APR Template – Part B (4)
 Delaware


State

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2006-2007 (2006)


Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development:

The Annual Performance Report development is the result of collaboration between the Exceptional Children and Early Childhood Education Group (ECECE), other DDOE work groups, the special education stake holder’s group (Partners’ Council for Children with Disabilities or “PCCD”), the State Advisory Panel, the Governor’s Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC) and the following subcommittees of the PCCD:

	State Transition Council Subcommittee
	Inclusive Schools Subcommittee

	Statewide Assessment Subcommittee
	General Supervision Subcommittee

	Positive Behavior Support Subcommittee
	Preschool Outcomes Subcommittee


The PCCD meets four times each year and the subcommittees meet as necessary to review data and update targets.  The GACEC meets monthly to comment and advise on disability issues from birth to death, including issues covered by the IDEA.
The PCCD has been updated on progress and slippage for established indicators.  Subcommittees of the PCCD met to establish targets and recommend improvement strategies for indicators with newly established baselines.  Recommendations from the subcommittees for changes and additions to targets, activities, timelines and resources were presented to PCCD in January 2008 for stakeholder review.  All recommendations were approved.  PCCD subcommittees will continue to review progress and make recommendations on targets, activities, timelines and resources as part of their regular activities. 
The updated SPP and APR as well as LEA progress on the indicators will be disseminated to each LEA special education supervisor, all members of the PCCD, the Special Education Leadership members, the State Board of Education, and the Governors Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens. The updated SPP and the APR for 2006-2007 will placed on the DDOE web site.  Progress of all LEAs toward the indicators will be posted on the website no later than June 2008.  The first report of the LEA progress on the indicators is posted to the DDOE web site at:

http://www.doe.state.de.us/exceptional_child/forms.htm.  

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth.  Explain calculation.


The Delaware graduation rate is determined by following a 9th grade cohort over four years.  The four-year graduation rate is calculated by determining the graduates with a diploma and dividing that number by the graduates plus the dropouts in that cohort.  In Delaware, students with disabilities must meet the same conditions as all youth in order to graduate with a regular diploma.  The State requires that students receive at least 22 high school course credits for graduation with a regular diploma.  LEAs may require more credits.  
Graduation Rate = Graduates / Graduates + Dropouts.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005-2006
	The graduation rate for students with IEPs will be 72% for the Class of 2006.  This will be a 0.5% increase from the baseline of 71.52% for the Class of 2005.

	2006-2007
	The graduation rate for students with IEPs will be 74% for the Class of 2007, an increase of 2% over the previous year.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

	Graduation Rates

	Class of 2000 through 2007

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class of
	% Graduated
	Ed Type
	# Graduated
	# Dropped
	Total

	2000
	84.06
	Regular Education
	4751
	901
	5652

	2001
	83.65
	Regular Education
	4902
	958
	5860

	2002
	85.33
	Regular Education
	5008
	861
	5869


	2003
	85.23
	Regular Education
	5199
	901
	6100

	(continued)


	Class of
	% Graduated
	Ed Type
	# Graduated
	# Dropped
	Total

	2004
	83.49
	Regular Education
	5265
	1041
	6306

	2005
	85.79
	Regular Education
	5335
	884
	6219

	2006
	86.61
	Regular Education
	5409
	836
	6245

	2007
	85.07
	Regular Education
	5487
	963
	6450

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2000
	64.37
	Special Education
	401
	222
	623

	2001
	66.57
	Special Education
	456
	229
	685

	2002
	66.84
	Special Education
	514
	255
	769

	2003
	67.45
	Special Education
	547
	264
	811

	2004
	69.16
	Special Education
	693
	309
	1002

	2005
	71.52
	Special Education
	751
	299
	1050

	2006
	69.87
	Special Education
	552
	238
	790

	2007
	66.42
	Special Education
	629
	318
	947

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2000
	82.10
	All Students
	5152
	1123
	6275

	2001
	81.86
	All Students
	5358
	1187
	6545

	2002
	83.05
	All Students
	5522
	1127
	6649

	2003
	83.01
	All Students
	5746
	1176
	6922

	2004
	81.53
	All Students
	5958
	1350
	7308

	2005
	83.73
	All Students
	6086
	1183
	7269

	2006
	84.73
	All Students
	5961
	1074
	7035

	2007
	82.68
	All Students
	6116
	1281
	7397
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Due to State reporting timelines, DDOE was not able to provide graduation rate data for FFY 2005 (Class of 2006) in the previous APR submission. This year’s Annual Performance Report submission includes graduation rate data for both the FFY 2005 (Class of 2006) and FFY 2006 (Class of 2007) 

The graduation rate for students with IEPs showed continued improvement from 2000 through the Class of 2005, when the graduation rate was 71.52%.  Slippage in graduation rates have occurred over the past two years.  The graduation rate for the Class of 2006 was 69.87%, a decrease of 1.5% from the previous year.  The graduation rate for the Class of 2007 was 66.42%, a decrease of 3.45%.  Delaware continues to compare graduation rates with those of all students.  The graduation rate of all students declined 2.1% for the Class of 2007.

These two years of decreasing graduation rates coincide with increase dropout rates in FFY 2003 (7.3%) and 2004 (8.6%), when Delaware experienced its highest dropout rates in the past seven years.  Students who dropped out in those years were part of the cohort group for the Classes of 2006 and 2007.  Because annual dropout rates have improved significantly in the subsequent years (from 8.6% in 2004 to 5.51% currently), Delaware expects the graduation rates to increase again for the Class of 2008.

The Delaware Department of Education has committed to secondary school reform through numerous initiatives.  As part of high school redesign, Student Success Plans (SSP) have become a new graduation requirement in Delaware for all students from 8th through 12th grades.  The SSP mandate, implemented this school year, includes a focus on student long-range planning for postsecondary pursuits, the identification of courses leading to those goals, and supports and other activities that will assist in high school completion and preparation for careers.  Each student will meet with an advisor to develop and update his or her SSP annually.  DDOE fully expects that this statewide initiative will positively impact graduation and dropout rates.

Other statewide efforts, including the Inclusive Schools Initiative, Career and Technical Education efforts, the Positive Behavior Supports statewide training, professional development on universal design for learning and differentiated instruction, the Connections to Learning Team, all have increased awareness and efforts in middle and high schools for success for all students. The Career and Technical Education (CTE) Group at the DDOE is working closely with the Exceptional Children’s Group to promote and monitor increases in the participation of students with IEPs as CTE concentrators and completers in all LEAs.

The State and Regional Transition Councils continue to meet, linking agencies, community supports and school programs to identify critical issues, needed supports, and solutions for student success in secondary schools.  The IDEA Partnership Transition Community of Practice (CoP) is supporting the state to further develop its transition community.  The Delaware CoP Team is focusing on interagency collaboration, family involvement and youth leadership through a federal technical assistance grant.  The Delaware CoP team will also receive assistance from the National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities in its work to improve school completion outcomes.

The Delaware Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) continues to serve high school youth in preparation for post-school employment, and the number of youth served, as well as employment outcomes, increase annually.  DVR is collaborating with Delaware Technical and Community College (DTCC) campuses in the implementation of a tutoring program for students with IEPs making the transition to postsecondary education and training. The program is currently on two DTTC sites and a third site will begin programming in 2008.

The Delaware Secondary IEP focuses on post-school outcomes and the supports needed for students to be successful in high school and beyond.  In order to address non-compliance, on site monitoring through record reviews of Indicator 13 were conducted from October 2007 through December 2007with all LEAs having compliance rates lower than 88 %. SEA staff identified specific strategies to increase compliance and targeted technical assistance was provided.  There has been significant improvement in identifying courses of study, along with transition services/activities leading to post-school goals. Student participation in their IEP meetings in middle and high school is extremely high. Over 85% of students are attending their IEP meetings. Fifteen high school programs in the State participate in the Delaware Student Leadership Advisory Council, which has focused on student-led IEPs as its major activity for the past three years (SY 2006, 2007, and 2008).  Of those LEAs with substantial non-compliance indicated by a rate lower than 88%, reviews indicate compliance rates have greatly improved.
Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Coordinate regular strategic planning meetings through regional and State Transition Council.
	Ongoing
	DDOE, DVR, DDDS, providers and LEAs. 

	Status: Regional Councils meet three times annually, and the State Transition Council meets two times per year. 

	Conduct training on the state-adopted secondary IEP form and process.  
	Ongoing 
	DDOE

	Status: Secondary IEP training has been conducted throughout the state, and DDOE provides “Meeting Transition Requirements” reports to LEAs regularly, along with professional development on meeting the requirements of indicator 13.

	Coordinate Student Leadership Advisory Council, local SOAR clubs and other self-determination activities.  This includes training and technical assistance on developing student-led IEPs for students K-12.
	Ongoing
	DDOE with local LEAs, the DD Planning Council, TransCen, Inc. and the Parent Information Center.

	Status: The Student Leadership Council meets three times annually, and 15 local SOAR clubs receive technical assistance from DDOE and other stakeholders.

	Conduct IEP reviews to ensure that LEAs are meeting transition requirements in the new secondary IEP and provide training and technical assistance as needed. 
	Beginning November 2005 – June 2006 and ongoing
	DDOE

	Status: All LEAs participated in “Indicator 13” reviews in the 2006-2007.  Each LEA has received required corrective action reports on meeting Indicator #13 requirements in the Secondary IEP.

	Ensure monitoring focus on student graduation/dropout rates and other transition indicators for accountability at the building level through LEA required reporting in LEA Plans.
	Annually
	DDOE with Monitoring System

	Status: The public reporting of LEA progress toward the indicators will be completed no later than June 2008.  The PCCD and the General Supervision Subcommittee will consider data for all indicators to make recommendations for focused monitoring.

	State Transition Council will review disaggregated graduation and dropout data and make recommendations to DDOE for focused monitoring for LEAs falling well below state average for graduation and dropout rates
	Annually 
	State Transition Council and DDOE Monitoring System

	Status: The State Council meets twice annually and makes recommendations to the DDOE and PCCD on targets, activities and timelines for continued improvement in graduation rates.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Provide information to secondary educators on new “Transition Specialist” course of study for professionals through the University of Delaware.
	July 2005 and ongoing
	DDOE, University of Delaware

	Status: The University of Delaware has developed a course of study for transition specialists.  DDOE has supported the dissemination of information regarding the coursework.

	Provide training and technical assistance to at least two school districts replicating the Youth Transition Programs (YTP) developed in Oregon. 
	April 2005 – August 2006
	DDOE, TransCen, Inc.

	Status: One LEA continues its YTP pilot with support from State Legislature.  It is completing its 2nd year of a three-year pilot.  Activities are going well.  

	Develop two pilots with school districts and Delaware Technical and Community College to provide innovative programs to high school students receiving special education services. 
	January - September 2006 and ongoing.
	DDOE in collaboration with school districts, DVR, and Delaware Technical and Community College

	Status: The Delaware Division of Vocational Rehabilitation has developed a tutoring program in conjunction with Delaware Technical and Community College on two campuses and is expanding to a 3rd campus this year.  This tutoring program serves students in transition from school to postsecondary education and training opportunities. Transition student participation in this program is very high.

	Coordinate activities through the Secondary Support Action Team (SSAT) at DDOE, Positive Behavior Supports (PBS) initiative, the Delaware National Governors Association (NGA) Grant, and middle/high school “transition” programs to improve academic achievement and school completion.  Assist in the development of Individualized Learning Plans for all students in 8th-12th grades.
	NGA Grant indicators – December 2005 – September 2010

SSAT and PBS - ongoing


	DDOE Student Success Project Team and LEAs

	Status: Student Success Plans (SSPs), previously called Individualized Learning Plans, are now a graduation requirement for all Delaware secondary school students.  FFY 2007 is the first year of implementation, and all 8th and 9th graders are completing SSPs. 

	Coordinate efforts at DDOE to provide social workers to Delaware middle schools.  Ensure that students and families with IEPs needing services from social workers are included.
	Ongoing 
	DDOE

	Status:  Incomplete.  The Connections to Learning Team at DDOE is discussing this effort along with other supports in its work.

	Annual Summer Transition Institute, an interagency professional development opportunity, focuses on dropout prevention for struggling students including students in special education 
	Annually in August 
	Regional and State Transition Councils, DDOE, DVR

	Status: The Summer Transition Institute was held in August 2007, with over 175 school personnel, agency representatives, parents and students attending.  DVR, DDOE, and other stakeholders are working as a Transition Community of Practice to develop a larger annual transition conference.  Through a federal grant, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Delaware are working together to improve interagency collaboration, youth involvement and leadership, and family involvement leading to better transition outcomes for students with IEPs.  Students, families and transition professionals will be provided opportunities annually through the Delaware and Pennsylvania Transition Conferences, as well as the Virginia Transition Forum.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]
No revisions recommended.  

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: Measurement for youth with IEPs should be the same measurement as for all youth.  Explain calculation.


Delaware uses an Event Rate method for reporting in its Annual Dropout Summary of Statistics.  Event rate reporting is a snapshot which reflects the total numbers of students in grades 9-12 who dropped out of school in a single year divided by the fall enrollment of that same year.  

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005-2006
	The annual dropout rate for students with IEPs will be 8% in FFY 2005, a decrease of 0.6% from the baseline rate of 8.6%.

	
2006-2007
	The annual dropout rate for students with IEPs will be 7.4% in FFY 2006, a decrease of 0.6% from the previous year.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

	Drop-Out Rates

	Class of 2002 through 2007

	
	
	
	

	Year
	 
	All Students
	Special Education

	2002
	Enrolled
	34,241
	4,326

	
	Dropped
	2,119
	224

	
	Rate
	6.20%
	5.20%

	2003
	Enrolled
	34,212
	4,331

	
	Dropped
	1,844
	314

	
	Rate
	5.40%
	7.30%

	2004
	Enrolled
	34,785
	4,603

	
	Dropped
	2,103
	394

	
	Rate
	6.00%
	8.60%

	(continued)


	Year
	
	All Students
	Special Education

	2005
	Enrolled
	35,497
	4,935

	
	Dropped
	1883
	245

	
	Rate
	5.30%
	5.00%

	2006
	Enrolled
	36,297
	5,040

	
	Dropped
	1995
	264

	
	Rate
	5.50%
	5.20%

	2007
	Enrolled
	37253
	5212

	
	Dropped
	2026
	287

	
	Rate
	5.44%
	5.51%
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Due to State reporting timelines, DDOE was not able to provide annual dropout rate data for FFY 2005 (SY 2005-2006). This year’s Annual Performance Report submission includes annual dropout rate data for both the FFY 2005 (SY 2005-2006) and FFY 2006 (SY 2006- 2007). 

The annual dropout rate for the FFY 2005 was 5.2%.  The annual dropout rate for FFY 2006 was 5.51%. Although there has been a slight increase in the annual dropout rate over the past two years, the annual dropout rates remain well below the measurable and rigorous targets of 8.0% for FFY 2005 and 7.4% for FFY 2006.    
The PCCD recommended that the current long-range targets be unchanged.

Activities/Timelines and Resources dedicated to lowering dropout rates are the same as activities for Indicator 1.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 3:  Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments:
A.
Percent of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for disability subgroup.

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

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

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

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

B. Participation rate =

a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. Proficiency rate =

a. # of children with IEPs  in assessed grades;

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

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

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

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

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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	Section A: % of Districts Meeting AYP

ELA

 

Math

FFY

Elementary Schools

Middle Schools

High Schools

 

Elementary Schools

Middle Schools

High Schools

2006-2007

42%

42%

57%

 

33%

33%

43%

Section B -  % Participation on Assessments

Reading

Math

FFY

Grade 3

Grade 5

Grade 8

Grade 10

Grade 3

Grade 5

Grade 8

Grade 10

2006-2007

98.9%

99.2%

97.3%

95.5%

 

99.0%

99.0%

97.1%

95.1%

Section C – % Meeting/Exceeding Standards on Assessments

Reading

Math

 

Grade 3

Grade 5

Grade 8

Grade 10

Grade 3

Grade 5

Grade 8

Grade 10

2006-2007

68%

60%

42%

30%

 

57%

52%

27%

24%




Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

Section A: % of Districts Meeting AYP

	Special Education - District AYP for English/Language Arts

	School Year
	Grade Level
	# Districts
	# with >40 Spec Ed Students
	# meeting AYP
	% meeting AYP

	2004
	Elementary Schools
	15
	13
	13
	100.0%

	2005
	Elementary Schools
	15
	13
	8
	61.5%

	2006
	Elementary Schools
	15
	14
	13
	92.8%

	2007
	Elementary Schools
	15
	15
	8
	53.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	Middle Schools
	16
	13
	8
	61.5%

	2005
	Middle Schools
	16
	12
	5
	41.7%

	2006
	Middle Schools
	16
	16
	12
	75.0%

	2007
	Middle Schools
	16
	16
	5
	31.25%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	High Schools
	19
	5
	3
	60.0%

	2005
	High Schools
	19
	7
	4
	57.1%

	2006
	High Schools
	19
	9
	5
	55.5%

	2007
	High Schools
	19
	9
	4
	44.44%


	Special Education - District AYP for Math

	School Year 
	Grade Level
	# Districts
	# with >40 Spec Ed Students
	# meeting AYP
	% meeting AYP

	2004
	Elementary Schools
	15
	13
	13
	100.0%

	2005
	Elementary Schools
	15
	13
	11
	84.6%

	2006
	Elementary Schools
	15
	14
	14
	100.0%

	2007
	Elementary Schools
	15
	14
	10
	71.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	Middle Schools
	16
	13
	7
	53.8%

	2005
	Middle Schools
	16
	12
	4
	33.3%

	2006
	Middle Schools
	16
	16
	15
	93.4%

	2007
	Middle Schools
	16
	16
	4
	25.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	High Schools
	19
	5
	2
	40.0%

	2005
	High Schools
	19
	7
	3
	42.9%

	2006
	High Schools
	19
	9
	6
	66.7%

	2007
	High Schools
	19
	9
	4
	44.44%


Section B - % Participation on Assessments

READING

	Grade
	Test Year
	Students w/IEPs
	# Tested No Accom
	# Tested Accom
	# Tested DAPA
	# Not Tested
	# Exempt
	% Tested No Accom
	% Tested Accom
	% Tested DAPA
	Total % Tested

	Grade 3
	2003
	1186
	51
	1049
	77
	4
	4
	4.3%
	88.4%
	6.5%
	99.2%

	Grade 3
	2004
	1203
	58
	1059
	69
	8
	9
	4.8%
	88.0%
	5.7%
	98.6%

	Grade 3
	2005
	1148
	37
	1044
	52
	0
	15
	3.2%
	90.9%
	4.5%
	98.7%

	Grade 3
	2006
	1287
	51
	1145
	81
	0
	10
	4.0%
	89.0%
	6.3%
	99.2%

	Grade 3
	2007
	1297
	88
	1109
	84
	15
	16
	6.8%
	85.5%
	6.5%
	98.8%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4
	2006
	1317
	64
	1171
	60
	12
	10
	4.9%
	88.9%
	4.6%
	98.3%

