single day that the person at risk may be placed in seclusion and any other 
relevant matter agreed to by the PPT.  


(c) In the event the parent disagrees with the use of seclusion in the IEP of the person 
at risk, the parent may file for due process in accordance with Section 10-76h of 
the Connecticut General Statutes.


(d) Use of seclusion shall be limited to that time necessary to allow the person at risk 
to compose him or herself and return to the educational environment and shall not 
exceed one hour. If the person at risk is presenting dangerous behaviors after this 
period, the use of seclusion may be continued with written authorization of the 
building principal or designee. In the case where transportation of the person at 
risk is being arranged, the written authorization to continue the use of seclusion is 
not required in the event the person at risk is presenting dangerous behaviors.


(e) The PPT shall, at least annually, review the continued use of seclusion as a 
behavioral intervention strategy for the person at risk.


(f) A person at risk shall not be placed in seclusion if such person is known to have 
any medical condition that a licensed health care provider has indicated will be 
directly and adversely impacted by the use of seclusion. The health care provider 
shall submit to the local or regional board of education a written statement which 
shall be included in the educational record of the person at risk. 


(g) The person at risk in seclusion shall be frequently monitored by a provider or 
assistant specifically trained in physical management, physical restraint and 
seclusion procedures to ensure the safe use of seclusion as a behavior intervention 
strategy.


(h) Any room used for the seclusion of a person at risk shall be of a size that is 
appropriate to the chronological and developmental age, size and behavior of the 
person at risk. Each such room shall have a ceiling height that is comparable to 
the ceiling height of the other rooms in the building in which it is located and 
shall be equipped with heating, cooling, ventilation and lighting systems that are 
comparable to the systems that are in use in the other rooms of the building in 
which it is located. Each such room shall be free of any object that poses a danger 
to the person at risk who is being placed in the room. Any lock used on the door 







must be equipped with a device that automatically disengages the lock in case of 
an emergency. Any latching or securing of the door, whether by mechanical 
means or by a provider or assistant holding the door in place to prevent the person 
at risk from leaving the room, must be able to be removed in the case of any 
emergency. An emergency for these purposes includes but is not limited to, the 
need to provide direct and immediate medical attention to the person at risk, fire, 
the need to remove the person at risk to a safe location during a building 
lockdown and other critical situations that may require immediate removal of the 
person at risk from seclusion to a safe location. An unbreakable observation 
window shall be located in a wall or door to permit frequent visual monitoring of 
the person at risk and any provider or assistant in such room. 


(New) Section 10-76b-9. Parental notification of physical restraint, seclusion. 


(a) An attempt shall be made to notify the parent by phone within twenty-four hours 
after the use of physical restraint or seclusion as an emergency intervention to 
prevent immediate or imminent injury to the person or to others. If the parent 
cannot be contacted by phone, the parent shall receive a copy of the incident 
report no later than five school days after the emergency use of physical restraint 
or seclusion. 


(b) Where seclusion is included in the IEP of a person at risk, the PPT and the parents 
shall determine a mutually agreeable timeframe and manner of notification of 
each incident of seclusion.  


(New) Section 10-76b-10. Required training for providers or assistants on the use of 
physical restraint or seclusion. 


A person at risk may be physically restrained or removed to seclusion only by a provider 
or assistant who has received training in physical management, physical restraint and 
seclusion procedures.


(New) Section 10-76b-11. Reports of physical restraint, seclusion.


The recording and reporting of instances of physical restraint or seclusion and the 
compilation of this information shall be in accordance with Section 46a-153 of the 
Connecticut General Statutes, as amended by Section 3 of Public Act 07-147. The 
recording of such instances shall be done on a standardized incident report developed by 
the State Department of Education. Such reports shall be completed no later than the 
school day following the incident.


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE: To adopt regulations addressing the use of physical 
restraint or seclusion in the public schools for children who are or may be eligible for 
special education consistent with the requirements of Public Act 07-147. 







Within thirty (30) days of the date of the publication of this notice, interested persons 
may submit views and arguments, in writing, to Attorney Theresa C. DeFrancis, 
Education Consultant, Bureau of Special Education, P.O. Box 2219, Hartford, CT 06145. 


A public hearing on the proposed regulations will be held on Tuesday, August 19, 2008 
from 9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., in the SERC Classroom, located at 25 Industrial Park Road, 
Middletown, CT. Interested persons may submit view and arguments, in writing or orally, 
at this hearing. 