	Grade 4
	2007
	1437
	88
	1246
	82
	12
	21
	6.1%
	86.7%
	5.7%
	98.5%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 5
	2003
	1362
	86
	1166
	89
	4
	14
	6.3%
	85.6%
	6.5%
	98.5%

	Grade 5
	2004
	1367
	124
	1128
	97
	3
	15
	9.1%
	82.5%
	7.1%
	98.7%

	Grade 5
	2005
	1421
	67
	1247
	93
	2
	12
	4.7%
	87.8%
	6.5%
	99.0%

	Grade 5
	2006
	1430
	80
	1230
	89
	8
	6
	5.6%
	86.0%
	6.2%
	97.8%

	Grade 5
	2007
	1368
	155
	1121
	81
	11
	11
	11.3%
	81.9%
	5.9%
	99.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 6
	2006
	1427
	85
	1203
	110
	14
	15
	6.0%
	84.3%
	7.7%
	98.0%

	Grade 6
	2007
	1493
	214
	1172
	93
	11
	14
	14.3%
	78.5%
	6.2%
	99.1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 7
	2006
	1427
	130
	1170
	96
	18
	13
	9.1%
	82.0%
	6.7%
	97.8%

	Grade 7
	2007
	1526
	263
	1116
	124
	27
	23
	17.2%
	73.1%
	8.1%
	98.5%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 8
	2003
	1655
	194
	1337
	89
	17
	18
	11.7%
	80.8%
	5.4%
	97.9%

	Grade 8
	2004
	1635
	107
	1391
	102
	25
	10
	6.5%
	85.1%
	6.2%
	97.9%

	Grade 8
	2005
	1531
	118
	1248
	120
	28
	17
	7.7%
	81.5%
	7.8%
	97.1%

	Grade 8
	2006
	1593
	137
	1275
	120
	45
	16
	8.6%
	80.0%
	7.5%
	96.2%

	Grade 8
	2007
	1528
	168
	1221
	111
	28
	28
	11.0%
	79.9%
	7.3%
	98.2%


(continued)

	Grade
	Test Year
	Students w/IEPs
	# Tested No Accom
	# Tested Accom
	# Tested DAPA
	# Not Tested
	# Exempt
	% Tested No Accom
	% Tested Accom
	% Tested DAPA
	Total % Tested

	Grade 10
	2003
	1101
	116
	858
	73
	41
	13
	10.5%
	77.9%
	6.6%
	95.1%

	Grade 10
	2004
	854
	75
	687
	57
	31
	4
	8.8%
	80.4%
	6.7%
	95.9%

	Grade 10
	2005
	1115
	99
	844
	120
	41
	11
	8.9%
	75.7%
	10.8%
	95.3%

	Grade 10
	2006
	1127
	183
	774
	120
	39
	11
	16.2%
	68.7%
	10.6%
	95.6%

	Grade 10
	2007
	1107
	174
	813
	114
	54
	6
	15.7%
	73.4%
	10.3%
	99.5%


MATH

	Grade
	Test Year
	Students w/IEPs
	# Tested No Accom
	# Tested Accom
	# Tested DAPA
	# Not Tested
	# Exempt
	% Tested No Accom
	% Tested Accom
	% Tested DAPA
	Total % Tested

	Grade 3
	2003
	1189
	50
	1053
	77
	3
	5
	4.2%
	88.6%
	6.5%
	99.2%

	Grade 3
	2004
	1206
	60
	1068
	69
	5
	4
	5.0%
	88.6%
	5.7%
	99.3%

	Grade 3
	2005
	1148
	51
	1031
	52
	0
	14
	4.4%
	89.8%
	4.5%
	98.8%

	Grade 3
	2006
	1287
	70
	1129
	81
	0
	7
	5.4%
	87.7%
	6.3%
	99.5%

	Grade 3
	2007
	1297
	86
	1113
	84
	14
	14
	6.6%
	85.8%
	6.5%
	98.9%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 4
	2006
	1317
	87
	1151
	60
	11
	8
	6.6%
	87.4%
	4.6%
	98.6%

	Grade 4
	2007
	1437
	87
	1253
	82
	11
	15
	6.1%
	87.2%
	5.7%
	99.0%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 5
	2003
	1363
	95
	1160
	89
	4
	12
	7.0%
	85.1%
	6.5%
	98.6%

	Grade 5
	2004
	1367
	122
	1133
	97
	4
	11
	8.9%
	82.9%
	7.1%
	98.9%

	Grade 5
	2005
	1421
	69
	1242
	93
	5
	12
	4.9%
	87.4%
	6.5%
	98.8%

	Grade 5
	2006
	1430
	126
	1203
	89
	9
	3
	8.8%
	84.1%
	6.2%
	99.2%

	Grade 5
	2007
	1368
	158
	1128
	81
	12
	1
	11.5%
	82.5%
	5.9%
	99.9%


(continued)

	Grade
	Test Year
	Students w/IEPs
	# Tested No Accom
	# Tested Accom
	# Tested DAPA
	# Not Tested
	# Exempt
	% Tested No Accom
	% Tested Accom
	% Tested DAPA
	Total % Tested

	Grade 6
	2006
	1427
	104
	1188
	108
	13
	14
	7.3%
	83.3%
	7.6%
	98.1%

	Grade 6
	2007
	1494
	201
	1186
	94
	10
	13
	13.5%
	79.4%
	6.3%
	99.1%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 7
	2006
	1429
	185
	1116
	98
	18
	12
	12.9%
	78.1%
	6.9%
	97.9%

	Grade 7
	2007
	1526
	250
	1131
	124
	24
	21
	16.4%
	74.1%
	8.1%
	98.6%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 8
	2003
	1656
	181
	1345
	89
	23
	18
	10.9%
	81.2%
	5.4%
	97.5%

	Grade 8
	2004
	1635
	100
	1395
	102
	28
	10
	6.1%
	85.3%
	6.2%
	97.7%

	Grade 8
	2005
	1531
	108
	1255
	120
	30
	18
	7.1%
	82.0%
	7.8%
	96.9%

	Grade 8
	2006
	1593
	132
	1283
	119
	45
	14
	8.3%
	80.5%
	7.5%
	96.3%

	Grade 8
	2007
	1528
	139
	1250
	111
	26
	28
	9.1%
	81.8%
	7.3%
	98.2%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 10
	2003
	1101
	105
	861
	73
	47
	15
	9.5%
	78.2%
	6.6%
	94.4%

	Grade 10
	2004
	854
	66
	683
	57
	43
	5
	7.7%
	80.0%
	6.7%
	94.4%

	Grade 10
	2005
	1115
	80
	856
	120
	48
	11
	7.2%
	76.8%
	10.8%
	94.7%

	Grade 10
	2006
	1127
	191
	766
	119
	40
	11
	16.9%
	68.0%
	10.6%
	95.5%

	Grade 10
	2007
	1106
	149
	838
	113
	45
	6
	13.5%
	75.8%
	10.2%
	99.5%


Section C – % Meeting/Exceeding Standards on Assessments

READING

	Grade
	Test Year
	a. # Tested
	b.
	c.
	e. Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	%
	%
	% Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	Total % Meets/ Exceeds

	
	
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds  Accom
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	

	Grade 3
	2003
	1178
	27
	532
	50
	2.30%
	45.20%
	4.20%
	51.70%

	Grade 3
	2004
	1186
	24
	674
	60
	2.00%
	56.80%
	5.10%
	63.90%

	Grade 3
	2005
	1133
	21
	668
	43
	1.90%
	59.00%
	3.80%
	64.60%

	Grade 3
	2006
	1277
	28
	672
	74
	2.20%
	52.60%
	5.80%
	60.60%

	Grade 3
	2007
	1297
	42
	632
	62
	3.24%
	48.73%
	4.78%
	56.75%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 4
	2006
	1295
	37
	562
	56
	2.90%
	43.40%
	4.30%
	50.60%

	Grade 4
	2007
	1404
	46
	624
	68
	3.28%
	44.44%
	4.84%
	52.56%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 5
	2003
	1342
	38
	425
	63
	2.80%
	31.70%
	4.70%
	39.20%

	Grade 5
	2004
	1349
	53
	638
	89
	3.90%
	47.30%
	6.60%
	57.80%

	Grade 5
	2005
	1408
	35
	622
	82
	2.50%
	44.20%
	5.80%
	52.50%

	Grade 5
	2006
	1416
	60
	645
	81
	4.20%
	45.60%
	5.70%
	55.50%

	Grade 5
	2007
	1346
	79
	595
	68
	5.87%
	44.21%
	5.05%
	55.13%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 6
	2006
	1398
	43
	419
	93
	3.10%
	30.00%
	6.70%
	39.70%

	Grade 6
	2007
	1468
	85
	441
	72
	5.79%
	30.04%
	4.90%
	40.74%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 7
	2006
	1396
	76
	417
	81
	5.44%
	29.87%
	5.80%
	41.11%

	Grade 7
	2007
	1476
	104
	427
	95
	7.05%
	28.93%
	6.44%
	42.41%


(continued)

	Grade
	Test Year
	a. # Tested
	b.
	c.
	e. Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	%
	%
	% Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	Total % Meets/ Exceeds

	
	
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds  Accom
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	

	Grade 8
	2003
	1620
	35
	334
	56
	2.20%
	20.60%
	3.50%
	26.20%

	Grade 8
	2004
	1600
	30
	381
	81
	1.90%
	23.80%
	5.10%
	30.80%

	Grade 8
	2005
	1486
	34
	381
	81
	2.30%
	25.60%
	5.50%
	33.40%

	Grade 8
	2006
	1532
	61
	472
	96
	4.00%
	30.80%
	6.30%
	41.10%

	Grade 8
	2007
	1472
	69
	465
	86
	4.69%
	31.59%
	5.84%
	42.12%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 10
	2003
	1047
	11
	108
	48
	1.10%
	10.30%
	4.60%
	16.00%

	Grade 10
	2004
	819
	13
	105
	53
	1.60%
	12.80%
	6.50%
	20.90%

	Grade 10
	2005
	1063
	20
	131
	101
	1.90%
	12.30%
	9.50%
	23.70%

	Grade 10
	2006
	1040
	28
	147
	95
	2.70%
	14.10%
	9.10%
	26.00%

	Grade 10
	2007
	1047
	29
	188
	95
	2.77%
	17.96%
	9.07%
	29.80%


MATH
	Grade
	Test Year
	# Tested
	b.
	c.
	e.

Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	%
	%
	% Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	Total % Meets/ Exceeds

	
	
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	

	Grade 3
	2003
	1181
	23
	405
	50
	1.90%
	34.30%
	4.20%
	40.50%

	Grade 3
	2004
	1197
	22
	511
	63
	1.80%
	42.70%
	5.30%
	49.80%

	Grade 3
	2005
	1135
	25
	512
	43
	2.20%
	45.10%
	3.80%
	51.10%

	Grade 3
	2006
	1280
	28
	536
	70
	2.20%
	41.90%
	5.50%
	49.50%

	Grade 3
	2007
	1269
	42
	539
	67
	3.31%
	42.47%
	5.28%
	51.06%


(continued)

	Grade
	Test Year
	# Tested
	b.
	c.
	e.

Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	%
	%
	% Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	Total % Meets/ Exceeds

	
	
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	

	Grade 4
	2006
	1298
	44
	496
	56
	3.40%
	38.20%
	4.30%
	45.90%

	Grade 4
	2007
	1411
	41
	500
	68
	2.91%
	35.44%
	4.82%
	43.16%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 5
	2003
	1345
	39
	317
	63
	2.90%
	23.60%
	4.70%
	31.20%

	Grade 5
	2004
	1352
	43
	464
	81
	3.20%
	34.30%
	6.00%
	43.50%

	Grade 5
	2005
	1405
	31
	524
	82
	2.20%
	37.30%
	5.80%
	45.30%

	Grade 5
	2006
	1418
	55
	521
	83
	3.90%
	36.70%
	5.90%
	46.50%

	Grade 5
	2007
	1345
	53
	448
	65
	3.94%
	33.31%
	4.83%
	42.08%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 6
	2006
	1400
	37
	321
	91
	2.60%
	22.90%
	6.50%
	32.10%

	Grade 6
	2007
	1471
	77
	417
	78
	5.23%
	28.35%
	5.30%
	38.89%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 7
	2006
	1399
	44
	250
	82
	3.10%
	17.90%
	5.90%
	26.90%

	Grade 7
	2007
	1481
	50
	246
	101
	3.38%
	16.61%
	6.82%
	26.81%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grade 8
	2003
	1615
	20
	151
	56
	1.20%
	9.30%
	3.50%
	14.10%

	Grade 8
	2004
	1597
	14
	224
	82
	0.90%
	14.00%
	5.10%
	20.00%

	Grade 8
	2005
	1483
	13
	187
	81
	0.90%
	12.60%
	5.50%
	18.90%

	Grade 8
	2006
	1534
	30
	290
	99
	2.00%
	18.90%
	6.50%
	27.30%

	Grade 8
	2007
	1474
	32
	261
	97
	2.17%
	17.71%
	6.58%
	26.46%


(continued)

	Grade
	Test Year
	# Tested
	b.
	c.
	e. Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	%
	%
	% Meets/Exceeds DAPA
	Total % Meets/ Exceeds

	
	
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	Meets/Exceeds No Accom
	Meets/Exceeds Accom
	
	

	Grade 10
	2003
	1039
	3
	48
	48
	0.30%
	4.60%
	4.60%
	9.50%

	Grade 10
	2004
	806
	4
	74
	53
	0.50%
	9.20%
	6.60%
	16.30%

	Grade 10
	2005
	1056
	5
	75
	97
	0.50%
	7.10%
	9.20%
	16.80%

	Grade 10
	2006
	1013
	15
	122
	97
	1.50%
	12.00%
	9.60%
	23.10%

	Grade 10
	2007
	1055
	17
	135
	102
	1.61%
	12.80%
	9.67%
	24.08%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Section A:

Reading

In Elementary Schools, Middle Schools and High Schools there was a significant reduction in the percent of districts meeting AYP for the special education cell for Reading. For elementary and middle schools, the target was for 42% of the districts to meet AYP. The data from 2006-2007 showed that this target was exceeded in elementary schools with 53.3% of districts meeting AYP for the special education cell. However, for middle schools targets were not met with the data showing only 31.25% of districts meeting AYP for the special education cell. For high schools, the target was set at 57% of districts meeting AYP. This year 44.44% of districts met AYP for students with special needs. The main reason that this decrease occurred is that the numbers of students meeting/exceeding the standard state-wide stayed roughly the same (or decreased slightly) across all grade levels; however, at the same time the targets to meet AYP cells increases. As can be seen in the chart below, for a district to meet AYP in each cell, the targets for reading went from 62% to 68% of students meeting/exceeding the standard. OSEP recommended that targets be reviewed and adjusted as appropriate because AYP baseline data were high.  As explained in last year’s submission, targets were set to parallel the targets of NCLB which continue to go up.  As can be seen from this year’s data, the percent of districts meeting AYP has decreased and targets have not changed. 
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Mathematics

The targets were met for both elementary school and for high school for the percent of districts meeting AYP for the special education cell for mathematics. The data for middle schools show that the target was not met. For elementary and middle schools, the target was for 33% of the districts to meet AYP. 71.4% of districts met AYP for elementary schools and 25% of districts met AYP for middle schools. For high schools, the target was set at 43% of districts meeting AYP. This year 44.44% of districts met AYP for students with disabilities for 10th grade. As can be seen in the chart above, for a district to meet AYP in each cell, the targets for math went from 41% to 50% of students meeting/exceeding the standard. Slight increases were seen in Math for elementary and for high school and the gap of students meeting/exceeding the standard in Math is not as wide as it is in Reading. This accounts for more districts meeting the AYP targets.  As explained in last year’s submission, targets were set to parallel the targets of NCLB which continue to go up.  As can be seen from this year’s data, the percent of districts meeting AYP has decreased and therefore targets have not changed. 

Section B:

Reading

Participation data for students with disabilities continues to remain above 95% for all grades in Reading. For grades 3, 5, 8 and 10 the targets were met and increases were seen in grades 5, 8 and 10. Grade 3 went from 99.2% in the previous year to 98.8% but still remains near the 98.9% target. Grade 5 went from 97.8% in the previous year to 99.2% and met the target of 92.2%. Grade 8 went from 96.2% to 98.2% and exceeded the target of 97.3%. Grade 10 had the largest gain from 95.6% in the previous year to 99.5% which far exceeded the target of 95.5%. 

Mathematics

Participation data for students with disabilities continues to remain above 95% for all grades in Mathematics. For grades 5, 8 and 10 the targets were met and increases were seen for all three grades in regards to participation rates (99.9%, 98.2% and 99.5% respectively). For grade 3, there was a slight decrease in the data, and while the target of 99.0% was not met, participation still remains high at 98.9%. Given that the participation rate for grade 3 is high, there is not a concern about the slight decline in the data as there is some fluctuation as the number of students changes each year and the number exempt continues to change each year (the students who are exempt count as non-participants for the purposes of calculating participation rates).

Section C:

Reading

The percent of students meeting or exceeding the standard in Reading has increased in grades 8 (from 41.10% to 42.12%) and 10 (from 26.0% to 29.8%). The target of 42.12% was exceeded for grade 8. In grade 10 the target of 30% was almost met with only 0.2% below target. Grade 5 data decreased slightly from 55.50% to 55.13% and this is below the 60% target. Grade 3 has seen decline for the second year in a row (from 64.6% to 60.6% to 56.75%) and is below the target of 68%.One possible reason may be that the percent of students who have accommodations provided during the state assessment and meet or exceed the standard has decreased by almost 11% over the same time. The State has been doing extensive professional development across the state on the proper selection, administration, and evaluation of accommodations for use during instruction and the state assessment. We will continue to monitor grade 3 to determine the impact of this professional development. Additionally, a slight decrease was seen in grade 3 during the last year for general education students meeting/exceeding the standard in Reading. We will continue doing deeper analysis during the next year to determine causes of these decreases.

Math

The percent of students meeting or exceeding the standard in Mathematics has increased slightly in grades 3 (from 49.5% to 51.06%) and 10 (from 27.3%). The target of 57% was not met for grade 3 and the target for grade 10 of 24% was met. Slight decreases were seen in grades 5 (from 46.5% to 42.08%) and 8 (from 27.3% to 26.46%). The target for grade 5 of 52% was not met, and the target for grade 8 or 27% was missed by 0.54%. Similar to Reading, the reason appears to be that the percent of students who have accommodations provided during the state assessment and meet or exceed the standard has decreased over the same time period. The State has been doing extensive professional development across the state on the proper selection, administration, and evaluation of accommodations for use during instruction and the state assessment. We will continue to monitor grade 5 and 8 to determine the impact of this professional development. We will also do deeper analysis to determine causes of these decreases.

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	The reading skills of children with disabilities in grades K-3 will improve through intensive and comprehensive professional development, follow-up, and on-site assistance for general and special education teachers with the 20 lowest performing schools selected annually throughout Delaware.
	Annually
	DDOE Reading First Staff

	Status:  This activity continued to be part of the Reading First activities during 2006-2007.

	The reading skills of children with disabilities in grades 4-12 will be enhanced through intensive and comprehensive professional development and follow-up through on-site assistance for general and special education teachers in approximately 30 low performing schools selected annually throughout Delaware.  
	Annually
	DDOE Success for Secondary Struggling Readers Staff

	Status:  This activity continued.  DDOE is targeting schools under improvement or in restructuring under NCLB and Exceptional Education staff and Reading First staff continue to provide intense technical assistance. 

	See Indicator 5 Activity: Use of Accommodations for Accessing the General Education Curriculum (instruction and assessment) training module developed and training provided to statewide cadre of trainers.
	Development and training completed in February 2006
Training to be offered annually to cadre
	DDOE ISI Project Director and DDOE DAPA Project Director

	Status: See Indicator 5 Activity


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	See Indicator 5 Activity: UDL pilot programs established and baseline needs assessment completed to determine how well UDL pilot programs are providing access to the general curriculum.   
Training on UDL framework at various conferences throughout the state and in schools that have initiated interest will occur.  Baseline needs and post-implementation assessments in schools as to how UDL impacts access to the general curriculum will be completed
	2005-2006 School Year

On-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS ISI project staff
DDOE and U of D CDS ISI project staff; DATI

	Status: See Indicator 5 Activity

	See Indicator 5 Activity: Dissemination of ISI and Universal Design for Learning (UDL) materials to all stakeholders.
	On-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS ISI project staff

	Status: See Indicator 5 Activity

	See Indicator 5 Activity: Accessible Curriculum for All Students train-the-trainers’ mini-course offered to all ISI Cadre and Statewide Teacher-to-Teacher Cadre. A universally designed model unit utilizing the principles of Understanding by Design and differentiated instruction will be developed and presented for Delaware Recommended Curriculum Project consideration. The participants will then be eligible to replicate this training, offered as a cluster, to the inclusive schools.
	January 2006 – May 2007
Ongoing after cluster approval

	DDOE ECEC, Curriculum and Instruction, School Improvement, and Assessment staff, DCET staff, U of D and DATI staff

	Status: See Indicator 5 Activity

	See Indicator 5 Activity: Dissemination of information on Inclusive Schools and Access to the General Education Curriculum to administrators, special education and curriculum directors, and pre-service instructors.
	On-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS staff, ISI district facilitators, ISI participating schools

	Status: See Indicator 5 Activity

	See Indicator 1 Activity: Coordinate activities through the Secondary Support Action Team (SSAT) at DDOE, Positive Behavior Supports initiative, the Delaware National Governors Association (NGA) Grant, and thigh school “transition” programs to improve academic achievement and school completion.
	Ongoing
	Student Success Project Team and LEAs

	Status: See Indicator 1 Activity


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

Activities, timelines and resources were not modified. New targets were needed in order to respond to the issues identified by the Office of Special Education Programs in the  Delaware Part B FFY 2005 SSP/APR Response Table. A meeting was held with our stakeholder group to determine new targets for Section B and C of this indicator for grades 4, 6, and 7. The following targets have been set.  These targets will be added to the SPP revised for the 2006-2007 report. 
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	Section B -  % Participation on Assessments

Reading

Math

FFY

Grade 4

Grade 6

Grade 7

Grade 4

Grade 6

Grade 7

2007-2008

98.5%

98.2%

98.0%

 

98.8%

98.3%

98.1%

2008-2009

98.6%

98.3%

98.1%

 

98.9%

98.4%

98.2%

2009-2010

98.7%

98.4%

98.2%

 

99.0%

98.5%

98.3%

2010-2011

98.8%

98.5%

98.3%

 

99.1%

98.6%

98.4%

Section C – % Meeting/Exceeding Standards on Assessments

Reading

Math

 

Grade 4

Grade 6

Grade 7

Grade 4

Grade 6

Grade 7

2007-2008

56%

45%

46%

 

50%

37%

31%

2008-2009

62%

51%

52%

 

55%

42%

37%

2009-2010

70%

59%

59%

 

61%

49%

43%

2010-2011

80%

69%

68%

 

69%

58%

50%




	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


Indicator 4:  Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	A.  36.8% of districts (7 districts) are 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.

B.  Not required for reporting


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

Section A:


	
	A. Unduplicated Count of Children-     2002-2006

B. Number of Children with Out of School Suspensions/Expulsions Totaling > 10 Days   2007

	2002-2003
	388

	2003-2004
	419

	2004-2005
	482

	2005-2006
	388

	2006-2007
	491


3B.  Unduplicated Count of Children with Suspension or Expulsions > 10 days.
	Districts with Significant Discrepancies in Rate the of Suspensions/Expulsions between Students with Disabilities and Non-disabled Students for 2005-2006

	School Districts
	19

	School Districts with Significant Discrepancies in Suspensions/Expulsions > 10 Days
	6

	% of Districts with Significant Discrepancies in Suspension/Expulsions  > 10 Days
	31.6%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Section A

3B. Six districts had greater than 15 students with disabilities suspended for greater than 10 days.  All other districts have low Ns according to Delaware’s disproportionality calculations. Given N sizes, there has been some variance in identified LEAs yearly. The six LEAs identified this reporting period had a relative difference greater than the state average of 1.30. These districts have significant discrepancies in the rate of suspension/expulsions between students with disabilities and non-disabled students for 2006-2007. The percent of districts with significant discrepancies improved from 36.8% in 2004-2005 to 31.6% in 2006-2007 (although this is an increase from 2005-2006 when it was at 21.1%). At 31.6%, we are still below the 36.8% target set for the current school year. The statewide relative difference also continued to improve over three years. It decreased from 1.53 in 2004-2005 to 1.40 in 2005-2006 to 1.30 in 2006-2007.

A question was raised in the Delaware Part B FFY 2005 SSP/APR Response Table stating that, “In the FFY 2005 APR the State identified four districts as having significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year. It is unclear whether these were the same or different seven districts identified [from the previous year].” 

The four districts identified in the FFY 2005 APR were from the same group as the seven identified the previous year. Five of the Six districts identified in 2006-2007 APR are also from this same group.  All of these districts have had policies and procedures reviewed through a desk audit and follow up interviews. During this reporting period, all districts but one were active participants in the Positive Behavior Support initiative and policies, practices and procedures were found appropriate.  The district which was not participating in the state PBS initiative or had other similar activities was required to submit a plan regarding how such activities would be implemented.  In the plan submitted the district requested  to begin participation with the state PBS initiative.  Technical assistance and training through this initiative have been and continues to be provided.  
One district identified in 2006-2007 data is new to the list (because the N count was greater than 15 students). As was our practice for the original seven districts, this new district will submit policy/procedures prior to June 2008 to the Delaware Department of Education.  After reviews, if there are inappropriate policies or procedures a corrective action plan will be implemented. This district did have multiple schools begin participation in the Positive Behavior Support Initiative (mentioned below in the Improvement Activities) during the 2006-2007 School year.

Section B

Not Required for Reporting this year.
Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	7 identified districts will provide DDOE with a description of their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs regarding the identification of appropriate services, including the use of functional behavioral assessments and the use of behavioral interventions and procedural safeguards to ensure these procedures comply with IDEA.  Identified improvement strategies, timelines, and targets will be included.
	Districts will provide report within 60 days after DDOE letter notification, Winter 2005-2006
	ECEC staff, 7 identified districts

	Status:  7 districts submitted their policies, procedures and practices relating to this. DDOE reviewed all written policies, procedures and practice and reported back that disproportionate rates of suspensions and expulsions were not the result of inappropriate written policies, practices and procedures.  District plans continued as written for the 2006-07 school year.

	7 identified districts will participant in PBS Initiative or present a plan which indicates similar or parallel strategies, including data collection that will adequately measure the impact of the proposed strategies.
	Winter 2005-2006 and on-going
	ECEC Director, DDOE PBS Director,  7 identified districts

	Status: The 7 districts are participating in the PBS initiative and will continue to participate for the 2006-07 school year.

	Collaborate with identified districts to identify schools with students receiving suspensions greater than 10 days, determine level of positive behavior support these schools implement and provide training to school staff to support students.
	Districts identified Fall 2005

Training to identified schools within districts begin Summer 2006
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff, identified districts

	Status: Training occurred based on level of positive behavior support needs during the Summer of 2006 for schools identified by districts. 


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	7 identified districts will participant in focused monitoring.
	At some point during the 2005-06 to 2010-2011 school years
	ECEC staff, General Supervision Subcommittee, 7 identified districts

	Status:  Two districts will participate in focused monitoring during 2007-08 to verify appropriate polices and procedures.

	Complete a profile study on students receiving suspensions greater than 10 days, research best strategies for prevention/ intervention
	2005-2007 school year
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff, districts, DAP 

	Status:  Training and technical assistance has been provided during 2006-2007 around students at the “top of the triangle”  The PBS initiative continues to develop new modules and strategies to provide technical assistance around the students with challenging behaviors. 

	All districts will track special education students receiving suspensions greater than 10 days.
	Winter 2005 and on-going
	DDOE PBS Project Director, ECEC data manager and Districts, PCCD – PBS Subcommittee

	Status:  All districts continue to track special education students receiving suspensions greater than 10 days.

	All districts will track special education students receiving any suspensions.
	Winter 2005 and on-going
	DDOE PBS Project Director, ECEC data manager and Districts, PCCD – PBS Subcommittee

	Status:  All districts continue to track special education students receiving any suspensions.

	Refine and provide training and technical assistance in the PBS Cluster modules for the district cadre to support the current 74 PBS schools and 20 new schools in order to increase the capacity of all school personnel and families to support the social, emotional and behavioral needs of all children. 
	Refine all training modules June 2005 – February 2006 and on-going as necessary.

New Schools will be added yearly.
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS staff, PBS district cadre 

	Status: 107 schools participated in on-going professional development and technical assistance for PBS during the 2006-07 school year.

	Develop a Professional Standards Board approved Coaches Cluster and provide training for district and building level coaches to increase capacity building and continuous improvement in PBS programs at district and school levels. 
	Approved Cluster 2005-2006 School Year.

Training provided on a yearly basis.
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS staff

	Status:  The cluster materials were developed and submitted but were not approved by the Professional Standards Board because the work was not above and beyond the scope of daily work activities for PBS coaches.  The materials are currently being used for training of PBS coaches.

	Assist in the integration of Partners In Excellence (PIE) Plus Initiative in PBS schools, ECAP, Head Start programs and other early care and education programs.  
	On-going
	DDOE PIE and PBS staff, and U of D PBS staff

	Status: DDOE PIE and PBS staff collaborated  to create cross over training between the two projects as well as training District PBS coaches on the various aspects of PIE during the summer of 2007.  The PBS initiative has expanded to include the PIE (early childhood) initiatives when appropriate.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Make available to all schools a valid, reliable, and useful measure of school climate, an accurate database to indicate the status of a school’s climate and established scores that indicate a positive school climate.


	Pilot school results disseminated Fall 2006.

School Climate Survey available for all PBS schools February thru April 2006.

School Climate Survey available for all schools 2006-2007 and on-going.
	DDOE staff, U of D staff, U of D CDS staff

	Status:  School climate  surveys  were available to all LEAS during 2006-2007. 

	Promote, through training, better data collection and reporting.  Promotion will be determined by the number of trainings provided, number of diversity participants trained, and the number of joint trainings between school climate/ discipline and exceptional children workgroups.  
	2005-2006 and on-going
	DDOE PBS staff, ECEC data manager, School Climate and Discipline Director and data manager

	Status:  District PBS Coaches were trained in the spring of 2006 on better data collection techniques. Staff from DDOE data management have assisted in training schools as needed.

	Develop a training module for Creating a Culturally Responsive Classroom and provide a train-the-trainers’ model for district PBS coaches and Building Level Facilitators.
	Module completion, Fall 2005

Training, Fall 2005 and on-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff, district teacher and counselor

	Status: This training module was completed and training occurred during the summer of 2006.

	Provide discipline training for administrators.
	2005-2006 School Year and on-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff

	Status:  Administrators continue to be involved in on-going training from DDOE PBS project staff and School Climate Staff.

	National Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS) Individual Student Evaluation Plan will be piloted in 5 schools to determine the level of support PBS schools offer students with significant behavioral concerns.  
	Fall 2005
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff

	Status: Individual Student Evaluation plans continue to be updated during 2006-2007.

	Enhance use of evaluation data (SET-D, team implementation checklist, behavioral data and school climate data) by establishing areas of improvements for each individual PBS school.  Technical assistance will be provided to facilitate growth in areas of need.
	Training will be offered two days each year beginning 2005-2006.

TA will be provided on-going on a monthly basis.
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff, District PBS cadre

	Status:  SET-D’s were completed for the 2005-06 school year, and district PBS Coaches and school coaches who receive higher than a 90/90 on SET-D school scores have been trained on how to implement this procedure within their own schools and districts.

	Professional development and technical assistance collaboration around students with more challenging behaviors.
	Fall 2005 and on-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS PBS project staff, DSCYF, FACT Project, DHSS, DYRS, PBS Schools Targeted and Intensive Teams

	Status:  On-going professional development for students with more challenging behavior occurred during the summer of 2006.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

No changes were made.
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

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

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

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

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

A.  Percent = [(# of children with IEPs removed from regular class less than 21% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs removed from regular class greater than 60% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

C.  Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served in public or private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	A.  Removed from regular class less than 21% of the day

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

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

53.0%

19.7%

4.5%




Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

	Educational Placement of Children with Disabilities

	Ages 6-21

	State
	Outside Regular Class < 21%
	Outside Regular Class 21-60%
	Outside Regular Class > 60%
	Separate Setting
	Total

	12/1/2002
	6,031
	5,754
	3,337
	859
	15,981

	12/1/2003
	6,494
	5,728
	3,283
	881
	16,386

	12/1/2004
	7,600
	4,823
	3,462
	837
	16,722

	12/1/2005
	8,350
	4,226
	3,383
	825
	16,784

	12/1/2006
	8,928
	4,023
	3,264
	938
	17,153

	Cross-walked to new placement codes 

12/1/2006
	8,805
	4,022
	3,264
	1,062
	17,153


	State
	Outside Regular Class < 21%
	Outside Regular Class 21-60%
	Outside Regular Class > 60%
	Separate Setting
	Total

	12/1/2002
	37.70%
	36.00%
	20.90%
	5.40%
	100%

	12/1/2003
	39.60%
	35.00%
	20.00%
	5.40%
	100%

	12/1/2004
	45.40%
	28.80%
	20.70%
	5.00%
	100%

	12/1/2005
	49.75%
	25.18%
	20.16%
	4.92%
	100%

	12/1/2006
	52.05%
	23.45%
	19.03%
	5.47%
	100%

	Cross-walked to new placement codes

12/1/2006
	51.33%
	23.45%
	19.03%
	6.19%
	100%
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

The state target for placement category B has been met for this reporting year. 

The data for category A demonstrates an increase in students educated in the general education classroom >80% (51.33%), but did not meet the target of 53%. 

Slippage occurred in Separate setting category C (6.19%) which did not meet the decreasing target of 4.5%.  A change in Part B LRE reporting categories with new placement codes has been one determining factor. Prior to the change, students who were Parentally Placed in Private Schools (71 students) and students in Correctional Facilities (67 students) were represented in category A. They are now represented in Separate School placement
. Our present data reflects this crosswalk with new category descriptions.  

Improvement strategies continue throughout the state in several areas.  Scheduling students so that access to the general education can occur through placement has been a focus.  75% of LEAs met the target of 53% and discussions have taken place with the remaining 25% (nine). Of those nine LEAs, improvements are noted in the data with only one district demonstrating slippage (of 1.3%).  The Delaware Department of Services for Children, Youth, and their Families in which students are served either in juvenile justice facilities or treatment centers does have fluctuation yearly in its numbers.

The DDOE provides professional development and technical assistance to all LEAS, targeting those most in need through a process referred to as the Delaware Education Support System or DESS

Six of the nine LEAs not meeting the target for category A have begun or are in the process of building professional development opportunities for designated schools on inclusive practices using the state modules. An emphasis is placed on systemic change over time to build the capacity of all staff in instructional strategies and accommodations.  Increasing inclusive opportunities with highly qualified staff in the four content areas to raise student achievement has become a high priority for most Delaware middle and high schools as an improvement strategy towards increasing student achievement for meeting AYP.

Delaware has been gradually moving all LEAS to a needs based funding system, one which does not provide financial incentives for more restrictive settings.  This effort has had and will continue to have a positive effect on LEAS by providing more flexibility in the provision of services in less restrictive settings while maintaining appropriate funding. 

In regards to the slippage of separate schools75% of LEAs met the target of 4.5% and only seventeen of the thirty-seven LEAs have students with disabilities in a separate school placement. Nine LEAs were identified as above the target of 4.5%, with Delaware Department of Services for Children, Youth, and their Families represented at 51.97%, a statistic that affects the state average. 

The fluctuation of both the number of students served in any given year and as to whether they are served in regular education classrooms or separate school facility impacts the data for this small category of students with disabilities. One supposition as to why there is an increase in the number of students with disabilities served in separate schools in the remaining eight LEAs is the increase of children identified with autism.  These numbers are increasing at a rate of 7 to 10% annually.  The structure of our state-wide autism program has been primarily through county based consortia programs that are special schools. Although there are many children served in less restrictive settings for part or even most of the day, the majority of children with autism are served in a special school setting. 

School districts that have been working with our systemic Inclusive Schools Initiative model have schools conducting monthly meetings with a trained building level team to look at data, acknowledge staff concerns, and adjust their school action plan as needed. Some schools are pairing with their Instructional Technology staff in order to enhance decision-making as to strategies and tools that might increase student achievement. This often prompts professional development needs and coaching, both resources necessary for systemic change but not always fiscally supported during budgetary decisions at the district level. Frequent checks on the implementation of this action plan are necessary to keep staff focused on their goals

The state leadership cadre continues to build upon research of best practices and resources and network to build skills in problem solving, data analysis, and various areas of professional development opportunities (especially national webinars through CITEd and National Center for Accessing the Curriculum). Some districts are using the train the trainer model with building level teams from elementary, middle and high schools identified by highest need as not meeting the state targets.  

District teams that meet to problem solve how to build the capacity of staff across the various schools have benefited from training with the Instructional Consultative Support Team Model by developing a systematic support network within each building, enhancing teachers' skills in and application of best practices of instructional assessment and delivery, developing school-wide norms of collaboration and problem-solving, and utilizing data for classroom and school decisions. 

In addition, DDOE has been conducting professional development to district teams on policies, procedures and practices on Response to Intervention.  This effort validates the need for access to the general education core curriculum for all students, with quality instruction, data to specify identified needs, problem solving as to the selection of instructionally matched interventions, and progress monitoring/data analysis of achievement and effectiveness of instruction/intervention. The conversations that have been taking place in regards to this initiative have strengthened the need to build capacity for quality instruction in general education classrooms, and have precipitated an increase in interest in our inclusive schools modules on Differentiated Instruction and Universal Design for Learning, Accommodations, Assessing and Reporting, Collaboration, Co-Planning and Co-Teaching, and Functional Behavior Assessments.  Another benefit of these district teams coming together for professional development on RTI is that our Inclusion Facilitators are teaming with Reading and Math Specialists and collaborating on differentiating instructional practices which is a goal in our State Personnel Development Grant.