All submissions and testimony concerning the proposed regulations will be considered 
fully. Copies of the proposed regulations and fiscal note may be obtained from Attorney 
Theresa C. DeFrancis, Bureau of Special Education, by e-mail to 
theresa.defrancis@ct.gov or by mail to PO Box 2219, Hartford, CT 06145. 


       Mark K. McQuillan 
Commissioner 


Return to Bulletin Return to pg. 4
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Return to LRE 
 
 


Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Forum 
Facilitated Discussion 


April 10, 2008 
Cromwell, CT 


 
 
 
On April 10, 2008, a facilitated discussion between education consultants from the Bureau of Special Education, 
Connecticut State Department of Education (SDE) and families, teachers, and other interested parties on the topic of the 
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) was held in Cromwell.  The discussion was well-attended and a similar format will 
be replicated in the fall.  A summary of the feedback from the discussion is provided below  
 
 
Understanding of LRE 


 
“…to the maximum extent appropriate children with disabilities….are educated with children who are 
not disabled.” 


 
• Timely access to information is necessary for all stakeholders (i.e., parents, districts, regular education teachers, 


special education teachers, paraprofessionals and related service personnel) to provide a consistent definition and 
clarify the intent of LRE. 


• Students should realize a measurable benefit from being in the LRE. 
• Time in the general education classroom should be done in a meaningful way. 
• Parents have a lot of power in discussions with schools, but may not realize it. 
• The Planning and Placement Team (PPT) discussion should not be all about “time with nondisabled peers”, but 


about the child’s meaningful achievement. 
• Teachers might not know how to provide services in the regular classroom so pull-out becomes the option. 
• Collaboration between teachers and therapists is important in the LRE to support students with disabilities. 


 
 
Access to General Curriculum 


 
Access to general curriculum is as important as placement in the general education classroom. 
 


• Placement in a regular classroom does not insure access to regular education curriculum.  Focus needs to be 
placed on “meaningful access” vs. presence in the classroom. 


• Regular educators need training to provide for students in the general education classroom. 
• Parents need to be more proactive and increase their knowledge of definitions, terminology, policies, practices 


and procedures. 
• Parents are asking for greater accountability regarding follow through and practices within districts/schools. 
• Access to regular education curriculum requires supports to teachers and paraprofessionals as well as “time” for 


collaboration between regular education and special education teachers. 







 


 


• Access to curriculum is also dependent upon the success and fidelity of modifications and accommodations. 
 
 
Accommodations and Modifications  
 


In each student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP), specific accommodations and modifications 
are listed to support the student’s education program.  For example, separate test setting, extra set of 
books, access to computer, etc. 
 


• Accommodations and modifications need to be linked to the child’s current performance. 
• All service providers should be aware of modifications and accommodations required and the personnel 


responsible for dissemination of this information needs to be identified. 
• Training and support in implementing modifications and accommodations is needed for those who do not have a 


background in special education. 
• Accountability of stakeholders (districts/schools) for participation in trainings and provision of supports is needed 


to provide effective services to students within the LRE. 
 
 
IEP Development: Roles 


 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) puts a strong emphasis on parent involvement in 
the creation of a student’s individualized educational program. 
 


• Parents need greater access to the IEP process as well as the process of responding to the IEP, once proposed. 
• Some parents perceive that PPT meetings as intimidating, unproductive, or esoteric. 
• Some parents feel paraprofessionals should be included in PPTs. 
• Parents want “training” so they can: 


- understanding the law and their rights; 
- become meaningful participants in the PPT process;  and  
- interpret evaluations and recommendations. 


• Schools need to promote and insure follow through and implementation of the IEP. 
• Knowledge empowers parents and promotes greater participation in the IEP process. 
• Some parents believe the SDE role extends to district-level issues, such as providing training. 


 
 







 


 


 
PARTICIPANT FEEDBACK SUMMARY 


 
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Forum 


Facilitated Discussion 
April 10, 2008 
Cromwell, CT 


 
What participants liked about the facilitated discussion on LRE…. 
 