Delaware is rolling out a new Individual Educational Plan form.  With the new form comes increased technical assistance regarding placement decisions. Guidelines to prompt discussions at the IEP team level regarding placement decisions will be developed as a part of our training and technical assistance. Currently districts are beginning to have discussions concerning students with disabilities who are educated outside the regular classroom for > 60% of the day and how they may reallocate staff to give academic and behavior support to those students in a more inclusive environment for a greater part of each day.

Finally, all LEAs will annually assess their status regarding LRE and their progress toward this indicator through a revised application for funds which requires self assessment against certain key indicators.  

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Data at the LEA level will be examined and a recommendation to do focus monitoring will be given for districts whose data is significantly below the averages for the state in regards to

sub-indicator A.
	As a part of the annual focused monitoring cycle
	IS Subcommittee, DDOE, Monitoring Teams (composed of parents district peers and DDOE staff)

	Status:  The public reporting of district progress toward the indicators was completed.  Dialog was initiated with districts whose data was the most discrepant from state targets. 

	Refine and provide training to statewide cadre of trainers in the Inclusive Schools Initiative cluster modules to increase capacity of all teachers to support children with disabilities to ensure access and progress in the general education curriculum within the least restrictive environment, first considering the general education.
	Refine all ISI modules by February 2007.

Training in each module provided once a year on-going to new cadre and offered each year as re-training to existing cadres. 
	DDOE ISI Project Director, Resident Teachers, U of D CDS staff, ISI district facilitators, and Delaware teachers

DDOE ISI Project Director, Resident Teachers, U of D CDS staff, Statewide Cadre of ISI Trainers



	Status:  Modules have been revised, but continue refinement as trainers adapt the professional development to the identified needs of each school per their action plan based upon current data.  As new districts request to have professional development through the Inclusive Schools Initiative, we have requested that district level personnel be identified and trained so that they may benefit from the professional learning community that exists through our state-wide cadre of inclusion facilitators. As a result of funding reallocation, we no longer have Resident Teachers available to provide training, technical assistance and coaching. 

	Five new schools will participate in the Inclusive Schools Initiative
	Yearly
	DDOE and U of D CDS ISI Project Directors

	Status:  Six new schools have begun Building Leadership training and are currently developing a school-wide action plans. One school completed the BLT cluster during the school year.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Eight new schools will be trained in curriculum-based assessment through the Instructional Support Team Model.  
	Yearly
	DDOE IST Project Director, University of Maryland Instructional Consultation Teams

	Status:  Seven new schools trained a facilitator in the Instructional Consultative model and four existing school teams sent new facilitators for training during the 06-07 school year. Fifteen schools brought staff or new members for team training for the Instructional Support Team model. The facilitators that have trained team members network three times per year to review the instructional assessment (curriculum based), share team training ideas, problem solve through concerns, and retrain on the evaluation procedures. A state cadre of IST Facilitators that have been through the approved training sequence at the University of Maryland was formed to help guide the sustainability of this model throughout the state. A total of 43 schools have participated in this professional development through the University of Maryland IC Teams, but not all remain current with team level implementation. 

	Use of Accommodations for Accessing the General Education Curriculum (instruction and assessment) training module developed and training provided to statewide cadre of trainers.
	Development and  training completed in February 2006 
	DDOE ISI Project Director and DDOE DAPA Project Director

	Status:  Training is on-going with this popular professional development module and has included Testing Coordinators and Educational Diagnosticians in collaboration with Inclusion Facilitators. Statewide training occurred twice and at least three districts have solicited state support for training. This module has been sent via email to other interested school leaders so it is hard to ascertain how many professional development trainings have occurred throughout the state at the individual school level. Our statewide Inclusion Conference (350 administrators, teacher and parents attended) highlighted two national speakers with an emphasis on strategies for accommodating students when accessing the general education curriculum in inclusive settings (one with actual lessons and one with writing tools).

	Use existing ISI checklists to identify supports needed in the general education classroom that ensure children with disabilities gain access and make progress in the general education curriculum. Gather and review training needs as identified on district professional development evaluations across participating pilot school districts.
	Yearly
	DDOE ISI Project Director, Resident Teachers, U of D CDS staff, IS project staff

	Status:  ISI Checklists have been completed and reviewed with new schools. Schools with on-going action plans completed the ISI Checklist again in the spring as part of their review of their data. Revisions on that plan will be shared with district inclusion staff.

	Dissemination of ISI and Universal Design for Learning (UDL) materials to all stakeholders.
	On-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS ISI project staff

	Status:  Materials were updated and shared with our state Parent Information Center, at state level Special Education Leadership and Curriculum Cadre meetings, the state LIFE (Legislation, Independence, Family and Education) and Inclusive Schools Conference, State Math Coalition and Math Resource teachers’ meetings, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation representatives, Easter Seal advisory board members, Expanding Opportunities Preschool Inclusion committee, and given to ISI Cadre members for district distribution.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	UDL pilot programs established and baseline needs assessment completed to determine how well UDL pilot programs are providing access to the general curriculum. 

Training on UDL framework at various conferences throughout the state and in schools that have initiated interest will occur. Baseline needs and Post- implementation assessments in schools as to how UDL impacts access to the general curriculum will be completed.  
	2005-2006 School Year

On-going
	DDOE and U of D CDS ISI project staff

DDOE and U of D CDS ISI project staff; DATI



	Status: Training on making the curriculum accessible through technology and universal design for learning continues through various venues in the state. The Accessible Curriculum for All Students mini-course continued and three more districts sent teacher trainers to participate. Resources and obtaining available technology remains the greatest need for teachers, although training in converting text to mp3 players has been widely accepted. A summer graduate level course was offered at the University of Delaware (Universal Design for Learning: Curricular Access for All Students) and Delaware teachers participated in designing lessons and a unit of study. Hands-on technology experiences with various tools have proven to be the most successful venture for training staff in the UDL module for schools participating in the Inclusive Schools Initiative. Opportunities to share free downloadable resources for classroom use and scanning text into digital format have been widely received. A statewide NIMAS workgroup was formed and meetings centered on training on what NIMAS entailed, identified resources, and how we might implement a standard procedure across the state. 

	Accessible Curriculum for All Students train-the-trainers’ mini-course offered to all ISI Cadre and Statewide Teacher-to-Teacher Cadre. A   universally designed model unit utilizing the principles of Understanding by Design and differentiated instruction will be developed and presented for Delaware Recommended Curriculum Project consideration. The participants will then be eligible to replicate this training, offered as a cluster, to the inclusive schools.
	January 2006 – May 2007


	DDOE ECEC, Curriculum and Instruction, School Improvement, and Assessment staff, DCET staff, U of D  and DATI staff

	Status: Two more school districts (for a total of twelve) have sent teams to participate in this mini-course and six have joined the cluster for Differentiated Instruction. The status on presenting a completed unit remains the same: participants completed and taught a lesson or unit of study, but none have presented it to the Delaware Recommended Curriculum project. The Delaware Assistive Technology Initiative project leaders continue to assist teacher cadre participants with recommended access methodologies and equipment options. Training of district level educational diagnosticians in one district has also been completed, with discussions taking place for similar professional development in other districts. One district requested collaboration and a presentation for a Parent Teacher Organization meeting focused on Accessing the Curriculum through UDL. Our PTI has had DATI personnel present an audio presentation on accessibility and another session is being planned. A work group has met on various occasions to plan a cluster on Accessibility of the Curriculum for All Students with the inclusion of lead staff for English Language Learners.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	There will be three separate evaluations; natural proportions (all ISI schools), self-assessment (all ISI schools), and accessing the general education curriculum (5 pilot schools), that will measure progress toward placement in the least restrictive placement and access to the general curriculum.  There will be an increase in all three evaluation measures over baseline taken in participating schools.
	Natural Proportions – baselines: Spring 2004 and 2005, re-evaluation: Spring 2006 and 2007

Self –Assessment – each school assesses in the initial stages of ISI and three years post.  Schools may choose to re-assess more often depending on planning needs.

Accessing the General Ed Curriculum – baseline: Spring 2005, 

LRE placement data by school will be compiled annually, and compared to district and state averages.

Level of Implementation Interviews will be conducted with team members. 
	DDOE  and U of D CDS staff, ISI district facilitators, ISI participating schools 

DDOE  and U of D CDS staff, ISI district facilitators, ISI participating schools

DDOE and CDS staff, ISI district facilitators, ISI participating schools

	Status: Point in time reevaluations on natural proportions were taken on reevaluations were taken with a January 10, 2007. We have made requests that our data reporting system develop a query for gathering this information as the on-site school visits were time consuming and the data exists in our statewide eschool management system. Training will occur with district staff regarding collecting the data that is pertinent to keeping classrooms proportionate in terms of students with and without IEPs. The University of Delaware Research and Development Center analyzed this information in combination with the LRE school placement data, and other identified data sources from the building level team data. Inclusive schools Cadre members were given their placement data on ISI schools along with district and state averages. Significant gains had been made in all schools across the last three to four years in regards to reaching state targets in category A. It was noted that most schools reduced numbers of students in category B and separate schools. A few schools maintained their percentages in category B as they returned students to their district to separate classroom(removed from general education classroom >60%) from a similar classroom outside of the resident school district. Transition plans to increase the amount of time spent in regular classrooms in their home school environment are in place.  Improvement activities included coaching and modeling of academic and behavior strategies for classroom teachers in several school districts to build access to the general curriculum with this particular group of students, and have involved collaboration with reading and math specialists.

The Inclusive Schools self-assessment data was given to each district facilitator in May to be shared with each individual school before the end of the 06-07 school year so building action plans could be revised for the 07-08 year.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Dissemination of information on Inclusive Schools and Access to the General Education Curriculum to administrators, special education and curriculum directors, and pre-service instructors.
	On-going
	DDOE  and U of D CDS staff, ISI district facilitators, ISI participating schools

	Status: This information was shared at the state level and requests to meet with various district staff are on-going.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007) 
[If applicable]
No revisions recommended. 

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
	Measurement: Percent = [(# of preschool children with IEPs who received special education services in settings with typically developing peers) divided by the (total # of preschool children with IEPs)] times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	Increase the percent of preschool children with IEPs who received special education services in settings with typically developing peers from 60.2% to 61.2%.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

There is no target data reported for this Indicator as explained in the OSEP Memorandum on Submission requirements for the Part B Annual Performance Report for the 2008 submission.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

The Delaware Department of Education has a statewide data management system with one of its elements designed to capture LRE variables.  We have been using that system up to the current time with data continuing to be submitted by local education agencies on the status of children 3-5 years of age.  The Department is prepared for the new data criteria when it is made available by OSEP.

Beginning in 2006, Delaware became a member of the federally supported Expanding Opportunities group.  During that time the state initiative was guided by an advisory group.  In 2007, the Delaware Department of Education supported formally establishing the Delaware Expanding Opportunities State Team. The Team is a collaborative effort between the Delaware Department of Education’s Part B program and the Delaware Department of Health and Social Services, Part C/Birth to Three Early Intervention Program.  

The Expanding Opportunities team has identified three major areas of focus for the current year.  Those areas include Marketing/Public Awareness, Professional Development, and Interagency Agreements.  Each area has a designated subcommittee working on activities specific to that topical area.  The Marketing subcommittee is targeting a series of written products and visual venues to promote early childhood inclusion.  The Interagency team is initially addressing the issue of state efforts to support inclusion in Early Head Start and regular Head Start programs.  The Professional Development subcommittee will be targeting both preservice and inservice initiatives within the state.
Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Training on setting definitions
	2008
	DDOE

	Status:  Training will be made available to LEAs once OSEP has published the new setting definitions.  

	Spotlight the districts that have made improvements in providing inclusive opportunities for preschool age children by having them present their inclusion models at county special education meetings and by having them do workshops on their inclusion models at bi-annual early childhood inclusion conferences.
	Ongoing
	DDOE and LEAs

	Status:  Two districts with good track records for inclusive practices have agreed to join the Expanding Opportunities state team.

	Spotlight the districts that have made improvements in providing inclusive opportunities for preschool age children at bi-annual early childhood inclusion conference.
	Ongoing
	DDOE

	Status:  We are exploring having one of the districts showcase their model at a local conference.

	Provide incentive grants to districts to support strategic planning for activities to provide more special education services in inclusive settings
	7/06-6/08
	DDOE/IDEA 619 Discretionary funds

	Status:  No action has been taken on this activity at this time.  The Department is exploring use of these incentive grants for districts participating in the Expanding Opportunities initiative.  One application was provided to a district but the application has not yet been returned.

	Target professional development activities that provide supportive resources to administrators/teachers on strategies to enhance inclusive opportunities for young children with disabilities.
	7/06-6/10
	DDOE

	Status:  We are currently working with several IHEs to support the placement of students in practica and student teaching in sites that are inclusive. 

	Participate in the Expanding Opportunities initiative supported by the USDE/OSEP and the USDHHS/ACF.
	7/06-7/07
State Team beginning in August of 2007
	DDOE

NECTAC

	Status:  The state has established an Expanding Opportunities state team as of August, 2007.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

The state added the Expanding Opportunities initiative and as described above, the Department has established a state team with a plan and several major initiatives with the Team’s focus during the next several years.  
	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

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

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

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

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

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

If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.

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

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

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

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

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

If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.

C.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs: 

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

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

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

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

If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	Targets will be set once baseline data are available.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

See updated SPP

	Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE


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

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	The overall family satisfaction question target was 88%.  Now that we have baseline data for the added question that reflects this indicator, we will re-evaluate targets with the stakeholder group before the 2007-2008 submission.



Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):   We had more than one target as we measured all of the questions we have historically asked.  We are including all of the historical questions and the status on them as well as the new question that yields the baseline data for the indicator. The baseline data for this indicator is 83% as this reflects the respondents who agreed or strongly agreed that schools facilitated family involvement as a means of improving services and results for children. 
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

The family survey is now being distributed as a full census survey annually. The primary questions that have historically been asked will continue to be asked.  These questions were agreed to originally by the PCCD and the DDOE believes these questions contribute to the information toward meeting this indicator.  A question which specifically asks the required measurement was added to the 2006-2007 survey and has been used to establish baseline data.   Targets and improvement strategies remain the same although measurable and rigorous targets have been reordered in the revised SPP to be yearly rather than biennially.  A new target tied specifically to the required question will be identified after analysis of data from the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 survey.  The 07-08 survey data is currently being collected and analysis with the stakeholder group will include two years of data so that targets can be set. 
Improvement activities which focus on family involvement remain the same.  After the two years of data using the Indicator for this question, the PCCD will be able to review improvement strategies and assess whether there are needed changes prior to the next submission. 

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Family Survey completed
	Annual
	DDOE 

	Status:  Family survey was changed to annual and revised to include the specific indicator question.   Next survey will be during 2006-2007 school year and annually thereafter..

	Family brochure revised to reflect IDEA 2004 regulations and widely disseminated (also available on the website and in Spanish)
	Fall 2006
	DDOE and Parent Information Center

	Status:  State regulations were finalized in August 2007.  Revisions have been made to the family brochure and plans are to print and disseminate by September 2008.   

	The SPP and the Annual Performance Report will document PCCD working committees with active family involvement and set targets for improvement.  
	Ongoing
	DDOE

	Status:   All subcommittees group continue to have family members. 


	State level DDOE sponsored work groups will include parents.
	Ongoing
	DDOE

	Status:  All State level DDOE sponsored work groups within exceptional children and early childhood education continue to have parents as members.

	There were no on site team based focused monitoring activities during this reporting period.  Monitoring was targeted toward compliance indicators during this reporting period. .
	Ongoing
	DDOE

	Status:  Focused monitoring activities have included parents on the teams.

	District plans will include strategies to improve family involvement.
	Ongoing
	DDOE

	Status:  All district plans included strategies to improve family involvement.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]
No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


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

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

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

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

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


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

Target data for this indicator is 0%
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

	Year
	Race
	SPED
	Number of LEA's
	Number of LEA's with Significant Disproportionality
	Percent of LEA's with Significant Disproportionality
	Percent of LEA's with Significant Disproportionality Due to Inapproporiate Identification

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2006
	Black
	MR
	33
	13
	39.4%
	0%

	2006
	Black
	ED
	33
	4
	12.1%
	0%

	2006
	Black
	LD
	33
	13
	39.4%
	0%

	2007
	Black
	All
	35
	11
	31.4%
	0%

	2007
	Black
	MR
	35
	14
	40.0%
	0%

	2007
	Black
	LD
	35
	12
	34.3%
	0%

	2007
	Hispanic
	LD
	35
	1
	2.9%
	0%


(continued)

	Year
	Race
	SPED
	Number of LEA's
	Number of LEA's with Significant Disproportionality
	Percent of LEA's with Significant Disproportionality
	Percent of LEA's with Significant Disproportionality Due to Inapproporiate Identification

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007
	Black
	ED
	35
	6
	17.1%
	0%

	2007
	Black
	OHI
	35
	1
	2.9%
	0%

	2007
	Black
	Autism
	35
	1
	2.9%
	0%


A review of policies and procedures indicated that no disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.   Many improvement activities have been tied to regulation finalization.  The finalization of state regulations did not occur during this reporting period.  Regulations were finalized in August 2007.  As a result of state regulation revision all LEAs are required to implement Response to Intervention procedures at the elementary level in September 2008.  Beginning in August 2007, professional development has been provided to all LEAs regarding Response to Intervention and continues through school year 2007-2008.  Instructional Support Team training has been provided statewide in 2006-2007 and continues. All LEAS will be required to submit through a desk audit, policies, procedures and practices regarding the implementation of RTI during this next reporting period. 
Focused monitoring activities are scheduled for spring 2008 and will include follow-up on disproportionate representation and verification of appropriate policies will be reported on in the 2007-2008 APR. 

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Implement methods to collect and analyze State and district level data.

Status:  
	February 2006

Completed
	E-School Plus student data collection

	Review of policies, practices and procedures of districts with disproportionate identification through analysis of district APRs.

Status
	1st review by March 2006 and ongoing for districts triggering as disproportionate.

Policies and procedures were reviewed for all districts through submission of District self assessments
	DDOE Staff

	Instruct districts to revise practices, policies and procedures when found to be inappropriate

Status
	March 2006 and ongoing

No district was found to have inappropriate practices, policies and procedures which led to disproportionality
	DDOE Staff

	Consider Focused Monitoring when disproportionality continues after review of district practices, policies and procedures


	2006-2007 and ongoing

Given that policies and procedures were not deemed inappropriate, focused monitoring did not target this area during this reporting period.
	DDOE Monitoring Team

	Desk audit of LEAs’ forms, policies and procedures after State regulations are revised
	March 2008

Regulations were finalized in August 2007. Desk Audits will be reviewed in spring/summer of 2008.
	DDOE Staff

	Target professional development activities and technical assistance to districts with ongoing disproportionality 
	Beginning Summer 2007 and Ongoing

See status of RTI and IST training
	DDOE Staff; contracted trainers and professional development providers

	Analyze longitudinal disproportionality data against PBS participation 
Status
	Begin June 2008 and annually thereafter 

Not begun
	DDOE Staff


(continued)

	Design and deliver RtI training 
Status
	2007 and ongoing

Begun August 2007 and continues through 2007-2008. 
	DDOE Staff

	Design and deliver IST training 
	2007 and ongoing

Delivered 2006-2007 and continues
	DDOE Staff

	Analyze longitudinal disproportionality data after implementation of RtI model
Status
	2008 and annually thereafter

Not begun
	DDOE Staff

	Analyze longitudinal disproportionality data after full implementation of needs-based funding system 
Status
	June 2009 and annually thereafter

Not begun
	DDOE Staff


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality


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

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

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

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.”

Describe how the State determined that disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification, e.g., monitoring data, review of policies, practices and procedures under 618(d), etc.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

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


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

0% of disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Please see discussion in Indicator 9 of DDOE activities including technical assistance, desk audits and planned monitoring activities regarding appropriate identification processes and procedures. 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find


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

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

a.   # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

b. # determined not eligible whose evaluations and eligibility determinations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

c. # determined eligible whose evaluations and eligibility determinations were completed within 60 days (or State established timeline).

Account for children included in a but not included in b or c.  Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when eligibility was determined and any reasons for the delays.

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of children with parental consent to evaluate, will be evaluated and eligibility determined within 45 school days or 90 calendar days, whichever is shorter


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

Baseline data indicate that 91% of LEAS completed evaluations and eligibility meetings within the state required timeline.
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

DDOE did not previously collect this data through DELSIS, the data management system.  In order to provide full baseline data, a new data element had to be added to the statewide system and LEAs were instructed how to submit this data.   Delaware had a requirement prior to IDEA 2004 which required districts to complete the initial evaluation and have the meeting to determine eligibility with 45 school days or 90 calendar days which ever is shorter.  
Every district in the state of Delaware sets its own school calendar.  Thus, in order to determine whether evaluations were completed and eligibility determined within timelines, the date at which consent to initial evaluation and the date at which the eligibility meeting occurred were used.  Adding these two dates to our data collection system for each LEA to enter was completed prior to July 1, 2006. However, extracting meaningful data as a result of these two data elements required the development of queries for every individual LEA.  This was a formidable task.  Although relatively easy to update our data collection system with those two dates (initial consent and eligibility meeting), the work involved in extracting this data was extremely time consuming because every LEA has a different schedule of school days, that is they have different holidays, teacher inservice days, days in which the school year begins and ends etc.  All of those variables needed to be considered in order to make this calculation.  

We are able to provide baseline data that indicates 91% of all initial evaluations were completed and eligibility meetings were held within 45 school days or 90 calendar days whichever is shorter.  There were 12 LEAS with 100%, 9 above 90%.  Only one LEA was below 85% and the N size for that LEA of those children who were outside timelines was 9. 
The range of days beyond prescribed timelines is from 1 day past the timeline to one that was reported as 316 days past the timelines.  Further analysis and explanation is required of LEAS in order to determine if there is a data input error, if parents failed to produce the child for evaluation or if there is some other reason.  Given that this is a new required data element of all LEAs, it is reasonable that there may be some misunderstandings regarding the requirements.  We will now follow up with all LEAS with missed timelines to so that we can identify whether there is a compliance issue.  In some cases, missed timelines may occur for legitimate reasons (parents fail to produce the child for evaluations) and would not trigger non-compliance.  We will be analyzing those explanations and addressing non-compliances, providing technical assistance when necessary. 
We do not have explanations for why LEAs exceeded timelines. Individual queries to identify specific children will be done in order for LEAs to provide such explanations.   In fact, when explanations are gathered, we may find that the compliance rate is much higher if, for example, parents were unable to produce the child for evaluation or there were mutual agreements for extension of the timelines. 

 A cross verification was performed by reviewing other parts of the procedural safeguard system  (complaint investigation, due process)  This review  revealed that there were no findings regarding compliance with this indicator.  
Although this indicator requires 100% compliance, the DDOE is more concerned about an extraordinary range of days or whether a specific LEA has a high percentage.  Those LEAS with a length of delay beyond 10 days will be specifically targeted for monitoring.  Reports are sent to all LEAS when making determinations that details their progress toward the indicators.  The report issued after this APR will include required actions on the part of any LEA over the timelines, including a desk audit of procedures.  
The PCCD will be asked to consider revision of improvement activities as a result of the analysis of this data.

Status of Improvement Activities:

Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources:
	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Issue written guidance to local agencies about evaluation requirements and timelines and monitoring activities

Status


	February 2006

Completed
	DDOE Staff


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Identify local agencies that maintain a comprehensive roster of the students for whom the agency receives consents to evaluate during FFY 2005

Status
	April 2006

Completed
	DDOE staff



	Determine whether and how the E-School Plus system can be modified to collect and analyze student-level evaluation data

Status
	June 2006 

Completed
	DDOE staff and local Special Education Leadership

	Review FFY 2005  procedural safeguards data to identify other local agencies with findings of non-compliance regarding eligibility determination timelines 

Status
	August 2006 

No findings of non compliance  found in procedural safeguard data
	DDOE staff

	During the annual “unit count audit,” audit the files of local agencies that either already maintain a comprehensive list of students for whom consent is received, or that had findings of non-compliance regarding eligibility determination timelines during FFY 2005

Status


	October 2006

No findings triggered audits.  LEAs methods were so varied that moving to a systematic data collection through the state wide data system took precedence as an improvement activity
	DDOE Staff

	Review the policies, practices and procedures of any local agency with systemic non-compliance issues identified during the October 2006 audit

Status
	March 2007

None found
	Committee that includes DDOE staff, LEA staff and at least one parent

	Review State policies, practices and procedures to address any Statewide systemic non-compliance with eligibility determination timelines identified during the October 2006 audit and review of local policies

Status
	May 2007

None found
	Committee that includes DDOE staff, LEA staff and at least one parent


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	During the annual “unit count audit,” audit the files of other local agencies identified through procedural safeguards data or on a random, rotating basis to assure that each agency is audited at least once during the SPP period

Status
	Ongoing each October

As indicated through the annual data collection and analysis.  October 2008 will be first year to include in annual audits for all LEAs
	DDOE staff



	Improve the technological capacity of the SEA’s data management system to allow for easier monitoring of this indicator
Status
	Ongoing

Completed
	DDOE staff


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

No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, will have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007 FFY):

	a.  Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination
	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibilities were determined prior to their third birthday
	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday
	d. Number of children for who parent refusal to provide consent and late referrals caused delays in evaluation or initial services
	Children included in "a" but not included in "b" or "c" or "d"
	Percent found eligible and had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday c/(a-b-d)

	520
	54
	341
	117
	10
	97.7%


	Reasons for # included in "a" but not included in "b" or "c" or "d"

	School-related issues to handling of referrals
	10

	
	

	Total
	10


	Range of Days Beyond Third Birth Date when Eligibility was Determined

	3 days to 33 days




Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

The data reflects the status of the transition of children from the Part C program to Part B and their respective local school districts.  Given the small population of children and the limited number of school districts in Delaware, the data reflects the transition of all children referred by the Part C Birth to Three Early Intervention Program to local school districts.  The data represents children transitioning during the time period for the school year 2006-2007.

Data were reported directly to the Delaware Department of Education, Exceptional Children and Early Childhood Work group during the summer of 2006.  Each set of data provided by the LEA is verified by the Department with the LEAs.  Final counts and percentages are then provided back to the LEAs in written format and verified a second time.  

This year’s data reflects that of the children referred from Part C and taking into account parental refusals, parent conflicts and late referrals from Part C, 97.7% of the children did have their IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday.  This reflects significant improvement from the data reported for the 2005-2006 FFY for which the state had an average of 81.6% compliance.  

Progress is attributed to substantial technical assistance and training provided to local education agencies during the 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 school years.  In the fall of 2006, the Delaware Department of Education provided “Transition Planning” training to school district and Part C staff.  The training was presented by the National Early Childhood Transition Center director, Dr. Beth Rous.  The training was provided collaboratively with Part C and Part B staff.  Considerable attention and discussion was given to enhancing the transition planning process among the Part C and Part B systems.

Subsequent to the transition planning training, the Department of Education worked with the Part C/Birth to Three Program in establishing three pilot initiatives within three local school districts.  The structure of the initiatives is to begin transition planning with families up to nine months prior to transition.  The major focus is to establish critical transition timelines for Part C, the family and the local school district.  Using this structure programs can track the progress of the transition and ensure that necessary steps and information are available to ensure a smooth transition within the required timelines.  A critical focus of the process is the identification of necessary information that will be needed for eligibility determination so that eligibility and services are not delayed due to lack of information.

Additionally, the Department of Education issued a policy memorandum outlining the districts’ obligations under state and federal regulations for transition from Part C.  The critical elements for transition were outlined and explained.  Follow-up conversations occurred with each of the state’s 16 school districts who have preschool programs.  Lead DDOE staff also met with each of the school districts on a regional basis to review the transition requirements and clarify any questions.

Based on the data reported in the 2005-2006 report, seven school districts were targeted for on site monitoring.  These seven school districts were identified as having substantially lower numbers of children successfully transitioning by their third birthday as defined by their 2005-2006 data submitted to the Department.  On site monitoring involved reviewing each of the individual cases identified by the respective school districts as having not met the required timelines.  Case files were reviewed.  Discussions were completed with each district to identify the specific issues impacting transition and developing action plans to strengthen their respective transition processes.   

The Department will continue to closely monitor LEAs’ transition practices, carefully analyze the next set of data and look for and ensure correction of noncompliance.  Given the small numbers (1 to 3 children) there does not appear to be any systemic problem. In addition, the Department will continue to provide professional development and technical assistance to districts around the transition of Part C children to Part B.

Considerable effort has been made to enhance the transition process.  In a cooperative agreement between the SEA and Part C lead agency, two staff positions are in place to support the transition process.  These positions were hired by the SEA and are SEA employees yet housed in the Part C lead agency.  These staff serve as lead technical assistance providers when transitioning Part B eligible children and families from Part C to Part B.  Ongoing training of Part C and Part B staff has taken place over the past several years in an effort to improve the transition process.  

That State has worked diligently with districts and the Part C system to improve the transition process.  The Delaware Department of Education meets quarterly with the Part C staff to address issues around transition.  Strategic planning occurs at each quarterly meeting to support activities within the LEAs and Part C to strengthen the transition process.  Prevalent issues are discussed and plans are made to address improvements to the current system.

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	The SEA will work with LEAs on appropriate transition strategies.  Several sites within the state were originally trained using the S.T.E.P.’s approach to transition.  The SEA will reactivate components of the approach to enhance the transition process.
	Ongoing
	S.T.E.P. model

In-state S.T.E.P. trainers

	Status:  The DDOE continues to support the activities of the New Castle County STEPS group.  Ongoing communication continues between the DDOE and the group.  The DDOE transition specialist for the southern regions of the state will be implements components of the STEPS process to strengthen the transition process.

	The SEA will work closely with the Part 
C Lead Agency to enhance and improve the transition process.  The SEA meets quarterly with the Part C program to analyze the transition process.  The SEA and Part C program staff to participate in periodic joint monitoring visits.
	Ongoing
	DDOE and Part C staff

	Status:  The DDOE continues to meet quarterly with the Part C staff and DDOE transition specialists to address issues related to early childhood transition.

	Initiate focused monitoring visits targeting transition, with districts flagged as not being in compliance with this transition regulation or with districts as part of the on-gong site visits that are planned over the next six years.
	Ongoing
	DDOE Staff

	Status:  Focused monitoring of a select group of districts will occur during the 2007-2008 school year.

	Provide periodic transition forums to be offered to SEA and LEA staff and Part C staff.  The intent of the forums is to maintain awareness of transition requirements and to facilitate opportunities for communication across the LEA and Part C communities
	Bi-annually
	DDOE Staff, LEA Staff

Part C staff, National Early Childhood Transition 

Center

	Status:  The DDOE supported a statewide training conference on early childhood transition in October 2006.  The conference was open to all Part C and Part B/619 personnel.  Dr. Beth Rous from the NECTC presented for ¾ of the day followed by a parent panel.

	Improve the technological capacity of the SEA’s data management system to allow for easier monitoring of this indicator
	Ongoing
	DDOE data information group

	Status:  The DDOE continues to explore strategies to automate the transition reporting process.  It is expected we will pilot a framework with one or more districts during the 2007-2008 time period.


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


No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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

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


For measurement, Delaware uses the Indicator 13 Checklist, developed by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center, for the Indicator 13 reviews.  DDOE reviews a sample of IEPs from each LEA.  Each IEP must meet all the criteria on the checklist items.  The item which requires written parental consent before inviting transition service agencies to IEP meetings was not measured in this review but will be included in all reviews in the future.  This item was not required, because the state wanted to provide LEAs with training and technical assistance on this checklist item before monitoring for compliance.

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of youth aged 16 and above will have an IEP that includes coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably enable the student to meet the post-secondary goals.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

	Indicator 13 IEP Reviews:  Postsecondary Goals and Transition Services

	Federal Fiscal Year    
	Total IEPs Reviewed
	Total IEP’s Meeting Requirements
	% Meeting Requirements

	2005


	490
	364
	74.3%

	2006


	390
	373
	95.6%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

All improvement activities identified have been either completed or are ongoing.

During FFY 2005, DDOE conducted baseline reviews on Indicator 13 in at least one high school in every Delaware School District and in every charter high school in which students with IEPs were enrolled.  Reports back to each LEA provided a total “score”, along with disaggregated information to help schools identify strengths and areas for improvement to ensure 100% compliance with this indicator.  In FFY 2006, DDOE developed and disseminated an Indicator 13 “Guidelines and Examples” document for all stakeholders, including students, parents and transition service agencies.  DDOE provided professional development and technical assistance on meeting the Indicator 13 requirements to each LEA during the past federal fiscal year.  

Student involvement in IEPs is critical to success in high school and beyond.  The Delaware Student Leadership Advisory Council, made up of high school students from throughout the state, worked closely with the Division on Career Development and Transition (DCDT), the Parent Information Center of Delaware, and DDOE to create tools for students to become more involved in their IEPs.  In November 2007, the Student Leadership Advisory Council began creation of an annotated Secondary IEP for students, in order to help them better understand the process of transition planning, along with other components in the IEP.

Delaware has mandated the development of a Student Success Plan (SSP) for all secondary students, including students with IEPs, in our state.  The SSP is also mentioned in the APR submission for Indicator 1.  It is an online planning tool for all students to identify post-school goals, investigate career possibilities, and align high school coursework to those goals. Many of the requirements for Indicator 13, including postsecondary goals, transition assessment, course of study, and needed supports, are part of each student’s SSP.  Its implementation during FY 2006 should strengthen the ability of all LEAs to meet the Indicator 13 requirements. 

In order to address non-compliance, on site monitoring through record reviews of Indicator 13 were conducted from October 2007 through December 2007 with all LEAs with compliance rates lower than 88%. SEA staff identified specific strategies to increase compliance, and targeted technical assistance was provided.

DDOE examined IEPs in 13 of the 19 public school districts in the state, along with two of the three public charter high schools serving students with IEPs.  DDOE staff reviewed a sample of 15-25 IEP folders in each program using the NSTTAC checklist.  For very small schools, staff reviewed all IEPs of students ages 16 and older.  A total of 390 IEPs were examined.  Of those, 373 IEPs met the criteria.  Over 95% of IEPs reviewed statewide met the criteria in the NSTTAC checklist.  Only one LEA remained under 88% in compliance with this indicator after the FFY 2006 review in the fall 2007.  The LEA requested that DDOE revisit its high school program to conduct another review in January 2008.  Upon completion of that review, the LEA was in 100% compliance.

Of those LEAs with substantial non-compliance indicated by a rate lower than 88%, reviews indicate compliance rates have greatly improved with all 13 LEAs performing at 88% or higher.

Although the measurable and rigorous target of 100% compliance was not met, there was a significant improvement throughout the state.  The improvement activities identified have ensured that all LEAs are aware of the indicator 13 requirements.  Additionally many LEAs have created their own tools to help guide the discussion at IEP meetings.  These tools have a focus on the transition component in the IEP and have been shared with DDOE and other LEAs in the state.

The transition subcommittee of the PCCD recommended no new improvement activities given the positive results for this reporting year.  Improvement activities including monitoring will be maintained. 

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Develop and conduct training modules for K-12 on “Increasing Student Involvement in the IEP”.  This training will focus on involving students in elementary and middle schools.
	September 2006 and ongoing
	DDOE staff

	Status: Training modules were completed for middle and high schools.  Training was conducted regionally and within individual LEAs throughout the 2006-2007 school year.  Training is ongoing.

	Provide guidance materials to elementary and middle school staff, students and families on student involvement in the IEP process
	September 2006
	DDOE staff

	Status: Completed.  Student Involvement in the IEP materials were provided to each LEA.  Parents and students received training and information through the Parent Information Center, and students were trained through the Student Leadership Advisory Council and the Annual Summer Transition Institute.  

	Over the next five years, all Delaware public high school programs serving students with IEPs will be monitored on Indicator #13 through the September 30 audits conducted annually in October and November.
	Annually in October and November
	DDOE staff

	Status: Thirteen of the 19 public school districts in Delaware had IEP reviews for Indicator 13 during the fall 2007.  Two of 3 public charter schools with students with IEPs enrolled were also visited.  These were high school programs that did not have at least 88% compliance with Indicator 13.  An additional IEP review was conducted with one LEA requesting opportunity for more training and technical assistance to better meet the Indicator 13 requirements.  Each LEA has received required corrective action reports on meeting Indicator #13 requirements in the Secondary IEP.

	Develop training modules and conduct training on “Meeting the Requirements for Indicator 13”  
	December 2006 through June 2007
	DDOE staff

	Status: Completed.  Guidelines and Example documents were developed and disseminated to all LEAs.  Training was conducted regionally and within individual LEAs throughout SY 2006-2007. 

	Provide training and technical assistance to LEAs that did not meet the 100% compliance requirement for Indicator 13
	July 2006 and ongoing
	DDOE staff

	Status: Each LEA received training and technical assistance throughout SY 2006-2007, and during the fall of SY 2007- 2008.   


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition


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

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


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):  See SPP
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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

Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification:

a. # of findings of noncompliance 

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

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

For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, including technical assistance and enforcement actions that the State has taken.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of noncompliance issues that are identified through the general supervision system will be corrected as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):   
	Issues of Noncompliance Resolved within One Year

2005-2006

	Issues of noncompliance found through complaint/due process system
	7

	Issues of noncompliance that have reached 1 year
	1

	Issues of noncompliance that have reached 1 year and were resolved within that year.
	7

	% of issued resolved within one year
	100%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Seven issues of non-compliance were identified from the general supervision system (including due process, monitoring and state complaints) in 2006-2007. Six of seven were corrected through a corrective action plan and within one year. Of the six issues of non-compliance which were identified through administrative complaints, three were issues related to providing related services, one was related to proper identification and evaluation of a student with special needs and two were related to successful implementation of a student’s IEP and providing FAPE. The one issue of noncompliance identified through due process was related to the timely evaluation and identification of a student with disabilities.  The remedy and corrective action identified in the hearing panels decision was completed immediately upon resolution of the due process case. 