• Forum was informative in regard to LRE 
• Openness of discussion, appreciated format 
• Empowered parents 
• Hearing other parents’ perspectives 
• Sharing of personal experiences  
• Consultants listened to what parents had to say 
• Recognition of similar issues around LRE throughout the state: varied audience 
• Gained understanding of the SDE’s role in enforcement of LRE 


 
What participants would change about the facilitated discussion on LRE… 
 


• Facility issues (need for a larger space, better room configuration, use of a microphone for facilitators 
and participants; difficult to hear others, etc) 


• Greater participation of Special Education, Regular Education Teachers and paraprofessionals 
• Increase opportunity for parents to participate by offering morning and evening sessions 
• Increase frequency of discussion and conduct them  


o at a regional level   
o with parents and representative from similar size and type of district  
o at a district level  


• Increase “reach out” to tap a greater number of  parents 
 
What participants would like to see in the future… 
 


• Expand facilitated discussion  “topics” i.e., 
o Role of Paraprofessional 
o Disabilities 
o Co-Teaching 
o Understanding the Law  
o Continuum of Services 
o “what to do if…” 
o SRBI and Special Ed Identification 


 
 
Return to LRE 








 


 


August 2008 
 
Secondary Transition Updates 
 
A. Post-School Outcome Goal Statements – Through six Secondary Transition On-site Training Visits 
conducted during the 2006-07 school year, presentations at six ConnCASE Regional Meetings, and a 
presentation at the December ConnCASE Leadership Forum, CSDE has clarified for districts that beginning not 
later than the first IEP to be in effect when a student turns 16 (or younger), and updated annually thereafter, the 
student’s IEP must include: 


o Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals,  
o Based upon age-appropriate transition assessments,  
o That are related to postsecondary education or training, employment, and if appropriate, 


independent living skills. (IDEA 2004) 
 


Every IEP that addresses transition goals and objectives will be described as a “transition IEP,” indicating that 
ALL aspects of that IEP must be related to transition and the student’s Post-School Outcome Goal 
Statement(s). IDEA 2004, as indicated above, requires that all students have postsecondary goals as well as 
annual goals. For purposes of clarification, CT will use the term “Post-School Outcome Goal Statement” as 
synonymous with IDEA’s “postsecondary goal.” Annual goals are defined as goals and objectives that can be 
completed within one year and will assist a student to move toward the completion of his/her post-school 
outcome goal/postsecondary goal.  
 
Post-school outcome goal statements should reflect a student’s employment and postsecondary 
education/training goals (and if appropriate independent living skills) and will not be able to be completed until 
after a student exits high school. Several examples:  


o “Upon completion of high school, John will enroll in the general Associates Degree program at the local 
community college in September of 2008;” 


o “Upon completion of high school, Joan will work independently in a competitive employment setting in 
the clerical field;”  


o “Carol will independently attend culinary training at the XYZ Center, so that she can obtain entry level 
employment within the food services industry;” or  


o “Upon completion of high school, Abby will attend a recreational/leisure skills program at Easter Seals 
on a daily basis.” 


 
Each post-school outcome goal statement must have at least one annual goal and related objectives. All goals 
and objectives must be measurable, include specialized instruction and/or related services and be specific to the 
individual needs of each student.  
 
The current CSDE IEP form does not have a specific location for writing the post-school outcome goal 
statement. Revisions to the form and manual will be forthcoming during 2008-09. In the meantime, since these 
postsecondary goals/post-school outcome goal statements are required under IDEA 2004, please include them 







 


 


on page 6 of the IEP either in #3 d – Student preferences and interests, #4 – in place of the check boxes or on 
appropriate page 7 copies that address transition goals and transition IEPs. 
 
Specific questions regarding appropriate goals and objectives in student’s transition IEPs may be directed to Dr. 
Patricia Anderson: patricia.anderson@ct.gov or 860-713-6923.  
 
B. NEW Website Information on the State Performance Plan – Indicator #14 - Post-School Outcomes 
Survey:  Between April and August, 2008, students who exited special education (via graduation, dropping out, 
or aging out) in 2007 received the Post-School Outcomes Survey to find out about their employment status, 
whether or not they have taken any college or training classes and additional information about other resources 
they may be using after high school. All states are required to collect this data on an annual basis and assist 
districts to use this information to determine how effective the transition services provided to students receiving 
special education have been in helping students reach their post-school goals. 
 