All LEAs receive an on site yearly visit known as the “October audits.”  During this audit, a sample of IEPs are reviewed.  LEAs are not informed until two business days prior to the visit which schools will be chosen.  Once the team arrives at the school, the school is then informed which grade will be reviewed.  All IEPs for a given grade are then reviewed.  At 10%  sample of IEPs  from other grades is also reviewed.  The IEP is reviewed for appropriate participants at the meeting, assurance that the IEP is current and the annual review was done properly, assurance that the IEP is complete in terms of goals and objectives and identification of special education supports and services. Because of this yearly review of random grades, systemic issues around IEP compliance (appropriate team members, annual reviews completed on time, identification of services) are rare.  In instances when there are non-compliances identified, corrective action is immediately required with appropriate follow up.  In this reporting period there were no systemic issues of non-compliance identified through this component of the general supervision system. 

Desk audits are required of all LEAs after the finalization of regulations in order to ensure appropriate policies and procedures.  DDOE staff will review policies regarding child find, evaluation and re-evaluation, use of positive behavioral supports and the procedures for instructional problem solving.  LEA forms for meeting invitations, consent for evaluation, prior written notice and any other forms used by the LEA are reviewed.  Desk audits will done during the 2007-2008 school year so that procedures around RTI can be included.  

Monitoring activities both proposed and completed are described fully in the sections for Indicators 11, 12 and 13.  As a result of monitoring activities in Indicators 12 and 13 including extensive record reviews and technical assistance, data indicate that the vast majority of LEAs are 100% compliant for this reporting period and that non-compliance has been corrected within one year. When in depth analysis was done regarding Indicator 11, it was found that the original baseline data reported was reported lower than actually follow up activities indicated.  The actual data, after analysis indicated Delaware actually had 93% compliance in the last reporting period.  This reporting period compliance for Indicator 11 has improved to over 97%.  Follow up activities have been done and continue for those LEAs which did not initially meet 100% compliance so that all non-compliance is corrected. 
A database has been developed to track noncompliance and completion timelines. This will enable DDOE to monitor when the timeline is approaching and work with LEAs to ensure that issues of noncompliance are resolved as soon as possible but no later than one year.

An expansion of the procedural safeguard system was developed during this time in several ways.  The first was expanding our current data base to include issues identified through annual on site record reviews in the fall (the Unit count done in all LEAS) and through complaint investigations and due process findings.  Secondly, through a revision of the LEA application for funds certain key indicators (graduation rates, drop out rates, student outcome data, LRE data) with targets identified through the SPP are required. 

As a result of this change, focused monitoring will be done in the spring of 2008.   All LEAs must address their progress and slippage annually regarding these indicators through the application.  As a result of this yearly self assessment, follow up monitoring activities will occur. 

In order to ensure compliance was corrected, follow up procedures were developed after Corrective Action Plans have been submitted.  Lead DDOE staff tracks and verifies correction of non-compliance by verifying completion of corrective action plans.  

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Identify possible expansion of  Procedural Safeguards data collection system to electronically track all identified noncompliance
	August 2006 and annually thereafter
	DDOE staff

	Status: Complete.  Created database to track noncompliance and completion timelines. 

Developed a new application for funds during 2006-2007 which includes certain key SPP indicators and targets

	Identify and prepare additional standard forms for use in tracking and following up on corrective action plans  
	June 2007
	DDOE staff

	Status:   Completed.

	Identify and develop any appropriate training of  local Special Education leadership in effective corrective activities directed to compliance issues 
	June 2008
	DDOE staff, local Special Education leadership

	Status: Not due.

	Maintain current corrective action practices and procedures
	Ongoing
	DDOE staff

	Status:  Used current corrective action practice and will continue using them in 2007-2008.


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


No revisions recommended.

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of signed written complaints with reports issued will be resolved within a 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

	School Year
	Complaints w/Reports Issued
	Reports within Timelines
	Reports within Extended Timelines
	Measurement (Percent Resolved within Timelines)

	2002-2003
	20
	20
	0
	100%

	2003-2004 
	15
	13
	2
	100%

	2004-2005
	10
	9
	1
	100%

	2005-2006
	15
	1
	2
	33%

	2006-2007
	12
	10
	2
	100%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):  
In 2006-2007, a new staff member was added whose primary responsibilities are administrative complaints investigations, follow up and monitoring. This has contributed to our 100% compliance for the 2006-2007 reporting year.   Response letters to complainants have been revised to indicate that timeline extensions may occur to accommodate time for mediation activities when both parties agree to pursue mediation.  With the addition of a new staff member, all outstanding databases have been updated for accurate data collection.  Follow up activities are documented on all corrective actions to ensure timely correction of all non compliances. 

All redacted administrative complaints are posted in their entirety on our state website.  

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Identify ways to make a routine distribution of complaint reports to stakeholder groups and electronic web postings 
	March 2006

Completed June 2007
	DDOE staff, local Special Education Leadership, GACEC, PCCD

	Status: Complaint findings can be posted on the State’s website, but currently can not be summarized or indexed due to internal web style controls. 

	Identify and prepare additional standard forms for use in the investigative process (letters, requests for documents, etc.) 
	June 2006

Completed June 2007
	DDOE staff, CADRE

	Status: Partially complete: email requests for documents has been implemented.

	Identify possible refinements to Procedural Safeguards system to improve data collection, particularly around issues raised in complaints
	August 2006 and annually thereafter
	DDOE staff

	Status:  Notes sections of database is being used to provide additional detail about the issues raised in the complaint and their resolution. A corrective action database was implemented in this reporting cycle to more effectively track the corrective actions required for findings of non-compliance identified through all monitoring activities, including state complaints.

	Maintain staff training for complaint investigation
	Ongoing
	DDOE staff

	Status:  Staff attended Regional Resource Center- sponsored complaint investigator training in May 2006. 

	Determine and implement realignment of work assignments, either through internal personnel adjustments or through contractual arrangement to reprioritize complaint investigations.
	August 2007
	DDOE staff, contractual providers

	Status: Completed

	Develop standard form to document extensions of time for investigations related to mediations and update database to systematically collect data about extensions
	August 2007
	DDOE staff

	Status:  Completed


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

No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
	Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of due process hearing requests will be fully adjudicated within the 45-day timeline or a timeline that is properly extended by the hearing officer at the request of either party.


Actual Target Data for (2005-2007):
	School Year
	Hearing Requests Fully Adjudicated
	Hearing Requests Adjudicated within Timelines
	Hearing Requests Adjudicated within Extended Timelines
	Measurement (Percent Adjudicated within Timelines)

	2004-2005
	6
	2
	2
	66%

	2005-2006
	3
	0
	1
	33%

	2006-2007
	4
	0
	4
	100%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007): 
Similar to previous years, Delaware had relatively few due process hearings that were fully adjudicated.  In all four fully adjudicated cases the timelines were properly extended by the hearing panel chair at the request of and agreement of the parties.  The extensions were primarily due to scheduling conflicts of the panel members or counsel for the parties.  Analysis of each case indicated extensive activity throughout the hearing process that justified the reasonable extension of the timelines.  The three member hearing panel continues to contribute to the scheduling difficulties among the members and the parties.

Delaware demonstrated improvement for this indicator when compared to the previous year.  Although the change is influenced greatly by the small number of cases the state did realize 100% compliance for this measure.  Delaware will continue to recruit and train a pool of qualified hearing officers ensuring the Department’s ability to fully adjudicate due process requests within appropriate timelines. 
Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Issue written guidance to hearing officers on the 45-day timeline and the need to document specific extensions 
	January 2006
	DDOE staff

	Status: Email reminders sent to hearing panel chairs to document hearing extensions.

	Revise, publish and adopt due process hearing rules and forms to implement federal statutory revisions
	Within six months of finalization of federal regulations
	DDOE staff, PCCD, hearing officers

	Status:  Federal regulations became effective October 13, 2006. Final hearing regulations went into effect in June 2007.

	Identify necessary components of a hearing officer evaluation system and develop timeline for development and implementation of evaluation system
	January 2007
	DDOE staff, vendors, hearing officers

	Status:  Components identified; timeline not developed; see note re additional improvement activity.  

	Analyze impact of resolution sessions on mediation and due process systems and identify possible modifications to all three systems
	January 2008
	DDOE staff, PCCD, Center for Dispute Resolution, local Special Education leadership

	Status:   A committee will be established in March 2008 to review to analyze the 2006-2007 data.

	Hearing officer training
	Ongoing
	DDOE staff, vendors

	Status: Training completed in February 2007.  

	Maintain capacity of due process system through recruitment and initial training
	Ongoing
	DDOE staff, CCR staff

	Status:  Current pool of hearing officers is stable with the addition of one to two new officers yearly.

	Establish a committee of stakeholders to explore systemic changes to  Delaware’s due process system 
	Establish committee in July of 2007 with report recommendations by March 2008
	DDOE staff, stakeholders

	Status:   A change in personnel has delayed the progress on this activity.  The committee will begin exploring changes to the due process system in May 2008 with recommendations by July 2008.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
No revisions recommended.
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


Indicator 18:  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))
	Measurement: Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2005-2006
	No targets were set as there was only one resolution session during 2005-2006
Targets will be set once the number of resolution settings reach 10 or more.  

	2006-2007
	There were no resolution sessions held during 2006-2007.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

There were no resolution sessions held during 2006-2007.  Delaware has a well established mediation system and in all cases during this time period mediation was opted for rather than a resolution session.
Status of Improvement Activities:

Given that there have been no resolution sessions, there are no identified improvement activities. 

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]

	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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

Percent = [(2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1] times 100.


	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	Mediation agreements will result from 88% of mediations held


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):  Mediation agreements resulted from 86% of the mediations held. 

	Mediation That Resulted in Mediation Agreements

	2.1(a)(i) Mediation Agreements Related To Due Process
	10

	2.1(b)(i) Mediation Agreements Not Related To Due Process
	12

	Total Mediation Agreements
	19

	Total Mediations Held
	22

	Percent Mediations That Resulted in Agreements
	86%


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

As explained in Delaware’s SPP, the outcome of any given mediation can significantly impact the annual rate of successful mediations. The total number of mediations held this year increased significantly when compared to the previous year.  The increase is most significant in mediations not related to due process requests.  The total number of mediations not related to due process increased from 2 to 12, while the number of mediations related to due process increased from 7 to 10.  

The overall percentage of mediation agreements increased significantly from 64% to 86%, which is slightly below the target for this indicator. The department is encouraged by the relatively high percentage of disputes that reach agreement outside of the due process procedure.  The department is equally encouraged by the high number of due process cases that are resolved in mediation prior to an extensive hearing.  The data suggests that the mediation process in Delaware has been successful in resolving disputes through the voluntary participation of the parties.  

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Identify additional ways to inform parents and local staff of the availability and benefits of mediation
	September 2006
	DDOE staff, PCCD, Special Education Leadership, CCR staff, CADRE

	Status:  DDOE staff have participated in panel presentations about special education dispute resolutions mechanisms for Delaware’s P&A Center. Evaluations and debriefings from those sessions help identify barriers to parental participation.

	Identify possible barriers to participation in mediation, and improvement strategies and timelines to lower those barriers
	September 2007
	DDOE staff, PCCD, Special Education Leadership, CCR staff, CADRE

	Status: DDOE staff have participated in panel presentations about special education dispute resolutions mechanisms for Delaware’s P&A Center. Evaluations and debriefings from those sessions help identify barriers to parental participation.

	Identify possible barriers to reaching agreements at mediation, and improvement strategies and timelines to lower those barriers
	September 2008
	DDOE staff, PCCD, Special Education Leadership, CCR staff, CADRE

	Status:  Not started.

	Maintain capacity of mediation system, including annual surveys and training
	Ongoing
	DDOE staff, CCR staff

	Status:  Mediators participated in due process hearing training in February 2007. 


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]
	Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision


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

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

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

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

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



	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006-2007
	100% of state reported 618 data and annual performance reports will be submitted with accurate data on or before the due dates.


Actual Target Data for (2006-2007):

	SPP/APR Data - Indicator 20

	APR Indicator
	Valid and Reliable
	Correct Calculation
	Followed Instructions
	Total

	1
	0
	 
	1
	1

	2
	0
	 
	1
	1

	3A
	1
	1
	1
	3

	3B
	1
	1
	1
	3

	3C
	1
	1
	1
	3

	4A
	1
	1
	1
	3

	5
	1
	1
	1
	3


(continued)

	APR Indicator
	Valid and Reliable
	Correct Calculation
	Followed Instructions
	Total

	7
	1
	1
	1
	3

	8
	1
	1
	1
	3

	9
	1
	1
	1
	3

	10
	1
	1
	1
	3

	11
	1
	1
	1
	3

	12
	1
	1
	1
	3

	13
	1
	1
	1
	3

	14
	1
	1
	1
	3

	15
	1
	1
	1
	3

	16
	1
	1
	1
	3

	17
	1
	1
	1
	3

	18
	1
	1
	1
	3

	19
	1
	1
	1
	3

	 
	 
	 
	Subtotal
	56

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

	
	Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and Timely Submission Points) =
	61


	618 Data - Indicator 20

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

	Table 1 -  Child Count
Due Date: 2/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 2 -  Personnel
Due Date: 11/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 3 -  Ed. Environments
Due Date: 2/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 4 -  Exiting
Due Date: 11/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 5 -  Discipline
Due Date: 11/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 6 -  State Assessment
Due Date: 2/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Table 7 -  Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/1/07
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Subtotal
	28

	618 Score Calculation
	Grand Total (Subtotal X 2) = 
	 
	56


	Indicator #20 Calculation

	A. APR Grand Total
	61

	B. 618 Grand Total
	56

	C. APR Grand Total (A) + 618 Grand Total (B) =
	117

	Total N/A in APR
	0

	Total N/A in 618
	0

	Base
	119

	D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) =
	0.983

	E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) =
	98.3


Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that occurred for (2006-2007):

Data for Indicators 1 and 2 for the APR was not yet available in time for submission of the APR.  The data was submitted as soon as it was available.  

Status of Improvement Activities:

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Data collections processes for the Early Childhood indicators are being developed and will be collected for each student through E-School Plus
	By July 1, 2006 with refinement of data collection between July1, 2006 through June 30, 2007
	GSEG, DDOE Data Technology Group, ECEC Data Manager

	Status: Development of the Early Childhood assessments data screen were completed in October 2006.  Preliminary data collection was completed on January 7, 2007.  

	Trainings for E-School Plus Special Education screens are now available to all LEAs upon request.
	On-going
	ECEC Data Manager

	Status:  Several districts requested and received E-School Plus training for the special education screen.  This training was also provided to staff from all charter schools at the annual Charter School Conference.

	The Exceptional Children and Early Childhood Data Manager will continue to attend meetings of the Internal Data Users Group
	On-going
	ECEC Data Manager

	Status:  The Data Manager attended all meetings of the Internal Data Users Group during 2006-2007.

	Meetings with Part C on ways to share student level data for children that received services in both part C and part B will continue
	On-going
	EC Education Associate, ECEC Data Manger, Technology Group and Part C at Division of Public Health using GSEG funding

	Status:   Part C and Part B staff continue to meet on a regular basis to discuss data sharing.


(continued)

	Improvement Activities
	Timelines
	Resources

	Continue to work with Career & Technical Education & School Climate Work Group to improve accuracy and timeliness of discipline data
	On-going
	ECEC work group and Career & Technical Education & School Climate work group

	Status:  The Exceptional Children and Early Childhood Work Group will continue to work with the Career & Technical Education & School Climate Work Group to improve accuracy and timeliness of discipline data and meet the November 1 deadline.  Data was submitted on time for 2006-2007.

	Update and distribute Reporting Guidelines
	Annually
	ECEC Data Manager

	Status:  Part B Reporting Guidelines were updated and distributed to all LEAs in October of 2006.

	Create web-page that included all reporting guidelines, letters and other reporting documents
	By January 2006
	ECEC Data Manager

	Status: Web page was created and is updated on a regular basis.

	Create check list of due dates to be posted on line to enable LEAs to view their check list to see what is due and whether it has been completed
	Create by January 2006 and update on a continuous basis
	ECEC Data Manager

	Status:  Web page was created and updated on a regular basis through September 2006 when DDOE began an overall reformatting process to all DDOE web pages.  Once the reporting process is complete, DDOE and LEA special education staff will discuss feasibility of continuing with the check list.  It seems that most LEAs were not taking advantage of the check list even though they were notified of its existence several times.


Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for (2006-2007)
[If applicable]
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TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE

PROGRAMS

ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

2006-2007

STATE:

SECTION A.  ENROLLMENT DATA FOR THE MATH ASSESSMENT

1

GRADE LEVEL

STUDENTS WITH IEPs (1)

ALL STUDENTS (2)

3

1297

9274

4

1437

9042

5

1368

9063

6

1494

9370

7

1526

9971

8

1528

10403

HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE:)

10

1106

8930

1

At a date as close as possible to the testing date.
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS

ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

2006-2007

STATE: 

DE - DELAWARE

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK REGULAR ASSESSMENT 

ON GRADE LEVEL ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS

TOTAL (3)

     SUBSET (OF 3) WHO TOOK THE                              

ASSESSMENT WITH                                                           

ACCOMODATIONS                           

(3A)

LEP STUDENTS IN US < 12

MONTHS WHOSE ENGLISH

PROFICIENCY TEST REPLACED

REGULAR READING

ASSESSMENT (3B)

1

SUBSET (OF 3) WHOSE 

ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE 

INVALID

2

 (3C)

3

1185

1113

0

4

1329

1253

0

5

1264

1128

0

6

1377

1186

0

7

1357

1131

0

8

1363

1250

0

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

942

838

0

1 

This column is gray because it does not apply to the math assessment.  Do not enter data in this column.

2

 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment, students do not fill out 

the answer sheet correctly) 

or changes in testing materials that resulted in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students who took the assessment

assessment without these changes.

GRADE LEVEL
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

2006-2007 STATE:  DE - DELAWARE

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

TOTAL (4)

SUBSET (OF 4) WHOSE 

ALTERNATE WAS 

SCORED AGAINST 

GRADE LEVEL 

STANDARDS (4A)

SUBSET (OF 4) WHOSE 

ALTERNATE WAS SCORED 

AGAINST ALTERNATE 

ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS 

(4B)

SUBSET (OF 4B) COUNTED 

AT THE LOWEST 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL 

BECAUSE OF THE NCLB 

CAP

1 

(4C)

SUBSET (OF 4) WHOSE 

ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

WERE INVALID

2 

(4D)

Sum of col 4A & 4B 

should be equal to 

Col 4

Col 4C should 

be < col 4B

3

84 0 84 0 0 84  

4

82 0 82 0 0 82  

5

81 0 81 0 0 81  

6

94 0 94 0 0 94  

7

124 0 124 0 0 124  

8

111 0 111 0 0 111  

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

113 0 113 0 0 113  

1 NCLB 1% cap is the limit on the number of scores on an alternate assessment on alternate achievement standards that can be counted as proficient AYP calculations.  If in 2006-07 your state had an

approved exception to the 1% cap as indicated in Section A,  use your 2006-07 adjusted cap rather than 1% when determining the number of students that must be counted in the lowest achievement level.