In order to receive district-specific data from the Post-School Outcomes Survey, districts must have a minimum 
of 20 students who respond by returning the completed survey. To facilitate students’ understanding of what 
this survey looks like and how to complete and return it, the following components have been posted on the 
State Performance Plan/Annual Progress Report (SPP/APR) Website 
(http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2626&q=3220941): 


o Definitions of Competitive Employment and Postsecondary Education (Indicator 14) [PDF]   
o Cover Letter, April 2008 [PDF]   
o Consent Form, April 2008 [PDF]   
o 2007-08 Survey [PDF]   
o Follow Up Cover Letter, May 2008 [PDF]  


 
Please review this information with students who will be exiting in 2009 in preparation for the survey that they 
will receive in April of 2010, as well as sharing it with teachers, parents and family members who could assist a 
student through this process. Please also make sure that you have accurate address and/or contact information 
for all exiting students to facilitate the delivery and return of the Post-School Outcomes Survey. 
 
For additional information on secondary transition, please contact: Dr. Patricia Anderson at 860-713-6923 or 
patricia.anderson@ct.gov. 
 


 
 
Back to Postsecondary Transition 








 


 


Summer 2008 
 


Updates from Student Assessment 
 
Testing Window for 2008-2009 school year 
Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) and the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) testing window is 
from March 2-March 27, 2009.  
Fixed testing dates include: 
CMT Direct Assessment of Writing       Tuesday March 3, 2009 
CAPT Interdisciplinary Writing One   Tuesday March 3, 2009 
CAPT Response to Literature    Wednesday March 4, 2009 
CAPT Interdisciplinary Writing Two   Thursday March 5, 2009 
 
CMT/CAPT Skills Checklist Training  
Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) will be providing training for special education teachers 
who will be administering the CMT/CAPT Skills Checklist to students in March of 2009. All special education 
teachers who administer the Skills Checklist must be trained directly by CSDE staff. Special education teachers 
who have not received training sessions from CSDE staff during the 2006-2007 or 2007-2008 school year must 
attend one of the ½ day CSDE trainings offered this fall to administer the Skills Checklist in March of 2009. 
Fourteen half-day fall sessions are available. The dates include September 16, 17, 18, 24 and 25 and October 6 
and 7. Sessions are from 8:30 to 12:00 or 12:30 to 4:00. Participants are to attend only one of the half-day 
sessions. Register at www.eastconn.org , click on workshops and select the session. 
 
Continuing Development of New Modified Assessment 
The United States Department of Education has provided the opportunity for states to develop a new assessment 
for special education students whose disability has precluded them from achieving grade-level proficiency and 
whose progress is such that they will not reach grade-level proficiency in the same time frame as other students.  
Connecticut’s Bureau of Student Assessment has been working closely with the Bureau of Special Education to 
develop this new alternate assessment. Special Education Directors and District Test Coordinators have 
received guidance and will be identifying students through the PPT process to be assessed with the CMT 
(MAS) or the CAPT (MAS) in March of 2009. Additional information can be obtained at 
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/index.htm  
 
Contacts 
Janet Stuck                                                                             Joe Amenta  
(860) 713-6837                                                                      (860) 713-6855  
Janet.stuck@ct.gov              joseph.amenta@ct.gov  
 
 



http://www.eastconn.org/

http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/index.htm

mailto:Janet.stuck@ct.gov

mailto:joseph.amenta@ct.gov





 


 


Additional Information on the CMT(MAS) and CAPT(MAS) 
from Special Education 
The CMT (MAS) and CAPT (MAS) will be administered for the first time in March of 2009 and PPTs should 
already be identifying students that will take the alternate assessment.  Special Education Directors and District 
Test Coordinators have received guidance on this and a segment on the new MAS assessment has been added to 
the CMT/CAPT Skills Checklist Training (see above).  Additional information and documents to be used to 
identify appropriate students have been posted on the CMT/CAPT Modified Assessment System (MAS) page of 
the CSDE website.  The following links are provided: 


• March 1, 2008 Letter  Regarding CMT/CAPT  Modified Assessment System (MAS)  This letter was 
initially sent out to Special Education Directors and District Test Coordinators describing the process 
and use of the various forms. 


• IEP Page 9A  CMT/CAPT (MAS) Addendum  This is an addendum page added to the IEP to document 
that the student will be assessed using the new CMT (MAS) or CAPT (MAS).   


• Test Accommodation Forms CMT/CAPT (MAS)- 9B CAPT; 9C CMT  These are the MAS versions of 
the familiar test accommodations forms that are filed with the IEP and used to enter accommodation 
data on the CSDE website. 


• CMT/CAPT (MAS)- Eligibility Criteria and Flow Chart  These documents provide a process and criteria 
to be used by the PPT in determining eligibility for the MAS assessment. 


• A Seven-Step Process to Creating Standards-based IEPs  To be eligible for the MAS assessment, the 
student’s IEP must include goals that are based on the academic content standards for the grade in which 
the student is enrolled.  This document is provided to help PPTs develop IEPs that conform to this 
criterion.  


 
Additional support for writing standards-based goals and objectives is available on the SERC website.  The 
interactive training module Using a Word Bank Process to Develop Standards-Based IEP Goals & Objectives is 
provided at no cost, but does require a broadband internet connection and a web browser with the most recent 
version of Adobe's Flash Player installed.   
 
Contact: 
Mike Smith   
(860) 713-6931    
michael.s.smith@ct.gov   
 


 
 
Return to State Performance Plan 



http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/index.htm

http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/resources/March12008Letter.pdf

http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/resources/IEP9A.pdf

http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/resources/Testingaccforms2.pdf

http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/resources/EligCrit.pdf

http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/mas/resources/SevenStepProcess.pdf

http://ctserc.org/bestpractices/wordbank/

https://ctmail.ct.gov/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.adobe.com/

mailto:michael.s.smith@ct.gov






 


 


May 2008  
 


2007-2008 Districts 
in the Parent Survey Sample 


for the APR Indicator #8 
Data Collection  


1. Ansonia School District 
2. Avon School District 
3. Bethel School District 
4. Bolton School District 
5. Canterbury School District 
6. Chaplin School District 
7. Cromwell School District  
8. East Haddam School District 
9. East Hartford School District 


10. Fairfield School District  
11. Glastonbury School District 
12. Griswold School District 
13. Lisbon School District 
14. Meriden School District 
15. Middletown School District 
16. New Fairfield School District 
17. Newington School District 
18. North Haven School District  
19. Plainville School District 
20. Regional School District 01 
21. Regional School District 06  
22. Regional School District 12 
23. Regional School District 14 
24. Regional School District 17 
25. Salem School District 
26. Southington School District 
27. Torrington School District 
28. Wethersfield School District  
29. Willington School District 
30. Wolcott School District  
31. Woodbridge School District 


 
Return to State Performance Plan 
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State Department of Education 
165 Capitol Avenue 


Hartford, Connecticut 06106 


 
 
TO:  Directors of Special Education 
 
FROM: Anne Louise Thompson 
 
DATE:  August 2008 
 
RE:   Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) Requirements 
 
This letter comes to clarify a school district’s obligation regarding the collection and 
reporting of data for the “early childhood outcome” (ECO) requirement. 
 
Please note that the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 
(IDEA 2004) made significant changes in federal special education law related to 
monitoring, accountability and performance.  The IDEA 2004 makes clear that the 
primary focus of federal and state monitoring activities must be on: 
 


 Improving the educational results and functional outcomes for all children with 
disabilities receiving special education; and 


 Ensuring that public agencies meet the program requirements under the IDEA, 
Part B, with a particular emphasis on those requirements that are most closely 
related to improving the educational results of children with disabilities. 


 
As a part of its responsibilities under 34 CFR 300.600(a), states must use quantifiable and 
qualitative indicators to adequately measure local school district performance in the 
priority areas identified in 34 CFR 300.600(d), as well as in the indicators established by 
the Secretary of Education for State Performance Plans (SPP).  The Secretary has defined 
20 indicators in the SPP under the IDEA 2004 identified priority areas.  The ECO 
requirement is Indicator #7 in the SPP and can also be found in the state’s Annual 
Performance Report (APR).  The ECO requirement specifies that states must measure 
children’s progress on: 
 


1. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); 
2. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early 


language/communication and early literacy development); and  
3. Using appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. 


 







 
 
School districts are obligated to comply with the collection and reporting of valid and 
reliable data for each of the indicators identified in the SPP, which include the collection 
and reporting of valid and reliable data for Indicator #7, ECO.  The data to be collected 
and reported for ECO is based upon the administration and reporting of information using 
a state selected assessment instrument, the Brigance IED-II, as a criterion-referenced 
instrument.  Only specified sub-tests of the Brigance IED-II were selected by the state to 
be administered for reporting on this indicator.  The sub-tests selected correlate to the 
three outcome areas that states must report on for ECO. 
 