2 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill

  out the answer sheet correctly) or changes in testing materials that resulted in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students who took the assessment

without these changes.

GRADE LEVEL

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES   OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION                                                      REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE

PROGRAMS                                                        ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

2006-2007 STATE: DE - DELAWARE

SECTION B.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

STUDENTS WHO DID NOT TAKE ANY ASSESSMENT 

PARENTAL EXEMPTION (6) ABSENT (7)

EXEMPT FOR OTHER REASONS

5

 (8)

Sum of columns 3 

through 8 should equal 

col 1, Section A

Number reported 

in col 1, Section A

3 0

0 14 14 1297 1297

4 0

0 11 15 1437 1437

5 0

0 12 11 1368 1368

6 0

0 10 13 1494 1494

7 0

0 24 21 1526 1526

8 0

0 26 28 1528 1528

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

0

0 45 6 1106 1106

1

 In a separate listing, report the number of students exempted for other reasons by grade and specific reason.

 

GRADE LEVEL

Please provide the reason(s) for exemption.

STUDENTS WHO DID NOT TAKE AN ASSESSMENT  IN ACCORDANCE WITH NCLB

STUDENTS WHO TOOK AN 

OUT OF LEVEL TEST (5)
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT

REGULAR ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL (9A)

1 2 3 4 5

GRADE LEVEL TEST NAME

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

9A ROW 

TOTAL

1

3

DSTP

344 260 449 107 25 0 0 0 0

1185 1185 1185

4

DSTP

472 316 401 116 24 0 0 0 0

1329 1329 1329

5

DSTP

489 274 435 53 13 0 0 0 0

1264 1264 1264

6

DSTP

647 236 438 37 19 0 0 0 0

1377 1377 1377

7

DSTP

891 170 269 22 5 0 0 0 0

1357 1357 1357

8

DSTP

822 248 240 34 19 0 0 0 0

1363 1363 1363

HIGH SCHOOL : 10

DSTP

662 128 128 17 7 0 0 0 0

942 942 942

LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT: 

3  

1

 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9A is to equal the number reported in column 3 minus the number reported in columns 3B and 3C.

Computed row 

Total

Computed 

row total 

should equal 

col 3 minus 

col 3B minus 

3C
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT

FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL STANDARDS (9B)

             

GRADE LEVEL TEST NAME

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

9B ROW 

TOTAL

1

3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

7

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

HIGH SCHOOL : 10

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:

   

1

 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9B is equal to the number reported in Column 4A minus that portion of 4D that refers to invalid results from assessments scored against grade level achievement standards.

Computed row 

Total

Column 4A - column 

4D should be less 

than or equal to 

computed total

Column 4A should 

be greater than or 

equal to computed 

total
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT SCORED AGAINST ALTERNATE STANDARDS (9C)

1 2 3 4 5        

GRADE LEVEL TEST NAME

 Achievement 

Level

1

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

9C ROW 

TOTAL

2

3

DAPA

5 12 11 21 35 0 0 0 0

84 84 84 84

4

DAPA

4 10 16 24 28 0 0 0 0

82 82 82 82

5

DAPA

5 11 8 23 34 0 0 0 0

81 81 81 81

6

DAPA

7 9 12 16 50 0 0 0 0

94 94 94 94

7

DAPA

12 11 16 29 56 0 0 0 0

124 124 124 124

8

DAPA

8 6 22 32 43 0 0 0 0

111 111 111 111

HIGH SCHOOL : 10

DAPA

6 5 10 27 65 0 0 0 0

113 113 113 113

LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:

3  

1

 Include all students whose assessment counted in the lowest achievement level because of the NCLB 1% cap.

2 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9C is to equal the number reported in column 4B minus that portion of 4D that refers to invalid results from assessments scored against alternate

achievement standards.

Computed 

row Total

(Column 4B - Column 4D)

1

should be less than or equal to 

the computed total

(Column 4A + 

Column 4B - Column 

4D)

1

should be equal to 

totals for column 9B 

plus 9C
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE:  DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION C.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON MATH ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

GRADE LEVEL

                                                          

TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9A 

(ON PAGE 6)

1

TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9B 

(ON PAGE 7)

1

TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9C 

(ON PAGE 8)

1

NO VALID SCORE

1

,

2

 (10) TOTAL

1

,

3

 (11)

Sum of Column 

3 through column 

8

Number reported 

in col 1, Section 

A

3

1185 0 84 28 1297 1297 1297

4

1329 0 82 26 1437 1437 1437

5

1264 0 81 23 1368 1368 1368

6

1377 0 94 23 1494 1494 1494

7

1357 0 124 45 1526 1526 1526

8

1363 0 111 54 1528 1528 1528

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

942 0 113 51 1106 1106 1106

1 STATES SHOULD NOT REPORT DATA ON THIS PAGE.  THESE DATA WILL BE CALCULATED FROM THE REPORTED DATA AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.  PLEASE REVIEW FOR

ERRORS.

2

 Column 10 is calculated by summing the numbers reported in column 3C plus column 4D plus column 5 plus column 6 plus column 7 plus column 8.

3

 Column 11 should equal the number of students with IEPs reported in column 1 of Section A.  If the number of students is not the same, provide an explanation.  Column 11 should always equal the sum of the

number of students reported in columns 3 plus column 4 plus column 5 plus column 6 plus column 7 plus column 8.

Please explain the difference between column 11 and the number reported in column 1, Section A.

Explanation
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

2006-2007 STATE: DE - DELAWARE

SECTION D.  ENROLLMENT DATA FOR THE READING ASSESSMENT1

GRADE LEVEL STUDENTS WITH IEPs (1) ALL STUDENTS (2)

Students with IEPs  <= 

All Students

3

1297 9274 NO

4

1437 9042 NO

5

1368 9063 NO

6

1493 9370 NO

7

1526 9971 NO

8

1528 10403 NO

HIGH SCHOOL (SPECIFY GRADE:)

10

1107 8930 NO

 

1

At a date as close as possible to the testing date.
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

2006-2007 STATE:  DE - DELAWARE

SECTION E.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK REGULAR ASSESSMENT 

ON GRADE LEVEL ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS

TOTAL (3)

     SUBSET (OF 3) WHO TOOK THE                              

ASSESSMENT WITH                                                           

ACCOMODATIONS                           

(3A)

  LEP STUDENTS IN US < 12

MONTHS WHOSE ENGLISH

PROFICIENCY TEST REPLACED

REGULAR READING

ASSESSMENT (3B)

1

SUBSET (OF 3) WHOSE 

ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE 

INVALID

2

 (3C)

Sum of col 3A, 3B, & 

3C should be <= col 3

3

1182 1109

0

0 1109

4

1322 1246

0

0 1246

5

1265 1121

0

0 1121

6

1375 1172

0

0 1172

7

1352 1116

0

0 1116

8

1361 1221

0

0 1221

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

933 813

0

0 813

1 

Report those LEP students who, at the time of the reading assessment, were in the United States for less than 12 months and took the English proficiency test in place of the regular reading assessment.

2

 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill

  out the answer sheet correctly) 

or changes in testing materials that resulted in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students who took the assessment

without these changes.

GRADE LEVEL

Please provide the reason(s) for why column 3A all zero.
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

2006-2007 STATE:  DE - DELAWARE

SECTION E.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

TOTAL (4)

SUBSET (OF 4) WHOSE 

ALTERNATE WAS SCORED 

AGAINST GRADE LEVEL 

STANDARDS (4A)

SUBSET (OF 4) WHOSE 

ALTERNATE WAS SCORED 

AGAINST ALTERNATIVE 

ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS 

(4B)

SUBSET (OF 4B) COUNTED 

AT THE LOWEST 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL 

BECAUSE OF THE NCLB 1% 

CAP

1

 (4C)

SUBSET (OF 4) WHOSE 

ASSESSMENT RESULTS WERE 

INVALID

2 

(4D)

Sum of col 4A & 4B 

should be equal to Col 

4

Col 4C should be 

< col 4B

Col 4D should 

be < col 4

3

84 0 84 0 0 84    

4

82 0 82 0 0 82    

5

81 0 81 0 0 81    

6

93 0 93 0 0 93    

7

124 0 124 0 0 124    

8

111 0 111 0 0 111    

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

114 0 114 0 0 114    

1 NCLB 1% cap is the limit on the number of scores on an alternate assessment on alternate achievement standards that can be counted as proficient AYP calculations.  If in 2006-07 your state had an

approved exception to the 1% cap as indicated in Section A,  use your 2006-07 adjusted cap rather than 1% when determining the number of students that must be counted in the lowest achievement level.

2

 Invalid results are assessment results that cannot be used for reporting and or aggregation due to problems in the testing process (e.g. students do not take all portions of the assessment or students do not fill

  out the answer sheet correctly)

 or changes in testing materials that resulted in a score that is not deemed by the State to be comparable to scores received by students who took the assessment

without these changes.

GRADE LEVEL

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO TOOK ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES   OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION                                                                  REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE

PROGRAMS                                                                    ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION E.  PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

STUDENTS WHO DID NOT TAKE ANY ASSESSMENT 

PARENTAL EXEMPTION (6) ABSENT (7)

EXEMPT FOR OTHER REASONS

5

 (8)

Sum of columns 3 

through 8 should equal 

col 1, Section A

Number reported 

in col 1, Section A

3 0

0 15 16 1297 1297

4 0

0 12 21 1437 1437

5 0

0 11 11 1368 1368

6

0 11 14 1493 1493

7

0 27 23 1526 1526

8

0 28 28 1528 1528

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

0 54 6 1107 1107

1

 In a separate listing, report the number of students exempted for other reasons by grade and specific reason.

 

Please provide the reason(s) for exemption.

STUDENTS WHO TOOK AN

OUT OF LEVEL TEST (5) GRADE LEVEL

STUDENTS WHO DID NOT TAKE AN ASSESSMENT  IN ACCORDANCE WITH NCLB
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 6

AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT

REGULAR ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL (9A)

1 2 3 4 5        

GRADE LEVEL TEST NAME

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

Achievement 

Level

Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

9A ROW 

TOTAL

1

3

233 275 528 87 59 0 0 0 0

1182 1182 1182

4

306 346 531 102 37 0 0 0 0

1322 1322 1322

5

272 319 574 84 16 0 0 0 0

1265 1265 1265

6

412 437 470 51 5 0 0 0 0

1375 1375 1375

7

418 403 505 23 3 0 0 0 0

1352 1352 1352

8

385 442 507 27 0 0 0 0 0

1361 1361 1361

HIGH SCHOOL : 10

436 280 211 4 2 0 0 0 0

933 933 933

LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT: 

3  

1

 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9A is to equal the number reported in column 3 minus the number reported in columns 3B and 3C.

Computed row 

Total

Computed 

row total 

should equal 

col 3 minus 

col 3B minus 

3C
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES OMB NO. 1820-0659

OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT ON GRADE LEVEL STANDARDS (9B)

                 

GRADE LEVEL TEST NAME

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

9B ROW 

TOTAL

1

3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

7

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

HIGH SCHOOL : 10

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:

   

1

 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9B is equal to the number reported in Column 4A minus that portion of 4D that refers to invalid results from assessments scored against grade level achievement standards.

Computed 

row Total

Column 4A - column 

4D should be less than 

or equal to computed 

total

Column 4A should 

be greater than or 

equal to computed 

total
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PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE: DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT SCORED AGAINST ALTERNATE STANDARDS (9C)

1 2 3 4 5        

GRADE LEVEL TEST NAME

 Achievement 

Level

1

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

 Achievement 

Level

9C ROW 

TOTAL

2

3

DAPA

7 15 11 14 37 0 0 0 0

84 84 84 84

4

DAPA

2 12 10 25 33 0 0 0 0

82 82 82 82

5

DAPA

5 8 12 19 37 0 0 0 0

81 81 81 81

6

DAPA

9 12 11 16 45 0 0 0 0

93 93 93 93

7

DAPA

7 22 18 22 55 0 0 0 0

124 124 124 124

8

DAPA

10 15 17 25 44 0 0 0 0

111 111 111 111

HIGH SCHOOL : 10

DAPA

9 9 12 31 53 0 0 0 0

114 114 114 114

LOWEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL CONSIDERED PROFICIENT:

3  

1

 Include all students whose assessment counted in the lowest achievement level because of the NCLB 1% cap.

2 The total number of students reported by achievement level in 9C is to equal the number reported in column 4B minus that portion of 4D that refers to invalid results from assessments scored against alternate

achievement standards.

Computed 

row Total

(Column 4B - Column 4D)

1

should be less than or equal to the 

computed total

(Column 4A + Column 

4B - Column 4D)

1

should be equal totals 

to for column 9B plus 

9C
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REPORT OF THE PARTICIPATION AND PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON STATE 

PROGRAMS ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA, GRADE, AND TYPE OF ASSESSMENT FORM EXPIRES: 09/30/2007

STATE:  DE - DELAWARE

2006-2007

SECTION F.  PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES ON READING ASSESSMENT (CONTINUED)

GRADE LEVEL

                                                          

TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9A 

(ON PAGE 15)

TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9B 

(ON PAGE 16)

TOTAL FOR COLUMN 9C 

(ON PAGE 17) NO VALID SCORE

2

 (10) TOTAL

3

 (11)

Sum of Column 3 

through column 8

Number reported 

in col 1, Section 

A

3

1182 0 84 31 1297 1297 1297

4

1322 0 82 33 1437 1437 1437

5

1265 0 81 22 1368 1368 1368

6

1375 0 93 25 1493 1493 1493

7

1352 0 124 50 1526 1526 1526

8

1361 0 111 56 1528 1528 1528

HIGH SCHOOL :

10

933 0 114 60 1107 1107 1107

1

 STATES SHOULD NOT REPORT DATA ON THIS PAGE.  THESE DATA WILL BE CALCULATED FROM THE REPORTED DATA AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.  PLEASE REVIEW FOR

ERRORS.

2

 Column 10 is calculated by summing the numbers reported in column 3B plus column 3C plus column 4D plus column 5 plus column 6 plus column 7 plus column 8.

3

 Column 11 should equal the number of students with IEPs reported in column 1 of Section A.  If the number of students is not the same, provide an explanation.  Column 11 should always equal the sum of the

number of students reported in columns 3 plus column 4 plus column 5 plus column 6 plus column 7 plus column 8.
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Reasons for Exception

DAPA

DAPA

DAPA

DAPA

DAPA

DAPA

DAPA

DSTP

DSTP

DSTP

DSTP

DSTP

DSTP

DSTP



Which assessment

Grade 3 - late Transfer into District, - 3, Homeless - 1

Grade 4 - late Transfer into District - 1, Medical - 2

Grade 5 - Late Transfer into District - 1, Medical - 2

Grade 6 - Late Transfer Into District - 1, Medical - 2

Grade 7 - Late Transfer Into Disitrct - 2, Medical - 3,  Other (Runaway) - 1

Grade 8 - Late Transfer Into District - 3, Medical - 2,  Other (Incarcerated) - 2



Grade 7 - Medical - 5,  Alternate Placement - 1

Grade 8 - Death in Family - 1,  Medical - 7,  Other 1- , Out of state Treatment - 1

Grade 10 - Medical - 3, Late Enrollment - 1



Grade 3 - Death in Family - 1, Late Enrollment - 1, Medical - 4

Garde 4 - Medical - 8

Grade 5 - Medical - 4

Grade 6 - Late Enrollment - 1, Medical - 7

Grade 10 - Late Transfer Into District - 1



GO BACK
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Discrepancies



Which assessment



GO BACK
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�Although this was part of a discussion with Lisa, the placement charts do not support that Correction changed students to separate school category. Maybe this statement should be removed.
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Chart1

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Special Education

All Students

State of Delaware
Graduation Rates
Class of 2000-2007

64.365974

82.103584

66.569344

81.864014

66.84005

83.050087

67.447594

83.010689

69.161674

81.5271

71.52

83.73

69.873413

84.733475

66.42

82.68



Statewide

		Graduation Rates

		Class of 2000 through 2007

		Class of		% Graduated		Ed Type		# Graduated		# Dropped		Total

		2000		84.06		Regular Education		4751		901		5652

		2001		83.65		Regular Education		4902		958		5860

		2002		85.33		Regular Education		5008		861		5869

		2003		85.23		Regular Education		5199		901		6100

		2004		83.49		Regular Education		5265		1041		6306

		2005		85.79		Regular Education		5335		884		6219

		2006		86.61		Regular Education		5409		836		6245

		2007		85.07		Regular Education		5487		963		6450

		2000		64.37		Special Education		401		222		623

		2001		66.57		Special Education		456		229		685

		2002		66.84		Special Education		514		255		769

		2003		67.45		Special Education		547		264		811

		2004		69.16		Special Education		693		309		1002

		2005		71.52		Special Education		751		299		1050

		2006		69.87		Special Education		552		238		790

		2007		66.42		Special Education		629		318		947

		2000		82.10		All Students		5152		1123		6275

		2001		81.86		All Students		5358		1187		6545

		2002		83.05		All Students		5522		1127		6649

		2003		83.01		All Students		5746		1176		6922

		2004		81.53		All Students		5958		1350		7308

		2005		83.73		All Students		6086		1183		7269

		2006		84.73		All Students		5961		1074		7035

		2007		82.68		All Students		6116		1281		7397





Statewide

		