Please be advised, there are no “opt out” allowances for school districts.  Districts are 
obligated to collect information on each child receiving special education in the preschool 
grade at two points in time.  The first point in time is when a child begins his or her 
receipt of special education in the preschool grade.  The second point in time is when a 
child exits the preschool grade, either at exit to kindergarten or any exit prior to finishing 
preschool, for any reason. 
 
I hope this information is helpful.  If you should have any questions, please feel free to 
contact Maria Synodi at (860) 713-6788 or via email at maria.syndoi@ct.gov. 
 
 



mailto:maria.syndoi@ct.gov
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CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
REGISTRATION FORM 


TRAINING ON SPECIAL EDUCATION DATA COLLECTIONS 
 
• SEDAC & SEDAC-G 
• ECO 
• Evaluation Timelines 
• Timely and Accurate Guidelines 
• How collected data impact APRs and Determinations 


 
Laura Guerrera, John Watson and Diane Murphy will be on hand to answer your data reporting 
questions.  Districts can bring up to three (3) individuals to the training.  It is recommended for the 
primary data contact for SEDAC, at a minimum.  Other individuals are welcome; consider bringing the 
SEDAC data manager alternate/back up and the director of special education. 
 
Please email registration form to Shondel Edwards at shondel.edwards @ct.gov by August 25, 2008. 


School District:     


Name of Attendee Email Address 


  


  


  


  
AM Session = 9am – Noon 
PM Session = 1pm – 4pm 


 
(Please check appropriately by double clicking on shaded area of box below): 


 
 


ACES - Hamden 
Monday, September 8, 2008 


 
 AM Session    
 PM Session    


 
CREC - Hartford 


Wednesday, September 10, 2008 
 


  AM Session    
  PM Session    


 
LEARN 


Thursday, September 11, 2008 
 


  AM Session  
  PM Session   


 
 


CES 
Friday, September 12, 2008 


 
  AM Session  
  PM Session  


 
ED Connection 


Tuesday, September 16, 2008 
 


  AM Session  
  PM Session   


 
EASTCONN 


Thursday, September 18, 2008 
 


  AM Session  
  PM Session  


 
Please note registration is on a first come, first served basis.   


In accordance with Governor Rell’s spending freeze the Department is prohibiting the purchase of food and beverages 
for meetings and conferences until further notice. (This means there will be no food or beverage provided by the 
Department). 
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Monitoring Priorities and 


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


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


[Results Indicator] 


 


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


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


The State met its FFY 2006 target of 69%. 


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


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to 
improve performance. 


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


[Results Indicator] 


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


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


The State met its FFY 2006 target of 5.3%. 


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


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to 
improve performance.  


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


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


[Results Indicator] 


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


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


The State met its FFY 2006 target of 37.5%. 


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to 
improve performance.  


 


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


B.  Participation rate for children 
with IEPs in a regular assessment 
with no accommodations; regular 
assessment with accommodations; 


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


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


Assess
ment 


FFY  
2005  
Data


FFY  
2006  
Data 


FFY  
2006 


Target


FFY 
2005 
Data 


FFY 
2006 
Data 


FFY 
2006 


Target 
 Reading Math 


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


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to 
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Monitoring Priorities and 
Indicators Status of APR Data/SPP Revision Issues OSEP Analysis/Next Steps 


 


 


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


[Results Indicator] 


 


CMT 98.4% 98.5% 96% 98.7% 98.9% 96% 
CAPT 95.0% 91.9% 96% 94.5% 93.9% 96% 


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


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


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


 


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


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


[Results Indicator] 


 


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


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


Assess
ment 


FFY  
2005  
Data 


FFY  
2006  
Data


FFY  
2006 


Target


FFY 
2005 
Data 


FFY 
2006 
Data 


FFY 
2006 


Target
 Reading Math 
CMT 29.4% 28.8% 68% 38.8% 40.8% 74% 


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


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


The State did not meet its FFY 2006 targets.  


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


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


4.  Rates of suspension and 
expulsion: 


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


[Results Indicator] 


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


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


 
 


OSEP’s June 15, 2007 FFY 2005 SPP/APR 
response required the State to include in the 
FFY 2006 APR, due February 1, 2008, data 
from FFY 2005 and FFY 2006 on the percent 
of districts identified by the State as having a 
significant discrepancy in the rates of 
suspensions and expulsions of children with 
disabilities for greater than 10 days in a 
school year.  The State provided data for FFY 
2005, but did not provide data for FFY 2006.  
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 The State was also required to describe in its 
FFY 2006 APR, the review and if appropriate, 
revision of policies, procedures, and practices 
relating to the development and 
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive 
behavioral interventions and supports, and 
procedural safeguards to ensure compliance 
with the IDEA for: the LEAs identified as 
having significant discrepancies based on data 
from FFY 2005 that the State was required to 
report in the FFY 2005 APR; and the LEAs 
identified as having significant discrepancies 
in the FFY 2006 APR. 


With respect to the LEAs identified with 
having a significant discrepancy in the rates 
of suspensions and expulsions of children 
with disabilities for greater than ten days in a 
school year for FFY 2005, the districts 
completed a review of policies, procedures, 
and practices relating to the development and 
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive 
behavioral interventions and supports, and 
procedural safeguards to ensure compliance 
with the IDEA, but the State was unable to 
provide information related to any revision of 
policies, procedures and practices because 
LEA reporting of the status of this process is 
ongoing through the end of the 2007-2008 
school year.  Accordingly, the State did not 
report on the correction of noncompliance 
with the requirements in 34 CFR §§300.111, 
300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311 for 
LEAs identified with significant discrepancies 
for FFY 2005.  


The State must demonstrate in the FFY 2007 
APR, due February 1, 2009, that any 
noncompliance with the requirements in 34 
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CFR §§300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 
through 300.311 was corrected for LEAs 
identified with significant discrepancies for 
FFY 2005.  


The State did not submit valid and reliable 
data for FFY 2006.  This constitutes 
noncompliance with the requirements of 34 
CFR §300.170(b).  The State must provide the 
required data, including a description of the 
review and, if appropriate, revision of 
policies, procedures, and practices relating to 
the development and implementation of IEPs, 
the use of positive behavioral interventions 
and supports, and procedural safeguards to 
ensure compliance with the IDEA for any 
LEAs identified for FFY 2006 with having a 
significant discrepancy in the rates of 
suspensions and expulsions of children with 
disabilities for greater than ten days in a 
school year, and whether any noncompliance 
identified with 34 CFR §§300.111, 300.201, 
and 300.301 through 300.311 was corrected.  
For districts identified with significant 
discrepancies based on FFY 2005 data whose 
policies and procedures were reviewed 
consistent with 34 CFR §300.170(b) and that 
were also identified with significant 
discrepancies based on FFY 2006 data, the 
subsequent review, at a minimum, must 
include whether there have been changes to 
the policies and procedures since the last 
review; if so, whether those changes comply 
with requirements regarding the development 
and implementation of IEPs, the use of 
positive behavioral interventions and 
supports, and procedural safeguards; and 
whether practices in these areas continue to 
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comply with applicable requirements.  


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


4.  Rates of suspension and 
expulsion: 


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


[Results Indicator] 


Reporting on Indicator 4B was not required for the FFY 2006 APR. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


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. 


[Results Indicator] 


 


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


The State’s reported data for this indicator are:  


 FFY 
2005 
Data 


FFY 
2006 
Data 


FFY 
2006 


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


65.2% 68.3% 65% 


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


7.7% 6.2% 9.0% 


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


6.7% 6.9% 5.8% 


 
However, the State’s FFY 2006 data under IDEA section 618 for this indicator 
are 66.9% for 5A.   


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to 
improve performance and looks forward to 
the State’s data demonstrating improvement 
in performance in the FFY 2007 APR, due 
February 1, 2009. 
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These data represent progress for 5A and 5B and slippage for 5C from the 
FFY 2005 data. 


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


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


[Results Indicator] 


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


 


 


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


A.  Positive social-emotional skills 
(including social relationships); 
B.  Acquisition and use of 
knowledge and skills (including 
early language/ communication and 
early literacy); and 
C.  Use of appropriate behaviors to 
meet their needs. 


[Results Indicator] 


 


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


06-07 Preschool Outcome  
Progress Data So
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a.  % of preschoolers who did not 
improve functioning. 


1.5% .76% .76% 


b.  % of preschoolers who improved but 
not sufficient to move nearer to 
functioning comparable to same-aged 
peers. 


2.67% 1.15% 1.15% 


c.  % of preschoolers who improved to a 
level nearer to same-aged peers but did 
not reach it.  