Special Education

All Students

State of Delaware
Graduation Rates
Class of 2000-2007



District

		Graduation Rates

		Class of 2000 through 2005

		ClassOf		District		% Graduated		Ed Type		# Graduated		# Dropped		Total

		2000		Appoquinimink		91.48		Regular Education		161		15		176

		2001		Appoquinimink		86.49		Regular Education		160		25		185

		2002		Appoquinimink		91.51		Regular Education		194		18		212

		2003		Appoquinimink		92.06		Regular Education		197		17		214

		2004		Appoquinimink		89.81		Regular Education		238		27		265

		2005		Appoquinimink		93.96		Regular Education		249		16		265

		2006		Appoquinimink		97.23		Regular Education		316		9		325

		2000		Appoquinimink		62.50		Special Education		5		3		8

		2001		Appoquinimink		73.91		Special Education		17		6		23

		2002		Appoquinimink		64.29		Special Education		18		10		28

		2003		Appoquinimink		74.19		Special Education		23		8		31

		2004		Appoquinimink		75.00		Special Education		33		11		44

		2005		Appoquinimink		85.37		Special Education		35		6		41

		2006		Appoquinimink		86.84		Special Education		33		5		38

		2000		Brandywine		87.76		Regular Education		473		66		539

		2001		Brandywine		87.64		Regular Education		546		77		623

		2002		Brandywine		89.56		Regular Education		549		64		613

		2003		Brandywine		85.55		Regular Education		527		89		616

		2004		Brandywine		85.09		Regular Education		542		95		637

		2005		Brandywine		89.17		Regular Education		560		68		628

		2006		Brandywine		91.74		Regular Education		555		50		605

		2000		Brandywine		55.93		Special Education		33		26		59

		2001		Brandywine		50.79		Special Education		32		31		63

		2002		Brandywine		62.50		Special Education		50		30		80

		2003		Brandywine		67.95		Special Education		53		25		78

		2004		Brandywine		72.48		Special Education		79		30		109

		2005		Brandywine		77.50		Special Education		62		18		80

		2006		Brandywine		84.85		Special Education		56		10		66

		2000		Caesar Rodney		80.88		Regular Education		275		65		340

		2001		Caesar Rodney		85.67		Regular Education		293		49		342

		2002		Caesar Rodney		89.05		Regular Education		252		31		283

		2003		Caesar Rodney		93.71		Regular Education		268		18		286

		2004		Caesar Rodney		90.30		Regular Education		298		32		330

		2005		Caesar Rodney		90.42		Regular Education		283		30		313

		2006		Caesar Rodney		89.12		Regular Education		295		36		331

		2000		Caesar Rodney		47.62		Special Education		10		11		21

		2001		Caesar Rodney		57.89		Special Education		11		8		19

		2002		Caesar Rodney		71.43		Special Education		15		6		21

		2003		Caesar Rodney		73.91		Special Education		17		6		23

		2004		Caesar Rodney		78.57		Special Education		33		9		42

		2005		Caesar Rodney		74.42		Special Education		32		11		43

		2006		Caesar Rodney		72.22		Special Education		26		10		36

		2006		Campus Comm		86.49		Regular Education		32		5		37

		2006		Campus Comm		75.00		Special Education		6		2		8

		2000		Cape Henlopen		83.40		Regular Education		201		40		241

		2001		Cape Henlopen		84.06		Regular Education		174		33		207

		2002		Cape Henlopen		86.63		Regular Education		175		27		202

		2003		Cape Henlopen		87.16		Regular Education		190		28		218

		2004		Cape Henlopen		84.68		Regular Education		188		34		222

		2005		Cape Henlopen		86.88		Regular Education		192		29		221

		2006		Cape Henlopen		81.86		Regular Education		185		41		226

		2000		Cape Henlopen		41.67		Special Education		5		7		12

		2001		Cape Henlopen		64.71		Special Education		11		6		17

		2002		Cape Henlopen		56.25		Special Education		18		14		32

		2003		Cape Henlopen		76.32		Special Education		29		9		38

		2004		Cape Henlopen		66.04		Special Education		35		18		53

		2005		Cape Henlopen		69.39		Special Education		34		15		49

		2006		Cape Henlopen		58.33		Special Education		21		15		36

		2000		Capital		84.26		Regular Education		198		37		235

		2001		Capital		80.93		Regular Education		191		45		236

		2002		Capital		78.51		Regular Education		190		52		242

		2003		Capital		80.00		Regular Education		216		54		270

		2004		Capital		81.94		Regular Education		245		54		299

		2005		Capital		85.91		Regular Education		256		42		298

		2006		Capital		87.30		Regular Education		213		31		244

		2000		Capital		57.69		Special Education		15		11		26

		2001		Capital		44.44		Special Education		8		10		18

		2002		Capital		51.52		Special Education		17		16		33

		2003		Capital		66.67		Special Education		18		9		27

		2004		Capital		54.00		Special Education		27		23		50

		2005		Capital		61.29		Special Education		38		24		62

		2006		Capital		53.97		Special Education		34		29		63

		2000		Charter School of Wilmington		99.08		Regular Education		108		1		109

		2001		Charter School of Wilmington		99.18		Regular Education		121		1		122

		2002		Charter School of Wilmington		98.81		Regular Education		166		2		168

		2003		Charter School of Wilmington		99.58		Regular Education		239		1		240

		2004		Charter School of Wilmington		97.01		Regular Education		227		7		234

		2005		Charter School of Wilmington		96.21		Regular Education		203		8		211

		2002		Charter School of Wilmington		100.00		Special Education		1		0		1

		2004		Charter School of Wilmington		100.00		Special Education		1		0		1

		2005		Charter School of Wilmington		100.00		Special Education		2		0		2

		2000		Christina		76.85		Regular Education		707		213		920

		2001		Christina		75.76		Regular Education		625		200		825

		2002		Christina		79.26		Regular Education		642		168		810

		2003		Christina		77.17		Regular Education		622		184		806

		2004		Christina		72.72		Regular Education		605		227		832

		2005		Christina		78.78		Regular Education		661		178		839

		2006		Christina		77.03		Regular Education		694		207		901

		2000		Christina		45.95		Special Education		34		40		74

		2001		Christina		54.29		Special Education		38		32		70

		2002		Christina		44.44		Special Education		32		40		72

		2003		Christina		50.00		Special Education		43		43		86

		2004		Christina		61.40		Special Education		70		44		114

		2005		Christina		55.65		Special Education		64		51		115

		2006		Christina		59.26		Special Education		64		44		108

		2006		Chrt Sch Wilm		96.30		Regular Education		208		8		216

		2006		Chrt Sch Wilm		100.00		Special Education		1		0		1

		2000		Colonial		72.50		Regular Education		261		99		360

		2001		Colonial		69.86		Regular Education		248		107		355

		2002		Colonial		68.62		Regular Education		258		118		376

		2003		Colonial		67.81		Regular Education		276		131		407

		2004		Colonial		73.87		Regular Education		277		98		375

		2005		Colonial		75.00		Regular Education		276		92		368

		2006		Colonial		76.03		Regular Education		295		93		388

		2000		Colonial		53.06		Special Education		26		23		49

		2001		Colonial		40.48		Special Education		17		25		42

		2002		Colonial		48.21		Special Education		27		29		56

		2003		Colonial		48.00		Special Education		36		39		75

		2004		Colonial		42.42		Special Education		28		38		66

		2005		Colonial		56.41		Special Education		44		34		78

		2006		Colonial		62.50		Special Education		35		21		56

		2000		Delmar		90.48		Regular Education		76		8		84

		2001		Delmar		84.69		Regular Education		83		15		98

		2002		Delmar		90.59		Regular Education		77		8		85

		2003		Delmar		87.00		Regular Education		87		13		100

		2004		Delmar		86.41		Regular Education		89		14		103

		2005		Delmar		85.47		Regular Education		100		17		117

		2006		Delmar		84.16		Regular Education		85		16		101

		2000		Delmar		54.55		Special Education		6		5		11

		2001		Delmar		84.21		Special Education		16		3		19

		2002		Delmar		70.00		Special Education		7		3		10

		2003		Delmar		70.00		Special Education		14		6		20

		2004		Delmar		73.33		Special Education		11		4		15

		2005		Delmar		78.57		Special Education		11		3		14

		2006		Delmar		75.00		Special Education		9		3		12

		2000		Indian River		86.84		Regular Education		264		40		304

		2001		Indian River		78.82		Regular Education		268		72		340

		2002		Indian River		82.90		Regular Education		257		53		310

		2003		Indian River		87.96		Regular Education		314		43		357

		2004		Indian River		83.50		Regular Education		248		49		297

		2005		Indian River		86.88		Regular Education		278		42		320

		2006		Indian River		82.04		Regular Education		274		60		334

		2000		Indian River		69.23		Special Education		36		16		52

		2001		Indian River		62.00		Special Education		31		19		50

		2002		Indian River		71.88		Special Education		46		18		64

		2003		Indian River		71.15		Special Education		37		15		52

		2004		Indian River		72.22		Special Education		65		25		90

		2005		Indian River		70.11		Special Education		61		26		87

		2006		Indian River		68.89		Special Education		31		14		45

		2000		Lake Forest		74.50		Regular Education		111		38		149

		2001		Lake Forest		82.22		Regular Education		148		32		180

		2002		Lake Forest		80.13		Regular Education		125		31		156

		2003		Lake Forest		83.33		Regular Education		130		26		156

		2004		Lake Forest		83.25		Regular Education		159		32		191

		2005		Lake Forest		82.96		Regular Education		112		23		135

		2006		Lake Forest		86.42		Regular Education		140		22		162

		2000		Lake Forest		66.67		Special Education		8		4		12

		2001		Lake Forest		60.71		Special Education		17		11		28

		2002		Lake Forest		60.00		Special Education		9		6		15

		2003		Lake Forest		65.00		Special Education		13		7		20

		2004		Lake Forest		56.67		Special Education		17		13		30

		2005		Lake Forest		72.22		Special Education		26		10		36

		2006		Lake Forest		70.00		Special Education		21		9		30

		2000		Laurel		80.00		Regular Education		68		17		85

		2001		Laurel		83.50		Regular Education		86		17		103

		2002		Laurel		90.36		Regular Education		75		8		83

		2003		Laurel		85.19		Regular Education		69		12		81

		2004		Laurel		87.80		Regular Education		72		10		82

		2005		Laurel		77.78		Regular Education		56		16		72

		2006		Laurel		78.75		Regular Education		63		17		80

		2000		Laurel		69.23		Special Education		18		8		26

		2001		Laurel		52.17		Special Education		12		11		23

		2002		Laurel		80.00		Special Education		12		3		15

		2003		Laurel		65.22		Special Education		15		8		23

		2004		Laurel		70.59		Special Education		12		5		17

		2005		Laurel		69.70		Special Education		23		10		33

		2006		Laurel		60.00		Special Education		6		4		10

		2000		Milford		82.16		Regular Education		152		33		185

		2001		Milford		86.98		Regular Education		167		25		192

		2002		Milford		85.94		Regular Education		165		27		192

		2003		Milford		85.00		Regular Education		170		30		200

		2004		Milford		83.71		Regular Education		185		36		221

		2005		Milford		83.51		Regular Education		157		31		188

		2006		Milford		90.74		Regular Education		147		15		162

		2000		Milford		77.27		Special Education		17		5		22

		2001		Milford		73.68		Special Education		14		5		19

		2002		Milford		33.33		Special Education		5		10		15

		2003		Milford		50.00		Special Education		18		18		36

		2004		Milford		69.70		Special Education		23		10		33

		2005		Milford		62.22		Special Education		28		17		45

		2006		Milford		72.50		Special Education		29		11		40

		2000		New Castle County Votech		97.52		Regular Education		471		12		483

		2001		New Castle County Votech		96.70		Regular Education		557		19		576

		2002		New Castle County Votech		95.17		Regular Education		591		30		621

		2003		New Castle County Votech		97.39		Regular Education		598		16		614

		2004		New Castle County Votech		94.63		Regular Education		599		34		633

		2005		New Castle County Votech		95.75		Regular Education		631		28		659

		2006		New Castle County Votech		94.14		Regular Education		562		35		597

		2000		New Castle County Votech		97.67		Special Education		84		2		86

		2001		New Castle County Votech		98.08		Special Education		102		2		104

		2002		New Castle County Votech		96.72		Special Education		118		4		122

		2003		New Castle County Votech		97.00		Special Education		97		3		100

		2004		New Castle County Votech		95.15		Special Education		98		5		103

		2005		New Castle County Votech		98.18		Special Education		108		2		110

		2006		New Castle County Votech		86.84		Special Education		33		5		38

		2000		Polytech		94.29		Regular Education		198		12		210

		2001		Polytech		92.70		Regular Education		165		13		178

		2002		Polytech		92.27		Regular Education		191		16		207

		2003		Polytech		96.62		Regular Education		200		7		207

		2004		Polytech		94.87		Regular Education		185		10		195

		2005		Polytech		96.60		Regular Education		227		8		235

		2006		Polytech		99.19		Regular Education		245		2		247

		2000		Polytech		72.73		Special Education		16		6		22

		2001		Polytech		100.00		Special Education		23		0		23

		2002		Polytech		70.59		Special Education		12		5		17

		2003		Polytech		87.50		Special Education		21		3		24

		2004		Polytech		90.91		Special Education		30		3		33

		2005		Polytech		93.10		Special Education		27		2		29

		2006		Polytech		100.00		Special Education		22		0		22

		2006		Positive Outcms		40.00		Regular Education		2		3		5

		2006		Positive Outcms		66.67		Special Education		6		3		9

		2000		Positive Outcomes Charter School		40.00		Regular Education		2		3		5

		2001		Positive Outcomes Charter School		75.00		Regular Education		3		1		4

		2002		Positive Outcomes Charter School		75.00		Regular Education		3		1		4

		2004		Positive Outcomes Charter School		16.67		Regular Education		1		5		6

		2005		Positive Outcomes Charter School		80.00		Regular Education		4		1		5

		2000		Positive Outcomes Charter School		100.00		Special Education		2		0		2

		2001		Positive Outcomes Charter School		0.00		Special Education		0		1		1

		2002		Positive Outcomes Charter School		100.00		Special Education		3		0		3

		2003		Positive Outcomes Charter School		100.00		Special Education		1		0		1

		2004		Positive Outcomes Charter School		100.00		Special Education		4		0		4

		2005		Positive Outcomes Charter School		58.33		Special Education		7		5		12

		2006		Red Clay		83.48		Regular Education		561		111		672

		2006		Red Clay		65.79		Special Education		50		26		76

		2000		Red Clay Consolidated		81.99		Regular Education		510		112		622

		2001		Red Clay Consolidated		80.72		Regular Education		519		124		643

		2002		Red Clay Consolidated		82.70		Regular Education		540		113		653

		2003		Red Clay Consolidated		78.99		Regular Education		534		142		676

		2004		Red Clay Consolidated		76.22		Regular Education		545		170		715

		2005		Red Clay Consolidated		76.35		Regular Education		539		167		706

		2000		Red Clay Consolidated		58.00		Special Education		29		21		50

		2001		Red Clay Consolidated		53.85		Special Education		35		30		65

		2002		Red Clay Consolidated		60.81		Special Education		45		29		74

		2003		Red Clay Consolidated		56.06		Special Education		37		29		66

		2004		Red Clay Consolidated		53.41		Special Education		47		41		88

		2005		Red Clay Consolidated		58.49		Special Education		62		44		106

		2000		Seaford		84.21		Regular Education		144		27		171

		2001		Seaford		79.52		Regular Education		167		43		210

		2002		Seaford		83.82		Regular Education		145		28		173

		2003		Seaford		78.50		Regular Education		168		46		214

		2004		Seaford		77.95		Regular Education		152		43		195

		2005		Seaford		81.92		Regular Education		145		32		177

		2006		Seaford		82.63		Regular Education		138		29		167

		2000		Seaford		38.89		Special Education		7		11		18

		2001		Seaford		48.15		Special Education		13		14		27

		2002		Seaford		50.00		Special Education		11		11		22

		2003		Seaford		37.50		Special Education		9		15		24

		2004		Seaford		56.25		Special Education		9		7		16

		2005		Seaford		75.00		Special Education		15		5		20

		2006		Seaford		73.33		Special Education		11		4		15

		2000		Smyrna		88.46		Regular Education		161		21		182

		2001		Smyrna		83.83		Regular Education		140		27		167

		2002		Smyrna		85.31		Regular Education		151		26		177

		2003		Smyrna		89.24		Regular Education		141		17		158

		2004		Smyrna		84.62		Regular Education		132		24		156

		2005		Smyrna		84.96		Regular Education		113		20		133

		2006		Smyrna		88.96		Regular Education		137		17		154

		2000		Smyrna		72.00		Special Education		18		7		25

		2001		Smyrna		61.29		Special Education		19		12		31

		2002		Smyrna		79.31		Special Education		23		6		29

		2003		Smyrna		67.65		Special Education		23		11		34

		2004		Smyrna		76.92		Special Education		30		9		39

		2005		Smyrna		80.43		Special Education		37		9		46

		2006		Smyrna		75.00		Special Education		30		10		40

		2000		Sussex Technical		91.85		Regular Education		169		15		184

		2001		Sussex Technical		92.96		Regular Education		185		14		199

		2002		Sussex Technical		96.83		Regular Education		214		7		221

		2003		Sussex Technical		95.50		Regular Education		191		9		200

		2004		Sussex Technical		95.59		Regular Education		217		10		227

		2005		Sussex Technical		97.02		Regular Education		228		7		235

		2006		Sussex Technical		97.20		Regular Education		208		6		214

		2000		Sussex Technical		90.32		Special Education		28		3		31

		2001		Sussex Technical		100.00		Special Education		35		0		35

		2002		Sussex Technical		91.43		Special Education		32		3		35

		2003		Sussex Technical		92.11		Special Education		35		3		38

		2004		Sussex Technical		77.14		Special Education		27		8		35

		2005		Sussex Technical		96.30		Special Education		26		1		27

		2006		Sussex Technical		85.71		Special Education		18		3		21

		2000		Woodbridge		60.29		Regular Education		41		27		68

		2001		Woodbridge		74.67		Regular Education		56		19		75

		2002		Woodbridge		59.26		Regular Education		48		33		81

		2003		Woodbridge		77.22		Regular Education		61		18		79

		2004		Woodbridge		68.54		Regular Education		61		28		89

		2005		Woodbridge		73.86		Regular Education		65		23		88

		2006		Woodbridge		73.97		Regular Education		54		19		73

		2000		Woodbridge		23.53		Special Education		4		13		17

		2001		Woodbridge		62.50		Special Education		5		3		8

		2002		Woodbridge		55.00		Special Education		11		9		20

		2003		Woodbridge		62.50		Special Education		5		3		8

		2004		Woodbridge		70.00		Special Education		14		6		20

		2005		Woodbridge		61.54		Special Education		8		5		13

		2006		Woodbridge		50.00		Special Education		10		10		20





SQL

		select classof, gr.districtcode, type, districtshortname, gradrate, type_code, graduates, dropouts

		from diploma.dbo.cohort_distgradrate gr

		left outer join codelibrary.dbo.district_copy lib

		on gr.districtcode = lib.districtcode

		where type_code in ('wd', 'nd') and type in ('regular', 'charter') and classof = 2006

		order by gr.districtcode, type_code, classof

		select classof, gr.districtcode, gradrate, type_code, graduates, dropouts

		from diploma.dbo.cohort_distgradrate gr

		where type_code in ('wd', 'nd', 'al') and districtcode = 5 and classof = 2006

		order by gr.districtcode, type_code, classof
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Sheet1

		Drop-Out Rates

		Class of 2000 through 2007

		Year				All Students		Special Education

		2001		Enrolled		34,045		3,932

				Dropped		1,496		202

				Rate		4.40%		5.10%

		2002		Enrolled		34,241		4,326

				Dropped		2,119		224

				Rate		6.20%		5.20%

		2003		Enrolled		34,212		4,331

				Dropped		1,844		314

				Rate		5.40%		7.30%

		2004		Enrolled		34,785		4,603

				Dropped		2,103		394

				Rate		6.00%		8.60%

		2005		Enrolled		35,497		4,935

				Dropped		1883		245

				Rate		5.30%		5.00%

		2006		Enrolled		36,297		5,040

				Dropped		1995		264

				Rate		5.50%		5.20%

		2007		Enrolled		37253		5212

				Dropped		2026		287

				Rate		5.44%		5.51%
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