12.21% 14.12% 19.47%


d.  % of preschoolers who improved 
functioning to reach a level comparable 
to same-aged peers. 


43.51% 20.23% 20.99%


e.  % of preschoolers who maintained 
functioning at a level comparable to 
same-aged peers. 


40.08% 63.74% 57.63%


 


The State reported the required progress data 
and improvement activities.  The State must 
provide progress data with the FFY 2007 
APR, due February 1, 2009; and baseline, 
data, and targets with the FFY 2008 APR, due 
February 1, 2010.   
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The State provided improvement activities for this indicator covering the 
remaining years of the SPP.   


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


[Results Indicator] 


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


The State met its FFY 2006 target of 87%. 


 


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to 
improve performance.  


 


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


 


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


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


The State met its FFY 2006 target of 0%. 


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


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


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts regarding 
this indicator.  


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


 


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


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


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


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


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


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


  


The State reported that noncompliance 
identified in FFY 2005 with the requirements 
in 34 CFR §§300.173, 300.111, 300.201, and 
300.301 through 300.311 was partially 
corrected.  The State must demonstrate, in the 
FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, that 
the uncorrected noncompliance was corrected.  


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and 
looks forward to reviewing data in the FFY 
2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, that 
demonstrate that the State has in effect 
policies and procedures as required by 34 
CFR §300.173, and that the LEAs identified 
in FFY 2006 as having disproportionate 
representation of racial or ethnic groups in 
specific disability categories that was the 
result of inappropriate identification are in 
compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR 
§§300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through 
300.311.  


In the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, 
the State must describe its determinations of 
whether the LEAs identified as having 
disproportionate representation of racial or 
ethnic groups in specific disability categories 
that was the result of inappropriate 
identification based on FFY 2006 data are in 
compliance with the requirements of 34 CFR 
§§300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through 
300.311.  For districts identified as having 
disproportionate representation of racial or 
ethnic groups in specific disability categories 
that was the result of inappropriate 
identification based on FFY 2005 data, that 
were reviewed for compliance with the 
requirements of 34 CFR §§300.111, 300.201 
and 300.301 through 300.311, and that were 
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also identified as having disproportionate 
representation that was the result of 
inappropriate identification based on FFY 
2006 data, the subsequent review, at a 
minimum, must include whether there have 
been changes to the policies and procedures 
since the last review; and, if so, whether those 
changes comply with requirements of 34 CFR 
§§300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through 
300.311; and a review of the district's 
practices for compliance with these 
requirements. 


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


 


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


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


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


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


 


 


 


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


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


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


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


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


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


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


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and 
looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2007 
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State’s data 
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 demonstrating that it is in compliance with the 
early childhood transition requirements in 34 
CFR §300.124(b), including reporting 
correction of the noncompliance identified in 
the FFY 2006 APR.  


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


 


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


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


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


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


  


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


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


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


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


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


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


 


OSEP looks forward to reviewing the State’s 
data in the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 
2009.   
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[Results Indicator] 


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


 


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


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


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


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


 


 


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


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


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


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


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


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


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


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts and 
looks forward to reviewing in the FFY 2007 
APR, due February 1, 2009, the State’s data 
demonstrating that it is in compliance with the 
timely complaint resolution requirements in 
34 CFR §300.152. 


 


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


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


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


The State met its FFY 2006 target of 100%. 


 


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts in 
achieving compliance with the timely due 
process hearing resolution requirements in 34 
CFR §300.515. 


 


18.   Percent of hearing requests that The State revised the improvement activities for this indicator in its SPP and OSEP looks forward to the State’s data 
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went to resolution sessions that 
were resolved through resolution 
session settlement agreements. 


[Results Indicator] 


OSEP accepts those revisions.  


The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 65.2%.   


The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 67.3%. 


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


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


[Results Indicator] 


The State’s FFY 2006 reported data for this indicator are 59.6%.   


The State did not meet its FFY 2006 target of 68%. 


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


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


[Compliance Indicator] 


 


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


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


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


The State must review its improvement 
activities and revise, if appropriate, to ensure 
they will enable the State to provide data in 
the FFY 2007 APR, due February 1, 2009, 
demonstrating that the State is in compliance 
with the timely and accurate data 
requirements in IDEA sections 616 and 618 
and 34 CFR §§76.720 and 300.601(b).   


 



ChameroyM

Text Box

 Return to Federal Focus









